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Since the 1990s, Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) have been increasingly involved in defining and solving social and environmental problems related to business activities.

Extant literature analysing NGOs mobilization in corporate contexts, commonly characterizes NGOs' influence strategies as either confrontational or collaborative. Our research aims to bring a more nuanced view of this dichotomous conceptualization. In particular, we seek to better understand the possible mix of confrontation and collaboration that may take place within one NGO's influence strategy when targeting Businesses.

Empirically we focused on the strategies of influence conducted by three of the world's most recognized Environmental NGOs: World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF); Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth (FoE) towards a common corporate target: the soybean agro-industry in South-America, in regards a particular issue concerning this industry: the sustainability issues linked to its uncontrolled growth. The study will specifically look at the individual progression of these NGOs' influence strategies, as well as the similarities and differences between them, along two dimensions: discourse and tactics.

Our analysis showed that NGOs strategies develop in an interrelated and dialectic process, building on each other achievements and shortcomings. In addition, we find out strategies progression often involve a hybrid approach between collaboration and confrontation. This approach can take two distinct forms: a progressive dynamics (from confrontation to cooperation) or a dual one (simultaneous cooperation and confrontation).

These results contribute globally to the emerging NGO-Business literature, and speak to current attempts that seek to overcome static and dyadic approaches of NGO-Business relations.

Résumé

Depuis les années 1990, des Organisations Non-Gouvernementales (ONG) se sont impliquées de manière croissante dans la définition et la résolution des problèmes sociaux et environnementaux liés aux activités des entreprises. En actant tout au long des chaînes de production globales, ces ONG ont transformé les marchés, où ces entreprises opèrent, en espaces de plus en plus contestés. De nos jours, la littérature disponible sur les agissements des ONG dans des contextes corporatifs catégorise les stratégies d'influence des ONG comme étant soit de confrontation, soit de coopération. Notre recherche vise à amener une vision plus nuancée à ces dichotomies théoriques, notamment nous cherchons à mieux comprendre les possibles approches mixtes entre confrontation et coopération qui peuvent avoir lieu dans une même stratégie d'influence. Empiriquement nous nous sommes focalisés sur différentes stratégies d'influence menées par trois des ONG Environnementales Internationales: le Fond Mondial pour la Nature; Greenpeace et les Amis de la Terre, au sein d'un même secteur économique : l'agro-industrie du soja. L'étude examine plus particulièrement la progression individuelle de ces stratégies, ainsi que les convergences et divergences entre elles. Notre analyse montre premièrement, que les stratégies les ONG définissent leurs stratégies d'action en fonction et en interaction avec celles des autres ONG agissant sur le secteur. Les ONG cherchent à intégrer des améliorations soit dans le projet soit dans le procès d'influence collectif. Deuxièmement, nous avons montré que les stratégies d'influence individuelles impliquent souvent une approche hybride entre collaboration et confrontation. Cette approche peut prendre deux formes distinctes : dynamique progressive (de la confrontation vers la coopération) ou duale (coopération et confrontation en simultanée).

Depuis le début des années 90, nous assistons à une croissante mobilisation des ONG pour intervenir au coeur des activités des entreprises. Les analyses académiques rendent compte de ce phénomène depuis son émergence, après avoir longtemps documenté l'orientation des actions de ces ONG vis-àvis des Etats et des institutions inter-gouvernementales, tels que la Banque Mondiale, l'ONU ou l'Organisation Mondiale de Commerce [START_REF] Keck | Activists Beyond Borders. Advocacy Networks in International Politics[END_REF][START_REF] Jefferys | France 1995: The Backward March of Labour Halted[END_REF][START_REF] Mathews | Power Shift[END_REF]Reinmann, 2006).

Ces interventions des ONG peuvent aller jusqu'à influencer de nombreuses décisions internes au sein des entreprises, telles que les zones d'approvisionnement et les modalités de contractualisation avec les fournisseurs, les choix de communication publicitaire et l'évolution des business models. Leur champ d'influence s'étend des petites aux grandes entreprises, des industries traditionnelles aux opérateurs des nouvelles technologies, pour agir sur une diversité d'enjeux concernant la responsabilité sociétale des entreprises (RSE) : santé publique, préservation des ressources naturelles, gestion des déchets et des ressources limitées, conditions de travail, marginalisation des petits producteurs. Plus récemment, ce rôle des ONG devenu incontournable et a conduit certaines entreprises à rechercher des alliances avec ces ONG, afin d'obtenir une approbation de leurs opérations productives et économiques.

Notre recherche en management et stratégie s'est donnée pour objectif de mieux comprendre les actions et modes opératoires des ONG dans les milieux économiques. Cet objectif s'est affiné de manière inductive, par la confrontation à la littérature déjà existante sur ce sujet et par une première exploration du terrain.

Revue de la littérature (Chapitre 1)

Ce phénomène d'influence et d'ingérence croissante des ONG dans les filières économiques et auprès de leurs acteurs, a été documenté par la littérature en management, soit à partir des questions de stakeholder management, de la RSE, des relations publiques, ou des affaires internationales, avec une recrudescence marquée des travaux réalisés depuis le début des années 2000 [START_REF] Kourula | Nongovernmental Organizations in Business and Society, Management, and International Business Research: Review and Implications From 1998 to 2007[END_REF].

Différents termes ont été retenus par les chercheurs pour désigner ce phénomène selon les angles analytiques adoptés : d'une part on trouve les termes de « market advocacy », « market movements », « NGO private politics », « stratégies d'influence », « NGO-Business relations » de la part de travaux avec une perspective large sur les formes d'interactions entre ONG et entreprise. D'autre part, on trouve les termes de « NGO-Business collaboration », « alliances sociales », « cross-secteur alliances », « NGO-Industrie complex », dans les travaux, à visée plus normative, qui s'intéressent aux modalités et conditions de collaboration entre ONG et entreprises.

A l'heure actuelle, les travaux scientifiques sur les relations ONG-entreprises offrent différents éclairages sur les aspects suivants :  L'ampleur de ce phénomène et les différents rôles joués par les ONG vis-à-vis des entreprises [START_REF] King | Social movements as extra-institutional entrepreneurs: The effect of protests on stock price returns[END_REF][START_REF] Kong | Moving business/industry towards sustainable consumption: The role of NGOs[END_REF][START_REF] Teegen | International NGOs as global institutions: Using social capital to impact multinational enterprises and governments[END_REF]  Les choix stratégiques des ONG en termes de cibles et de démarches tactiques [START_REF] Hendry | Taking aim at Business: What Factors Lead Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations to Target Particular Firms[END_REF][START_REF] Rehbein | Understanding Shareholder Activism: Which Corporations are Targeted[END_REF][START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF]  Les catégorisations possibles des stratégies d'influence mises en oeuvre par les ONG (den [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF][START_REF] Elkington | Partners for Sustainability[END_REF][START_REF] Waddell | NGO Strategies to Engage Business: Trends, Critical Issues and Next Steps[END_REF]  Les différentes réponses des entreprises face à la pression des ONG [START_REF] Rowley | Moving Beyond Dyadic Ties: A Network Theory of Stakeholder Influences[END_REF][START_REF] Argenti | Collaborating with Activists: How Starbucks works with NGOs[END_REF]  Les différentes formes institutionnelles qui concrétisent les partenariats de collaboration entre ONG et entreprises [START_REF] Turcotte | Conflict and collaboration:The interfaces between environmental organizations and business firms[END_REF][START_REF] Perko | The Whole is Greater than the Sum of its Parts. NGO-Business Partnerships in International Cooperation[END_REF]  Les impacts des actions des ONG sur les entreprises [START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF][START_REF] Wendelspiess | Firm Response to Advocacy Campaings-A Case Study into How Campaings Stimulate Organizational Change[END_REF][START_REF] Hudlot | ONG et entreprises en Belgique: Guide pratique pour une collaboration fructueuse[END_REF]: cependant, cette catégorie de travaux reste en nombre limité, comparativement au reste de la littérature sur le sujet.

Ce riche corpus permet une compréhension large des actions des ONG vis-à-vis des entreprises, mais nous repérons cependant quelques points aveugles qui, selon nous, méritent des analyses complémentaires. En effet, nous identifions une tendance dyadique dans une partie de ces travaux, tandis que d'autres tendent à adopter une perspective dichotomique.

 Concernant la tendance dyadique : la plupart des travaux que nous classons dans cette catégorie, tendent à centrer l'analyse sur les interactions entre une ONG et une entreprise, en prenant rarement en compte d'autres parties prenantes. En effet, nous repérons une tendance à sous-estimer les influences concomitantes de différentes mobilisations. Mes travaux exploratoires m'ont notamment permis de repérer des cas où plusieurs ONG, de manière non concertée, ciblent en parallèle une entreprise ou une filière impliquée par rapport à un enjeu spécifique, ainsi que d'autres cas, où une même entreprise peut faire l'objet de plusieurs campagnes de la part de différentes ONG sur des enjeux distincts.

Par exemple, le thème du changement climatique induit des mobilisations diverses contre l'industrie pétrolière de la part de différentes ONG : c'est le cas de Shell, classée comme l'entreprise la plus ciblée en 2012 par différentes campagnes critiques concernant ses opérations d'exploration et d'exploitation en Arctique (Sigwatch, 2013). De même dans la filière textile, de nombreuses analyses montrent les mobilisations parallèles d'ONG de différents pays sur le thème des conditions de travail [START_REF] Hond | The Sequential Patterning of Tactics: Activism in the Global Sports Apparel Industry, 1988-2002[END_REF]. Enfin, le cas de McDonalds est emblématique des entreprises pouvant être l'objet de différentes mobilisations concernant des enjeux distincts.

 Concernant la tendance dichotomique : dans cette catégorie, nous repérons un ensemble de travaux qui tendent à réduire les relations possibles entre ONG et entreprises à deux modalités opposées : la confrontation ou la collaboration. Cette dichotomie néglige les possibles évolutions dynamiques des stratégies d'influence des ONG vis-à-vis des entreprises.

Face à ces points aveugles, il nous est apparu nécessaire d'appréhender ces mobilisations non pas comme des interactions dyadiques et statiques entre ONG et entreprises, mais dans une perspective plus dynamique et multilatérale, en mettant en oeuvre une approche longitudinale et multidimensionnelle afin de mieux traiter les processus dynamiques au sein et entre stratégies.

Cette analyse de la littérature, et le repérage des aspects inexplorés, nous ont permis de décliner deux questions de recherche à partir de notre objectif de départ cherchant à mieux comprendre les modes opératoires des ONG vis-à-vis des entreprises :  Une première question concernant les différentes dynamiques au sein d'une stratégie d'influence propre à une ONG : comment cette stratégie d'influence évolue se développe ? Ici nous avançons l'argument que la confrontation et la collaboration peuvent coexister au sein d'une même stratégie, et que celle-ci peut osciller dans le temps entre les deux.

 Une deuxième question concernant les différentes dynamiques entre diverses stratégies d'influence d'ONG distinctes : comment les ONG interagissent et s'inter-influencent dans leurs stratégies sur un même enjeu ? Ici nous avançons l'argument que les stratégies d'influence ne se définissent pas uniquement vis-à-vis de leur entreprise cible, mais elles sont également déterminées par les stratégies d'influence menées en parallèle par des autres ONG.

Cadre de Référence (Chapitre 2):

L'objet d'étude dans notre recherche est la « stratégie d'influence », définie par [START_REF] Freudenberg | Health Campaigns to Change Industry Practices That Damage Health : An Analysis of 12 Case Studies[END_REF] comme « les actions d'une ou plusieurs organisations mettant en oeuvre des activités ciblées de durée variable, conçues pour provoquer des changements explicites dans les pratiques d'entreprises ou d'industries ».

Pour procéder à l'analyse des stratégies d'influence, nous avons particulièrement retenu la catégorisation proposée par [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF], structurée au croisement de deux axes d'étude :

 premièrement, le continuum de positionnements possibles dans la relation ONG-entreprise, oscillant entre confrontation et collaboration. Celui-ci est déterminé à partir de deux indicateurs :

o l'idéologie : qui correspond aux croyances et représentations de l'ONG vis-à-vis de l'entreprise (négative, positive, critique, ou prudente), o la logique d'influence : qui correspond au recours soit à la pression, ou soit à la proposition dans la stratégie de l'ONG.

 deuxièmement, le continuum d'implications possibles de la part des Business dans le changement, positionnant l'ONG dans un registre allant de « business insider » à « civil society insider ». Celui-ci est définie à partir de deux indicateurs :

o la provenance des financements de l'ONG : il est ainsi considéré qu'une stratégie s'appuyant sur les fonds propres de l'ONG correspond à une implication « civil society insider ». A l'opposé, une stratégie s'appuyant sur des fonds issus de l'entreprise est considérée comme une implication « business insider ».

o le contrôle de la stratégie de l'ONG : qui correspond au degré de partage de la stratégie d'influence avec les acteurs de l'entreprise. Une ONG incluant des acteurs du monde entrepreneurial dans la prise de décisions concernant la stratégie d'influence sera considérée vers le pôle « business insider » : c'est le cas par exemple de certains comités mixtes, alliances et partenariats. A l'opposé, on trouvera les ONG qui excluent entièrement les entreprises de la prise de décisions concernant leurs stratégies d'influence.

Cette matrice permet à [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] de proposer 4 types de stratégie d'influence :

 type « promoting change » : la stratégie d'influence tend vers la collaboration, avec l'ONG qui cherche à proposer des changements plutôt qu'à exercer une pression. Les financements proviennent principalement des membres de l'ONG, et la stratégie peut bénéficier partiellement de l'implication de l'entreprise  type « forcing change » : la stratégie d'influence tend vers la confrontation, avec une vision négative de l'entreprise par l'ONG, qui cherche à faire pression en faveur du changement. Les financements proviennent entièrement des membres de l'ONG, qui détient le contrôle de la stratégie mise en oeuvre  type « producing change » : la stratégie d'influence tend vers la confrontation, et se distingue du type précédent (forcing change), en adoptant une implication plutôt « business insider ».

Cela signifie que le contrôle de la stratégie peut être partagé avec l'entreprise et, les financements proviennent essentiellement de l'entreprise. Par exemple, une initiative de commerce équitable peut typiquement être considérée une stratégie de type « producing change » (Waddel, 2004). Dans ce type de stratégie, le degré de confrontation est engendré par une vision très critique vis-à-vis du modèle dominant. Cette confrontation n'empêche pas ces organisations de travailler avec quelques acteurs clés pour établir un modèle alternatif. Waddel (2004) définit cette stratégie comme une « confrontation proactive ».

 type « facilitating change » : la stratégie d'influence tend vers la collaboration, en adoptant une implication plutôt « business insider ». Le contrôle de la stratégie est partagé avec l'entreprise, considérée positivement, et les financements peuvent provenir de l'entreprise. Based on: [START_REF] Waddell | NGO Strategies to Engage Business: Trends, Critical Issues and Next Steps[END_REF] Ainsi, ce modèle d'analyse nous apparaît pertinent pour notre recherche, car il intègre un regard dynamique et diversifié, permettant d'aller au-delà de la dichotomie confrontation/collaboration en proposant des positionnements intermédiaires.

Par ailleurs, il permet de considérer une coexistence possible de différentes stratégies menées par une même ONG, et de possibles évolutions de celles-ci à travers le temps.

De même, il enrichit la compréhension des modes opératoires des ONG, grâce à la prise en compte des éléments structurels tels que les financements et l'implication ou non des entreprises dans le contrôle de la stratégie d'influence.

Ce modèle nous a conduits à organiser notre travail d'analyse en articulant trois dimensions :

1. l'étude des représentations de chaque ONG concernant d'une part sa compréhension des problèmes et, d'autre part, les perspectives de solution qu'elle en a dégagées :

 La compréhension des problèmes selon l'ONG, nous a permis de comprendre son point de vue vis-à-vis du monde entrepreneurial (indicateur « idéologie »),  Les représentations des solutions à envisager et l'implication des entreprises dans ces dernières nous a permis de comprendre le rôle attribué à ces dernières dans le contrôle de la stratégie d'influence (indicateur « contrôle de la stratégie »).

2. L'analyse des tactiques mises en place au sein des stratégies d'influence, ainsi que leur évolution. Ceci nous a permis de comprendre l'orientation de l'ONG plutôt vers une dynamique ou de proposition (« inducement »), ou de pression (indicateur « logique d'influence »).

3. L'analyse des éléments structurels des ONG : La nature de l'objet de recherche et notre visée compréhensive nous ont conduits à inscrire nos travaux dans un positionnement interprétatif, avec une approche qualitative à partir d'une étude de cas. En effet, plusieurs auteurs (Scholz and Tietje, 2000 ;[START_REF] Yin | Case Study Research[END_REF] soulignent l'intérêt et la pertinence des investment, microenterprise funds études de cas pour étudier des dynamiques historiques et des phénomènes sociaux, ainsi que pour une meilleure prise en compte des éléments contextuels.

L'investigation empirique s'est déroulée en deux phases :

 Une première phase d'étude exploratoire réalisée grâce à des entretiens et une analyse de données secondaires, a permis de préciser la problématique de recherche et les contours du cas d'étude.

 Une deuxième phase plus approfondie nous a conduits à nous concentrer sur trois ONG agissant sur une même filière concernant un enjeu spécifique.

Choix et délimitation de l'étude de cas

Au regard du nombre élevé d'actions d'ONG ciblées au cours de la dernière décennie, plusieurs raisons justifient le choix du terrain : le secteur du soja.

D'une part, les mobilisations dans ce secteur couvrent une longue période nous permettant ainsi de constater des dynamiques d'évolution. D'autre part, le grand nombre d'ONG impliquées a permis de repérer une diversité de stratégies d'influence mises en oeuvre.

Nous avons pris en compte deux dimensions pour délimiter les frontières de notre étude de cas : la durée de la période pertinente à étudier, et l'espace géographique concerné. Nous avons donc choisi d'une part, de retenir pour notre étude, la période allant de 2000 à 2013, qui a été la plus riche en termes de mobilisation. D'autre part, nous avons centré ce travail sur la filière du soja comprenant les pays producteurs d'Amérique du Sud et les marchés européens, qui ont été la plus concernée par ces mobilisations.

Parmi les différentes ONG impliquées dans ce cadre, nous avons choisi trois des organisations les plus connues au sein du mouvement environnemental mondial, disposant de moyens opérationnels une démarche de production de changements en collaboration avec de petites entreprises laitières pour la commercialisation de « produits sans soja ».

Les différents projets de « gouvernance » en détail

Nous avons identifié que chacune des stratégies particulières de chaque ONG, bien qu'ayant évolué Ces différents projets spécifiques à chacune des ONG constituent aussi des marqueurs de différenciation dans la compétition qui s'est installée entre elles. En reprenant les analyses de Zald et McCarthy (1987), nous pouvons considérer cette situation comme une compétition pour la « dominance symbolique », dans laquelle les organisations cherchent à mettre en place les meilleurs programmes et tactiques pour accomplir leurs objectifs. Nous prenons le temps d'analyser dans la section suivante les déterminants de cette dynamique de compétition entre les 3 ONG étudiées.

Des dynamiques d'inter-influence entre ONG

Une dynamique d'interdépendance focalisée autour de WWF Nous identifions une situation d'interdépendance entre les ONG étudiées. WWF a un rôle central en étant la première organisation à avoir tenté l'institutionnalisation d'un projet pour remédier aux impacts négatifs de l'expansion du soja. Les deux autres ONG entrent dans le débat en réaction par rapport aux défaillances qui se manifestent dans l'action de WWF. Ces réactions de Greenpeace et FoE restent cependant différentes dans leur manière de se positionner par rapport à WWF.

Différences de réaction : entre complémentarité et conflictualité De la part de Greenpeace, nous relevons un questionnement exprimé par rapport à certains éléments du processus enclenché par le Forum RTRS (lenteur, absence de démarches coercitives vis-à-vis des entreprises), sans remettre en cause l'essence et les principes de base du projet. Greenpeace se différencie de l'initiative de WWF en introduisant des innovations tactiques dans son projet, de manière à exercer une pression coercitive sur les entreprises et accélérer la mise en oeuvre de solutions rapides face à l'avancée de la déforestation. C'est particulièrement en jouant sur les rapports de force entre les différents segments de la filière que Greenpeace structure son action : l'adhésion du négoce (« traders ») à sa démarche permet de forcer les producteurs à suivre les directives en faveur d'un moratoire du commerce de soja issu de la zone amazonienne.

D'ailleurs, pour combler la lenteur du processus RTRS, le projet de Greenpeace, consiste à définir unilatéralement le principe de durabilité à imposer à l'industrie : le principe d'un « soja hors forêt ».

De plus, pour accélérer le temps de l'accord, l'étendue de ce principe est plus restreinte que celle proposée par WWF. En effet, tandis que le standard de la RTRS cherche à agréer sur des aspects économiques, sociaux et environnementaux, Greenpeace se focalise principalement sur l'avancée des plantations de soja sur la forêt.

Concernant la stratégie de FoE, nous avons expliqué dans la section précédente la critique forte adressée aux principes de base du projet de WWF. Ce positionnement de l'ONG l'amène sur le terrain du débat politique en exigeant une transformation structurelle du modèle d'organisation de l'élevage européen et du commerce international, à partir des arguments de la souffrance des populations rurales affectées par l'expansion du soja, et des émissions carbone induites par le transport des matières premières des Amérique du Sud à l'Europe. De plus, FoE critique la filière du soja par rapport à l'utilisation de pesticides dans les grandes plantations intensives de soja et le recours aux semences génétiquement modifiées.

L'organisation souligne que dans les débats au sein de la RTRS la plupart des ces impacts sont marginalisés, et remet en question la capacité des grandes entreprises de soja de s'autoréguler (définir et appliquer eux-mêmes les règles de durabilité) comme le proposent ces schèmes de gouvernance privée sans intervention de l'Etats telle que la RTRS.

L'argumentation menée contre le RTRS consiste à soutenir que ce-dernier n'est qu'un outil limité pour cibler les aspects les plus critiques de l'avancée des plantations de soja en Amérique du Sud sur la forêt, et que celle-ci sert de « façade » de durabilité, empêchant la mise en place de « vraies » solutions. FoE propose son propre projet tout en s'opposant ouvertement à celui de WWF.

En 2011, l'année d'entrée au marché du label développé au sein du forum RTRS, des actions plus concrètes contre la RTRS ont eu lieu. FoE a cherché à délégitimer la crédibilité du label auprès des consommateurs et des supermarchés via des campagnes d'information et des pétitions demandant aux supermarchés de refuser les produits labellisés RTRS, et de développer à la place une offre de produits « sans soja ».

D'ailleurs, en 2012, l'ONG a cherché à annuler les bénéfices propres à la certification RTRS (i.e., différentiation de produit, entrée privilégiée au marché), en proposant elle-même des avantages alternatifs aux entreprises pour aller vers une production « sans soja ». Notamment, l'organisation cherche à organiser des « regroupements d'achat » où un nombre significatif de consommateurs sont organisés pour demander directement aux entreprises des produits élaborés avec des matières premières locales et évitant l'utilisation du soja dans la chaîne de production. Ces actions reçoivent le nom de « buy-cotts » ou « carrot-mobs ».

WWF : effets de ces campagnes alternatives

Nous relevons des effets mitigés de ces contre-réactions de Greenpeace et FoE par rapport à la stratégie de WWF. D'un côté, l'image et les projets de WWF ont pâti dans l'opinion publique de ces critiques portées à l'encontre de leur initiative (perte d'adhérents en Allemagne, difficultés de pénétration du label RTRS sur les marchés européens). De l'autre côté, WWF a tenté d'instrumentaliser cette critique du Forum pour renforcer sa posture « business -friendly » et l'engagement des entreprises au sein de son propre projet.

Des dynamiques au sein de chacune des stratégies d'influence

Nous avons relevé différentes trajectoires dans les stratégies d'influence menées par les ONG étudiées.

Nos résultats indiquent que celles-ci se sont développées soit en oscillation entre confrontation et collaboration, ou soit en variant le degré de collaboration et/ou confrontation. Nous détaillons cidessous les différentes trajectoires identifiées :

WWF : Deux nuances de collaboration (2003)(2004)(2005)(2006)(2007)(2008)(2009)(2010)(2011)(2012)(2013) La stratégie d'influence de WWF se situe du côté « collaboratif » de la matrice proposée par [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF], tout en expérimentant une variation au long de l'axe « Business-insider/ Civil Society Insider ». Elle a notamment évoluée du type « promoting change » au type « facilitating change ».

WWF Phase 1 : [2003][2004][2005] En 2003 l'organisation adopte une posture assez consensuelle avec la filière du soja. Tout en soulevant les impacts environnementaux que l'expansion du soja entraîne en Amérique du Sud, elle affirme que la production de soja peut devenir durable si de bonnes pratiques agricoles sont adoptées.

Pour cela, l'organisation va chercher d'abord à instaurer un dialogue entre les parties pour promouvoir la mise en place de la table ronde (RTRS) afin de définir conjointement des critères et principes de durabilité pour régir la production dite « durable » du soja. A ce stade, le rapprochement avec les entreprises est réalisé à travers plusieurs démarches : mise en réseau entre entreprises, séminaires et ateliers d'informations, rencontres bilatérales, recours à des consultants spécialement embauchés pour réaliser ce travail. Pendant cette phase, la stratégie est financée par des fonds propres à l'organisation.

Toutes ces démarches aboutissent en 2005 par la première rencontre par l'organisation du forum « Round Table for Responsible Soy » (RTRS). Celui-ci a lieu à Iguaçu (à la frontière du Paraguay, Argentine, Brésil), avec la participation de 200 personnes représentant différents segments de la filière. A partir de ce moment, la stratégie de WWF entre dans une phase de « facilitating change ».

Le contrôle de la stratégie est partagé avec des acteurs de la filière en installant un comité mixte pour organiser la poursuite de la Table Ronde. De même, le financement de l'initiative ne s'appuie plus sur les fonds de l'organisation, mais sur les cotisations payées par les participants à la table ronde. Enfin, les entreprises sont plutôt considérées de manière positive, avec une mise en avant des plus « vertueuses ». Ce faisant, l'organisation cherche à forcer ces acteurs à signer un moratoire pour stopper la commercialisation du soja provenant de zones amazoniennes. Ensuite, elle exige leur participation à la mise en place d'un système de surveillance pour garantir l'exclusion du soja « amazonien » dans les importations européennes. Ces actions sont financées par ses propres fonds.

Dans le cadre du processus que nous venons de présenter, la signature du moratoire signifie le passage à une démarche de type « facilitating change ».

Deux groupes de travail mixtes sont mis en place avec les acteurs de la distribution européenne d'un coté, et des acteurs du négoce de l'autre. Le dialogue avec le secteur de la distribution en Europe permet de faire pression sur les acteurs de négoce en Amérique Latine pour que ceux-ci maintiennent leur engagement vis-à-vis du moratoire. En parallèle, le groupe de travail avec ces derniers permet de faire fonctionner le dispositif de surveillance, ce qui confère un rôle d'exécutants aux acteurs du négoce. Ce dispositif permet indirectement d'exercer une pression sur les producteurs. En effet, si le dispositif de surveillance révèle une extension des zones de culture de soja dans les aires forestières, les producteurs responsables ne peuvent plus vendre leur production aux négociants ayant signé l'accord avec Greenpeace. Le dispositif est financé par les entreprises engagées. FoE développe d'abord un discours critique vis-à-vis du modèle de développement qui favorise l'expansion de la culture du soja. Elle va chercher à forcer les acteurs européens à agir en faveur d'un arrêt des importations de soja. Pour cela, elle choisit de faire pression vis-à-vis de plusieurs parlements nationaux, afin d'obtenir une réorientation des subventions à l'agriculture (arrêt des financements contribuant à soutenir le modèle d'importation de soja au profit de subventions appuyant la production locale de protéines). Cette stratégie est financée par les fonds de l'ONG.

Le travail législatif n'ayant pas abouti, FoE s'oriente vers un positionnement de type « promoting change ». Pour cela, elle va chercher à convaincre des firmes agroalimentaires (Unilever et Campina, par ailleurs impliquées dans le forum RTRS) d'élaborer une offre de produits issus d'animaux non nourris au soja. Ceci grâce à la mobilisation organisée de consommateurs, sous forme de ce qu'on peut qualifier de « groupements d'achat » (buycott, carrot mob). Les firmes refusent en expliquant que les frais logistiques sont trop élevés pour pouvoir fournir ce type de marché segmenté, et qu'ils sont déjà engagés dans l'initiative RTRS.

Devant ce refus, l'organisation va revenir à un positionnement du côté de la confrontation, de type « producing change ». En effet, tout en continuant à critiquer le modèle économique dominant, FoE cherche à développer une démarche alternative en travaillant avec des petits producteurs pour viabiliser un marché de produits « libres de soja ». D'autre part, dans le cadre de ces mobilisations de longue durée, les stratégies individuelles de chacune des ONG ne se positionnent pas exclusivement dans un seul registre d'action, qu'il soit collaboratif, ou de nature conflictuelle. Nous avons identifié une tendance à l'évolution entre ces deux pôles, voire une conjugaison de positionnement vis-à-vis des entreprises, afin de mieux pouvoir les influencer. Le conflit peut en effet jouer différents rôles : être une étape première avant d'arriver à la collaboration (cas de Greenpeace), résulter d'une collaboration inaboutie (cas de FoE), ou être un outil de renforcement de la collaboration (cas de WWF et Greenpeace).

GENERAL INTRODUCTION 1.1 Motivation

Not long ago Lego Inc. announced the no-renewal of a $ 110 million marketing contract with Shell.

This decision was a response to a Greenpeace's pressure campaign that had targeted Lego for several months, and which demanded the company to halt its collaboration with Shell -a company accused of pollution and deviant environmental practices in the Artic (BBC News, October 14 th 2014).

This is only one illustrative event of a rising trend, taking place since the early 1990s, and that shows the growing NGOs' involvement in Business matters and decision-making.

A practical motivation for the analysis of the NGOs influence strategies towards Business is the growing importance that these wedge in the market place. A growing body of literature asserts NGOs' growing inference in company's decision-making process in aspects such as brand image, risk management, sourcing policy, investments and customers and suppliers relations [START_REF] Gereffi | The NGO-Industrial Complex[END_REF][START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF].

Against this background, this thesis initially set sails to examine the way NGO operate when seeking to influence industry actors. A literature review on the subject, allowed us to further refine the departing research enquiry, in particular we put focus on two existing gaps in research: the dynamics within and between NGOs' influence strategies towards Business.

Literature gap

As shown in Figure 1, extant literature on NGO-business relations have honed our understanding on 1) the actual role of NGOs and the extent of this influence across businesses (i.e., [START_REF] King | Social movements as extra-institutional entrepreneurs: The effect of protests on stock price returns[END_REF][START_REF] Kong | Moving business/industry towards sustainable consumption: The role of NGOs[END_REF][START_REF] Pines | Stopping the Exploitation of Workers: An Analysis of the Effective Application of Consumer or Socio-Political Pressure[END_REF][START_REF] Teegen | International NGOs as global institutions: Using social capital to impact multinational enterprises and governments[END_REF][START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF][START_REF] Weber | From streets to suites: How the Anti-Biotech Movement affected german pharmaceutical firms[END_REF], 2) the strategic choices made by NGOs when targeting business (i.e., [START_REF] Hendry | Taking aim at Business: What Factors Lead Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations to Target Particular Firms[END_REF][START_REF] Rehbein | Understanding Shareholder Activism: Which Corporations are Targeted[END_REF][START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF]Frooman, 1999), ( 2) the different NGOs' influence strategies put at work (den [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF][START_REF] Elkington | Partners for Sustainability[END_REF][START_REF] Valor | Relationship of business and NGOs: an Empirical Analysis of Strategies and Mediators of their Private Relationship[END_REF]Waddell, 2004), (3) the ways in which corporate actors respond to NGO pressures (i.e., [START_REF] Rowley | Moving Beyond Dyadic Ties: A Network Theory of Stakeholder Influences[END_REF][START_REF] Argenti | Collaborating with Activists: How Starbucks works with NGOs[END_REF] and

(4) the different types of engagements and institutional forms resulting from NGO-business interactions (i.e., [START_REF] Turcotte | Conflict and collaboration:The interfaces between environmental organizations and business firms[END_REF][START_REF] Perko | The Whole is Greater than the Sum of its Parts. NGO-Business Partnerships in International Cooperation[END_REF]. Secondly, most works within NGO-Business literature tends to focus the analysis on the dyadic relations between a given NGOs and a particular company underestimating the effects of other simultaneous NGO mobilization targeting the same corporations or industry.

The present research project seeks to contribute by filling these gaps. We argue that what is missing from the literature is a longitudinal and relational approach capable of addressing the possible dynamics within and between of NGOs' influence strategies when targeting businesses.

The main aim of the present work is to contribute to theory and practice on the basis of an empirical assessment of NGOs' influence strategies towards Business. Notably, to understand how conflict and collaboration can be both part of a unique strategy either simultaneously or in a progressive manner. In addition, the specificities of the case studied allowed us to shed light on how NGOs relate to one another when simultaneously seeking to influence Business.

Research Approach and Process

The study follows an interdisciplinary approach to understand NGOs influence strategies towards Business. We position within the area of Business& Society in a broad sense, lending insights from strategic management, social movements, corporate social responsibility, political economy.

The motivation of our work lies in the practical situation that NGOs increasingly intervene in market contexts making use of dynamic and evolving strategies that existing research hardly account for.

A qualitative case study research approach has been chosen for several reasons. Scholz and Tietje (2002:4) argue that embedded case studies are particularly suitable when the investigation focuses on « historic dynamics and perspectives of social systems». Yin (2003, 3-6) state that case studies are pertinent when questions starting with « how » and « why » are to be answered and when the context and the issues to be studied are not clearly separated from each other. Our research design fits into these conditions.

In regards of our choice of case study, the soybean sector seemed to us a pertinent empirical setting in view of high number of NGOs' actions targeting the sector during the last decade. The duration and variety of NGOs' mobilization concerning the sector's uncontrolled growth and the sustainability issues linked to it, allowed us to observe a number of necessary conditions to address the research question. First of all, the long history of NGOs' mobilization around soybean sustainability issues in South-America provided a rich field to observe the evolution of NGOs' leverage strategies.

Else, as NGOs political programs towards the industry varied in the principles hoisted, the solutions advanced and the strategic repertoire employed, the empirical setting provided rich terrain to observe the multiplicity of influence strategies but also the way these may influence each other in a common issue-field.

We delimitate the frontiers of our case study in regards of two key important aspects a) the pertinent period of time studied and b) the spatial delimitations of the object.

Concerning the period studied, preliminary empirical evidence showed that NGO interventions in the sector related to sustainability issues gained a strong leap since the year 2000 with the release of data linking soy cultivation to deforestation in the Amazons. It was at that time that private voluntary governance schemes gained resonance within the sector fuelled by NGOs such as WWF, in the case of the Roundtable for Responsible Soy, and Greenpeace, in the case of the Soy Moratorium. However a counter-movement emerged all throughout the establishment of these private governance mechanisms contesting this mode of regulation and highlighting other impacts, which were being left out in these schemes. This counter-movement reached high levels of mobilizations in 2004, 2006, and then again in 2009 until nowadays. Thus, the period of time from the year 2000 to our days ( 2013) seem to us a pertinent phase to be analysed.

The spatial aspect was defined by the scope of actions of the NGOs in our study. Throughout our field studies, document reviewing and during the interview cycle we realized that most of the advocacy activities, policy influence and mobilization hoisted by NGOs concentrated in South-America and in the European market. Thus, although the global soybean chain comprises countries like the United States in the production segment and China in the consumption nodes, we decided to focus on NGO mobilization targeting the "South America-Europe" node of the chain. A political geography arena that encompasses mainly soybean production sites in South-America and European corporate actors/European countries as a main consuming market.

Civil society mobilization around soybean sustainability issues is far from being a homogenous block, NGOs taking part on the debate come from distinctive ideological stances, and differ in terms of size, resources, scope of actions, etc. Thus, within the overall case of environmental mobilization around soybean sustainability issues we operated further specifications on the units of analysis selected.

Notably, among the wide number of NGOs actively involved in the soybean sustainability issues' debate, we choose three of the most notorious, best sourced and most central organizations on the global environmental movement [START_REF] Bouteligier | Global Cities and Global Environmental NGOs: Emerging Transnational Urban Networks? working paper[END_REF][START_REF] Chartier | Les ONG d'environnement dans un Système International en Mutation: des Objets non Identifiés?[END_REF]. These are: the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth (FoE).

The most important criterion for selection of these NGOs was that each must have had active and long-lasted involvement in soybean sustainability issues. The latter condition was to ensure the feasibility of observing the evolution of their strategies of influence. Also, we consider only NGOs that in their strategy of influence maintain some kind of relation with the industry, the most radical groups upholding a most radical stance of no dialogue with the industry were left out of consideration.

A short introduction to these organizations follows.

World Wide fund for Nature (WWF)

Founded in 1961 WWF was originally conceived as a charity foundation for channeling grants to wildlife conservation causes. The organization progressively undertook conservation programs itself and at present it counts with national offices in 30 countries, which combine operational and advocacy activities. Its global agenda is categorized under the headings of climate change, forests, freshwater, marine, species and sustainability (WWF website-What we do).

In the particular case of the soybean industry, WWF promoted at the beginning of the 2000s a roundtables functioning under a multi-stakeholder logic where non-state actors (i.e, NGOs, businesses, producers), seek to define principles and criteria for the establishment of a "sustainable" certification for the crop. The national offices most actively involved in the soybean sustainability debates have been the Dutch (WWF-NL) and UK (WWF-UK) offices, together with their Brazilian counter-parts (WWF-Br).

Friends of the Earth (FoE)

FoE was founded in 1969 in USA and two years later it established itself as a worldwide federation of environmental groups. Nowadays, it encompasses a broad constituency of 76 member groups around the world. The network mainly undertakes advocacy actions around a common agenda, which comprises forests and biodiversity, food sovereignty, climate justice and energy (mining, agrofuels, oil and gas).

In the case of the soybean sustainability issues, FoE initially supported the call of WWF to establish multi-stakeholder schemes to solve the social and environmental impact of the agro-commodity sectors. However, the organization gradually became critical of these market-based mechanisms and is currently leading the establishment of an alternative system of production based in the replacement of soybean imports to Europe. FoE offices in UK (FoE-UK) and The Netherlands (FoEN) have been the most active in campaigning targeting the soybean-related industries-in cooperation with their counterparts in Paraguay and some local NGOs in Brazil.

Greenpeace (GR)

Greenpeace was founded in 1969 in Canada. It was created by a small group of pacifists to oppose nuclear testing. Since 1971, the organization has been through an extensive internationalization process and currently the organization has 28 national and regional offices throughout the world. 

Organization of the Study

The thesis is organized in 5 chapters and as illustrated in Figure 2 The importance and influence of non-governmental organizations in global politics have increased over the last three decades to the point that some scholars have characterized this phenomenon as a "global associational revolution that may be as important to the end of the 20 th century as the rise of the nation state was a century earlier" [START_REF] Opoku-Mensah | The Rise of NGOs: Implications for Research[END_REF][START_REF] Salamon | The Rise of the Nonprofit sector[END_REF][START_REF] Wang | Associational Revolution in China: Mapping the Landscapes[END_REF] These particular entities, most commonly defined as: "all organizations that are neither an official part of government (at any level) nor private, for-profit enterprise" (Yaziji and Doh, 2009:4), have experienced a substantial growth over the years in terms of numbers, scope and economic weight.

In the present chapter we begin an exploration of this phenomenon, in Section 1 we proceed to describe the most telling indicators of NGOs prominence in global politics; their growth in numbers, scope, economic weight and their rise as influential political actors in governmental and nongovernmental spheres. Afterwards, we will focus on NGOs' growing intervention in corporate matters as our particular topic of research. We set the historical context by exploring some of the leading factors that have enabled NGOs to occupy such influential roles in global politics today, and assess the extend and scope and trends of this emerging phenomenon in the marketplace.

In Section 2, we proceed to explore the available literature on the subject in a critical light; through an iterative dialogue between exploratory empirical observations and academic findings we build the current state of knowledge on the subject and define the problem of research by the end of the chapter (Section 3). (Lofredo, 1995:64) 1.1 An ever 'expanding' NGOs' universe

Although NGOs are hardly a new phenomenon, the number of NGOs has risen steadily over the past few decades, particularly during the 1980s and 1990s. According to available statistical surveys, the number of international operating NGOs within this period grew exponentially rising from 12,500 in 1980 to over 45,000 by the year 2000 [START_REF] Nalinakumari | NGOs: A Primer on the Evolution of the Organizations that are Setting the Next Generation of "Regulations[END_REF][START_REF] Nelson | The Operation of Non-Governmental Organizations ( NGOs ) in a World of Corporate and Other Codes of Conduct[END_REF].

This trend can also be recalled at domestic levels with regards to national operating NGOs. [START_REF] Wang | Associational Revolution in China: Mapping the Landscapes[END_REF], for instance, whom assessed the state of the sector in China accounted by the end of 2003 around 142,000 registered organizations in the country. For its part, [START_REF] Smith | Transnational Social Movements and Global Politics: Solidarity beyond the State[END_REF] estimated that more than 100,000 NGOs emerged in Eastern Europe since the fall of the Berlin wall, and over 200,000 NGOs are said to be registered in countries like India, Brazil, Bangladesh and the Philippines [START_REF] Nelson | The Operation of Non-Governmental Organizations ( NGOs ) in a World of Corporate and Other Codes of Conduct[END_REF].

Else, the so-called NGO sector has not only evidenced a striking upsurge in numbers, but also a widening reach in their operations. A brush classification system provided by [START_REF] Salamon | Putting the Civil Society Sector on the Economic Map of the World[END_REF] accounted for 12 different 'fields of operations' where NGOs currently operate; ranging from sports, health, charity, humanitarian, development, civil and social rights, to the environment-among many others domains. 

NGOs' economic weight

Amid the breathless accounts about the growing power of NGOs, we found numerous references to the significant economic role wedge by these organizations [START_REF] Fowler | Distant Obligations: Speculations on NGO Funding and the Global Market[END_REF][START_REF] Stewart | Happy Ever After in the Marketplace : Non-Government Organisations and Uncivil Society[END_REF][START_REF] Nelson | The Operation of Non-Governmental Organizations ( NGOs ) in a World of Corporate and Other Codes of Conduct[END_REF][START_REF] Salamon | Putting the Civil Society Sector on the Economic Map of the World[END_REF]. According to these authors, the importance of NGOs is growing considerably both in terms of employment creation and budgetary operations.

The John Hopkins Comparative Non-Profit Sector Project-one of the most comprehensive and recent surveys on the sector-which draws on data from 42 countries over a twenty-year period, has revealed that the sector accounts for nearly 56 million full-time workers, an average of 5.6 percent of the economically active populations of these countries. This preponderance significantly increases when we look at countries such as the Netherlands, Belgium or Canada where the sector represent around 15% of the workforce.

NGOs' importance in today's economy is also evidenced in their capabilities to attract and manage funds. In this regard, some authors state that NGOs' operational budgets may exceed in certain cases, those of smaller governments, international organizations or major industries [START_REF] Mathews | Power Shift[END_REF][START_REF] Salamon | Putting the Civil Society Sector on the Economic Map of the World[END_REF]. In the table below we can observe a list of five NGOs managing funds that surpass 400 million dollars. [START_REF] Nelson | The Operation of Non-Governmental Organizations ( NGOs ) in a World of Corporate and Other Codes of Conduct[END_REF].

In addition, governmental funds, although in uneven proportions across countries, play an important role in NGOs' economic enhancement. In Belgium and Ireland for instance, governmental support accounted for over 70 percent of NGOs' sources in the period ranging from 1995 to 2000 [START_REF] Salamon | Global Civil Society: An Overview[END_REF].

It's worth noting that, while NGOs' economic preeminence has earned them the name of "Multinationales du coeur" [START_REF] Pech | Les Multinationales du Coeur[END_REF] or "NGO Incorporated" (Heap, 2000a), significant differences exist within the sector. For instance, although large global NGOs such as Their rising numbers as well as the weight that these organizations wedge in today's economic life are only a few indicators of their prominence in today's world. Another ever more telling indicator of NGOs' influence is their mounting participation in decision-making processes. In this regard, the following section depicts NGOs' growing influence within three key political spheres: state-policy making, multilateral institutions and the market place.

From the hallway to the table: NGOs' growing Influence in decisionmaking processes

Originally, NGOs were mostly seen as counter-forces of States' policies. The works of [START_REF] Jefferys | France 1995: The Backward March of Labour Halted[END_REF], [START_REF] Ewig | Strengths and Limits of the NGO Women's Movement Model[END_REF] and [START_REF] Keck | Activists Beyond Borders. Advocacy Networks in International Politics[END_REF], for instance have thoroughly portrayed the role of unions, grassroots movements and feminists groups at achieving important progress concerning civic rights.

In addition, a vast literature from the International Politics and International Relations disciplines, have consistently studied NGOs' breaking path into the heart of decision-making processes at multilateral and international organizations (IOs), such as the UN-System, the World Trade Organization and the World Bank, from the 1970s onwards (See for example [START_REF] Mathews | Power Shift[END_REF][START_REF] Reimann | A View from the Top: International Politics, Norms and the Worldwide Growth of NGOs[END_REF][START_REF] Simmons | Learning to live with NGOs[END_REF].

In this regard, a rough way to gauge the increasing importance of NGOs within IOs, is to look at the number of NGOs accredited with consultative status within the UN-system; at present there are nearly 7000 NGOs accredited to the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC), compared to the participation of 700 in 1992, and 40 in 1948 [START_REF] Simmons | Learning to live with NGOs[END_REF][START_REF] Nelson | The Operation of Non-Governmental Organizations ( NGOs ) in a World of Corporate and Other Codes of Conduct[END_REF].

In addition, a number of scholars have underlined the key role of NGOs at establishing and ratifying important international conventions that have advanced international politics and laws on numerous societal issues. More recently, scholars have asserted a shift in NGOs' influence from governmental and intergovernmental forums (public politics) to corporate spheres, known as "private politics" [START_REF] Baron | Private Politics[END_REF].

Global industries have indeed become increasingly contested fields where activists, NGOs and other civil society organizations intervene and enact this so-called "private politics".

This may happen in a variety of ways, NGOs can shape societal expectations of Business concerning their corporate social responsibility (CSR), or go as far as influencing decision-making processes related to brand image, sourcing decisions or philanthropy funds [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF][START_REF] Gereffi | The NGO-Industrial Complex[END_REF][START_REF] Palpacuer | Firme-réseau globale et réseaux transnationaux d'ONG: vers un nouveau mode de régulation?[END_REF][START_REF] Wilkinson | Global value chains and networks in dialogue with consumption and social movements[END_REF].

An emerging strand of literature on this particular field of study has exploded in Management and International Business' disciplines. However, before constituting the state of the art on the particular field of NGO-Business relations, in the following paragraphs we will depict the different modalities in which NGOs wield their influence across the different political spheres listed above.

Modalities of Influence

The way NGOs wield their influence across different political arenas comprises a range of actions; from breeding ideas to the actual implementation of social changes. [START_REF] Simmons | Learning to live with NGOs[END_REF] highlights fours ways in which NGOs seek to affect the distinct political spheres of state institutions, international organizations and private corporate actors. These are 1) agenda-setting, 2) negotiating outcomes, 3) conferring legitimacy and 4) implementing solutions.

First, the agenda setting capabilities refer to the ability of NGOs to raise the profile of emergent issues and inform the public, governments and international organizations as well as corporations [START_REF] Gemmill | The Role of NGOs and Civil Society in Global Environmental Governance[END_REF]. In the early 1980s, for example, environmental organizations such as Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth were driving forces behind government actions on halting radioactive waste dumping in the seas-an issue that had remained unperceived before that.

Similarly, the increasing attention to human rights concerns in UN agenda and the construction of a 'sustainable development' as a modern paradigm are largely attributed to NGO activism [START_REF] Simmons | Learning to live with NGOs[END_REF][START_REF] Richards | European Environmental NGOs: Issues, Resources and Strategies in Marine Campaigns[END_REF] Second, the negotiating outcomes capability refers to the ability of NGOs to intervene in later stages of the decision-making process, where solutions to the raised issues are sought.

Over the past decades NGOs have assumed a more active role in policy development and standardsetting processes; whether it be helping craft comprise proposals at climate change negotiations, or establishing standard-setting schemes along global industries. (1992), and the Convention on Biodiveristy (1992). Similarly, the upsurge of sustainable label initiatives across several industries has undeniably had NGOs as their major drivers (Nalinakumari and McLean, 2005). This proves-to a certain extent, the NGOs' ability to go beyond the merely discursive domain and into more instrumental stages of a transformation process.

Third, with the conferring legitimacy modality [START_REF] Simmons | Learning to live with NGOs[END_REF] Another distinctive aspect within NGOs' "making solutions work" feature is their ability to deliver services, arguably, in a more efficiently and less timely manner than governments or multilateral bodies [START_REF] Simmons | Learning to live with NGOs[END_REF]. The activities of relief and humanitarian organizations are illustrative of this service-provider role. Medécins sans Frontiers (MSF), for example, is a medical and humanitarian NGO able to mobilize the infrastructure needed for massive aid distribution in a matter of hours, independently of the location of the disaster.

On the other hand, development NGOs, such as Oxfam and BRAC-working under less constraining time-conditions than their relief counterparts are better fitted to focus in more mid-term and long term programs of service provision aimed at 'building capacity' of affected communities. This comprises mostly the provision of education, training and information to a wide array of vulnerable social groups: whether that is Peruvian smallholders, Bangladeshi female entrepreneurs or Haitian children in refugee camps.

Having depicted main indicators of NGOs growth and rise as influential political actors in the world today, we will from now on focus on a particular aspect of this NGOs' upsurge: the growing NGO involvement in corporate spheres and affairs. The following subsection set up the most outstanding features and trends of this emerging phenomenon.

When NGOs meet Business

As stated previously, since the late 1980s NGOs-which used to focus solely in the policies and practices of nation states and multilateral institutions, began scrutinizing the impact of industry operations and undertake an increasingly visible role in Business matters. This phenomenon has been conceptualized under different terms: "market advocacy", "market movements" (O [START_REF] Rourke | Market Movements: Nongovernmental Organization Strategies to Influence Global Production and Consumption[END_REF], NGOs' "private politics" [START_REF] Baron | Private Politics[END_REF] or the more neutral term of "NGO-Business relations" [START_REF] Elkington | Cannibals with Forks: the Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business[END_REF] or interactions. Other terms with much more collaborative connotation have also been coined to reflect growing NGO-Business interactions, some of these are: "cross-sector alliances" [START_REF] Jamali | Uneasy Alliances: Lessons Learned from Partnerships Between Businesses and NGOs in the context of CSR[END_REF], "social alliances" [START_REF] Hyatt | Stakeholder Influence Strategies: Mobilizing for Collaboration[END_REF] and the "NGO-Industry complex" [START_REF] Gereffi | The NGO-Industrial Complex[END_REF].

In Chapter 2 we will more specifically discussed about our etymological positioning in these of myriad of terms. Meanwhile, the present sub-section aims at portraying this phenomenon by describing their driving and enabling factors: What is the extent of NGOs' influence ovezr Business matters? What institutional, cultural or technological factors have allowed NGOs to occupy an increasingly central role in Business decisions? All these questions are further explored in the following paragraphs. According to Nelson (2007: 4), NGOs' influence across industries manifests through various ways;

The extent of NGOs influence in Business matters

the emergence of new business models, new corporate accountability mechanisms and institutional structures or by prompting changes in the public policy environment or framework conditions under which certain industries operate. What's more, for the firms subjected to NGO influence this transformation of the institutional environment may entail spillover effects onto most aspects of corporate governance; firms' reputation, accountability, brand image, risk management and sourcing decisions, as well as the profitability of the firm's operations [START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF][START_REF] De Bakker | Activists' Influence Tactics and Corporate Policies[END_REF][START_REF] Rodman | Think Globally, Punish Locally[END_REF].

Driving factors of NGOs' growing influence in corporate matters

Two fundamental factors have been widely agreed within literature as having enabled NGOs to gain access to into corporate agendas; firstly the ongoing process of corporate-led globalization that prompted NGOs to shift its targets from States to corporate actors.

Secondly, more holistic understandings of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) that legitimized the involvement of varied stakeholders, besides shareholders, in in the design, implementation and monitoring of CSR policies. We discussed further these factors in the following subsections.

Regulatory vacuum as a political opportunity

A number of authors understand this NGOs growing participation in corporate matters phenomenon as a natural response to the extent of corporate-led globalization-and the resulting vacuum left by States in its regulation [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF][START_REF] Palpacuer | Firme-réseau globale et réseaux transnationaux d'ONG: vers un nouveau mode de régulation?[END_REF][START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF]. So-called corporate-led globalization characterizes for the significant increases in the volume of goods, the mobilization of financial capitals and a growing disconnection between production sites and consuming markets [START_REF] Palpacuer | Firme-réseau globale et réseaux transnationaux d'ONG: vers un nouveau mode de régulation?[END_REF].

These transformations have contributed to the dilution of the actual responsibilities of major transnational firms and posited serious challenges for its regulation. Notably, the delocalization of industries' operations has exceeded the scope of individual states to held multinational corporations accountable. Matthews (1997:65) eloquently evokes these circumstances when stating that: "there exist today an evident clash between the fixed geography of states and the non-territorial nature of today's problems and solutions".

It's thus commonly argued that in view of this apparent regulatory vacuum left by national States, NGOs leapt into the breach and moved from a peripheral to a central role in the shaping of multilateral agreements and corporate governance [START_REF] Jamali | Uneasy Alliances: Lessons Learned from Partnerships Between Businesses and NGOs in the context of CSR[END_REF]Poncelet, 2001:14).

NGOs' influence over Business regulatory environment is such that [START_REF] Nalinakumari | NGOs: A Primer on the Evolution of the Organizations that are Setting the Next Generation of "Regulations[END_REF] have come to dubbed NGOs "de-facto rule-makers", advancing the idea that NGO will increasingly "define a new generation of metrics, certify the results, rank relative performance, and set the minimum thresholds that stakeholders will see as representing responsible corporate behavior" (Nalinakumari and McLean, 2005:2).

Broadening CSR conceptualizations as an institutional path-breaker

A number of authors highlight the broadening of CSR conceptualizations as an institutional path breaker that has enhanced, and legitimized, NGOs' growing involvement in corporate affairs [START_REF] Perko | The Whole is Greater than the Sum of its Parts. NGO-Business Partnerships in International Cooperation[END_REF][START_REF] Van Huijstee | of Stakeholder Dialogue between Multinationals and NGOs[END_REF][START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF] Narrow definitions of CSR view corporate responsibility as an exclusive profit-making function of the company accountable only to its shareholders. [START_REF] Friedman | Capitalism and Freedom[END_REF] foundational conceptualization of CSR is a relevant example of this narrow-viewed CSR logic: "few trends could so thoroughly undermine the very foundations of our free society as the acceptance by corporate officials of a social responsibility other than to make as much money for their stakeholders as possible" (Friedman, 1962: 133) In contrast, more progressive conceptualizations have come to encompass more than profits and shareholders. The "triple-bottom line" approach, for instance-widely adopted within contemporary CSR agendas (see for example [START_REF] Pryce | CSR: Should it be the Preserve of the Usual Suspects?[END_REF][START_REF] White | Lost in Transition? The future of Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF][START_REF] Wood | Social issues in management: Theory and research in corporate social performance[END_REF], presses home the idea that beyond profits, companies should be concerned with the planet and the people affected by their operations [START_REF] Elkington | Cannibals with Forks: the Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business[END_REF]. Besides, in contrast to shareholder-centered conceptualizations, holistic understandings of CSR underline the importance of stakeholders in the design and implementation of CSR policies [START_REF] Clarkson | A Stakeholder Framework for Analyzing and Evaluating Corporate Social Performance[END_REF][START_REF] Freeman | Strategic management: A stakeholder approach[END_REF].

This wider CSR approach tends to promote more deliberative and participative mechanisms for designing CSR agendas, such as stakeholder dialogue schemes, partnerships and third party certifications, where stakeholders (NGOs being a subset of these), are called to participate in the definition of norms, their enactment and monitoring, as well as the evaluation of their effectiveness and impact. All in all, the rise of this particular CSR perspective moved social and environmental concerns to the top of responsible management agendas and opened up the game to new players in the design and implementation of CSR policies.

Other factors

Besides these institutional and political opportunities that opened up the game to NGOs in the design and implementation of the corporate CSR agenda, a number of authors highlight other no less A number of authors have underlined strategic planning at the organizational-level as a key element in NGOs' growing attention to Business matters [START_REF] Heap | NGO-Business Partnerships: Research in Progress[END_REF][START_REF] Herrera | Now NGO Partnerships have changed over 20 Earth Days[END_REF][START_REF] Sustainability | The 21st Century NGO in the Market for Change[END_REF].

Notably, the fact that among certain NGOs there came a fundamental realization that going the corporate void could be a powerful way to effect change. The citation below is illustrative of the NGOs' rationale on this matter: In addition, NGOs have become highly sophisticated in using campaigning techniques involving media and social media networks to gain leverage over firms. Communication-savvy organizations, NGOS are usually said to "act with a swiftness that their more bureaucratic corporate counterparts often cannot" (Argenti, 2004: 26). As the following citation by former head of Public Relations at Greenpeace demonstrates:

"If
"The advantage, when I was working at Greenpeace, running a communications department, is that we could put press releases pretty damn quick. We found that corporations would take days. I knew this from having worked in the corporate world before…they had to go through lawyers and the legal and the legislative department" Speech by Jonathan Wootliffpublic relations director for Greenpeace, NGO's and Global Corporate Citinzenship, March 13,2001 p.21 In sum, over the past two decades NGOs have become a force to be reckoned with. Although marked differences exists among Northern NGOs and Southern ones, most of them enjoyed of large amounts of resources at their disposal; these go from funding to social capital, and a mounting political influence in public and private arenas. In the following section we undertake a literature review in order to define our problem of research. Source: (Kourula and Laasonen, 2010: 42) The following is a thematic review of-mostly Business-related literature, notably Business& Society, Corporate Social Responsibility, Management and International Business. However, we do not limited to it, useful insights can also be found in other disciplines, such as Political Sciences-specially works looking at interest groups and transnational advocacy networks (TANs) and Sociology-notably studies on the emergence of new social movements.

SECTION 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

We structure our review according to the literature map presented below in Figure 7. Two dominant constructs of NGO-Business relationships we identified within the bulk of literature on the subject: on the one hand, works conceptualizing NGO-Business relations as antagonistic, and on the other hand, more recent works accounting for a more collaborative trend in between these parties.

These distinctive strands in the literature have developed in parallel and address each of them specific questions. The following sections outline a state-of-the-art on the matter and provide a framework for establishing the importance of the importance of our study and defining our research problem by the end of this chapter.  Impact and outcome of the confrontational moves (system level, organizational level, performance)

In the following paragraphs we develop on the main findings and authors within the thematic axis listed above. 

Pressure Dynamics

I) Target Selection

Concerning the factors that lead NGOs to target certain companies, the works of [START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF], [START_REF] Hendry | Taking aim at Business: What Factors Lead Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations to Target Particular Firms[END_REF] and [START_REF] Rehbein | Understanding Shareholder Activism: Which Corporations are Targeted[END_REF] are most revealing on this subject.

Drawing on these works, we have summarized the conditions influencing the likelihood of NGOs mobilization toward certain companies in three broad categories: firms' characteristics, industry characteristics and NGOs and networks characteristics.

 Firms' characteristics

Firms' characteristics positively influencing NGOs mobilization includes firms' size, past behavior towards stakeholders and concerning societal issues, and brand & image projection.

Regarding firm's size, [START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF] state that often NGOs make a rational choice to target market leaders-in terms of revenues, market share, or total assets as a way to set the example and prompt the adoption of similar courses of actions among other players in the industry. [START_REF] Rehbein | Understanding Shareholder Activism: Which Corporations are Targeted[END_REF] provided conclusive empirical evidence on this regard. These authors found out that size correlated positively with social mobilization in cases of shareholder activism.

Closely linked with the precedent condition, [START_REF] Hendry | Taking aim at Business: What Factors Lead Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations to Target Particular Firms[END_REF] has found out that the degree of influence of the company in their organizational field relates positively with the likelihood of being targeted. This is because when seeking sector-wide transformations; NGO can efficiently extend the scope of their impact if they target an influential firm that is likely to be imitated by other players in the industry. This is usually the case for large firms, market leaders or those who detain recognizable, well-reputed brands.

Past behavior toward stakeholders is also a fundamental element that determines NGOs mobilization against (or for) the firm. In this sense, [START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF] state: "firms that routinely exhibit a lack of good faith in collective bargaining, for example, will be more prone to NGOs mobilization/stakeholder actions". [START_REF] Rehbein | Understanding Shareholder Activism: Which Corporations are Targeted[END_REF] empirical study supports this proposition.

They found out that activist in their case study target specifically companies that have problematic employee-related practices and poor community relations. Leenox and Eeley (2009) also observed that small firms might become a target if their performance on the concerns at stake is low.

Meanwhile, large firms may be targeted even if they perform relatively well within their industry due to their influential emplacement and because they are most likely to draw the most publicity for the NGO cause.

Brand & Image projections are also relevant factors when explaining a positive incidence in NGOs likelihood to attack. [START_REF] Hendry | Taking aim at Business: What Factors Lead Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations to Target Particular Firms[END_REF] and Rowley and Bermann (2000) suggest that when these companies posses a recognizable brand are more likely to be targeted, as the proximity and recognition of consumers can be effectively used as a lever to affect company decisions.

In addition, [START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF] state that the relation between brand reputation and vulnerability accentuates when the firms deliberately associate their brand with socially responsible images, as such a stance constitutes "an open invitation to public scrutiny" (p. 411).

 Industry Characteristics

Among industry-characteristics influencing NGOs mobilization, authors underline three factors:

product type, high exposure and social relevance.

High exposure. According to [START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF], industries that are most consequential for natural environment and human communities are more likely to face NGOs criticism. These include those involved in the intensive exploitation of natural resources i.e., coal mining, intensive agriculture, oil companies, logging or heavy industries with the potential to cause great harm to human life i.e, chemical and pharmaceutical industry, nuclear energy, tobacco, firearms production.

The magnitude of the consequences that particular firm's or industries' were having on not only constitute an important incentive to action, but in more instrumental terms, these also constitute cases that usually grant a significant resonance in media and public opinion.

Social and economic importance. The perceive importance of industries for social and economic systems in certain countries-in terms of, for example, revenue generation and job creation, acts as a dissuasive element for NGO mobilization. According to [START_REF] Hendry | Taking aim at Business: What Factors Lead Environmental Non-Governmental Organizations to Target Particular Firms[END_REF] most commonly these industries enjoy of substantial government and public support and thus it becomes challenging for mobilizing NGO to gain resonance.

 Stakeholder environment

Finally, NGOs characteristics and that of the network they work in are also important variables to predict the likelihood of their actions. In this regard, [START_REF] Rowley | A Brand New Brand of Corporate Social Performance[END_REF] suggest that previous mobilization increases the likelihood of NGO actions as it reduces the cost of subsequent actions.

II) Choice of Tactics

Among the strategic decisions shaping the progression of a NGO's action towards a targeted company, the type of tactics to be employed is no less important. What would be the best way to exert leverage upon certain firms? What different tactics are applied along a long cycle protest? What determine the use of a particular tactic over another?

Den [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF] advanced a categorization of tactics based on a logic of numbers and a logic of damage. The logic of numbers indicates the level of dependence of any given tactic to participatory forms; those relying on a high participation are known as 'mass participation', in contrast those depending to a lesser extent on participation are named 'elite tactics'.

On the other hand, the 'logic of damage' indicates whether NGOs will seek to harm or reward companys for its practices. 'Gain tactics' are based on rewarding a company for its particular policies or practices through material incentives (material gain tactic), or by bolstering the firm's reputation (symbolic gain tactics).

'Damage tactics' are those aiming at harming firms, either by disturbing or slowing down their operations (material damage tactics), or by affecting their reputation (symbolic damage tactics). But what determines the utilization a tactic over the others? There exist several variables determining the choice of tactic: the nature of the target for instance, whether it possesses a recognizable brand or not, or if it has public shares through which the organization could exert pressure i.e., shareholder activism, and the timing of the protest-which as mentioned above plays an important role in the application of a given tactic over another [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF][START_REF] Zietsma | Building chains and directing flows: strategies and tactics of mutual influence in stakeholder conflicts[END_REF].

Den Hond and De Bakker (2007: 915), for instance suggest that symbolic and material damage tactics are most likely used by NGOs at the beginning of an institutional change process. In particular, they state that material damage tactics may be employed by radical or confronting NGOs at the escalation of the conflict with companies. At the same time, material and symbolic gain tactics may be privileged at the final phase of institutional change processes when alternative frames are sought to be establish.

Nevertheless, in despite of these contingent determinants of choice of tactics, ideology prevails as one of the most determining variables. According to [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF] and Den [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF] NGOs would privilege a given tactic depending on the compatibility that the tactic have with their underlying ideologies. Thus, for example a so-called 'engager-type' of NGO which assumes that firms can voluntarily agree on improving their social and/or environmental performance, will tend to enact tactics such as the promotion of voluntary codes of conducts or eventually advocate for social accounting and independent verification schemes. These tactics avoid contentiousness and privilege persuasion and dialogue dynamics towards corporations.

Instead, a more confrontational-type of NGO disbelieving on the corporations good-will to voluntarily accept their social responsibilities, and holding that corporations cannot be trusted to become political or moral reformers, will make use of tactics such as moral stigmatization and economic pressure tactics (e.g., boycotts, selective purchasing laws) or directly advocate for government-impose standards [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF][START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF].

Firms' Response Dynamics

Another strand of research within this particular approach aims at unveiling the firm's side of the story. Specialized literatures on Business & Society and Stakeholder Theory have made considerable efforts to understand different types of corporate responses, the instruments utilized to achieve an engagement with NGOs, the reasons that lead corporations to be more or less receptive to NGOs' demands, and the aspects that managers take into account when responding to NGOs' pressure.

Concerning firms' responsiveness, a particular cultural perspective has gained attention within business literature. Several studies argue that differences in institutional cultures have a considerable influence in the way firms perceived their social responsibility, and thus their willingness to respond to stakeholders. For instance, [START_REF] Doh | Corporate Social Responsibility, Public Policy, and NGO activism in Europe and the United States: an Institutional-Stakeholder Perspective[END_REF] and [START_REF] Holtbrügge | How Multinational Corporations deal with their Socio-political Stakeholders: An Empirical study in Asia, Europe, and the US[END_REF] comparative studies on varied institutional environments (e.g., Europe, Asia, United States) found out major between regions. [START_REF] Holtbrügge | How Multinational Corporations deal with their Socio-political Stakeholders: An Empirical study in Asia, Europe, and the US[END_REF] survey among French managers showed that the influence of international NGOs on French companies is much lower than in the United States.

In addition, Welge and Holbrügge (2003) found out that different institutional environments will not only affect the likelihood of a firm's response to particular NGO demands, but also the use of different types of instruments used to deal with particular stakeholders. Notably, eight instruments we identified as used by companies to cope with their socio-political stakeholders (whether they be unions, government, NGOs or media); namely, codes of conducts, lobbying, bribery, sponsorship, public relations, consultation, voluntary self-restriction, and legal remedies.

Other authors have underline firm-level elements as relevant determinants of corporate's response, such as such as the styles of corporate social responsibility programs already in place, the particular expertise of managers to handle environmental pressure from NGO and other stakeholders and personal preferences of key decision-makers within the company are equally central to understand firms' willingness to respond or capitulate to NGOs demands [START_REF] Perko | The Whole is Greater than the Sum of its Parts. NGO-Business Partnerships in International Cooperation[END_REF][START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF].

In addition, [START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF] advanced the idea that managers' personal motives and beliefs are also an important part of the puzzle to understand why firms capitulate to NGOs' demands. They argued that although difficult to get access to, managers preferences make a significant different when it comes to respond to NGOs' demands. Notably, they hypothesized that: "strong CEOs or tightlyheld firms may choose to respond to NGO demands even if, from a strict cost-benefit perspective, they don't have to" (Spar and La Mure, 2003:47) Firm's perceptions of the NGO they are dealing with are also relevant in the responsiveness of a company to their demands. In this regard, Fineman and Clarke (1996: 727) found out that the responsiveness of firm concerning NGO demands will be partly determined by a) the level of threat that the NGO is seen to pose to the firm and b) its perceived legitimacy.

Thus, firstly firms would wedge the level of threat of a given NGO -that's the perceived capacity to injure or embarrass, by taking into account the number of supporters that the NGO counts with, as well as the organization's to mainstream media.

Secondly, corporations are said to 'gauge' the legitimacy of the NGO they are dealing with by taking into account four main elements. These are: "the language the stakeholder uses (the more like the industry's the more it is accepted); its image (not too radical preferred); its style of interaction (not too confrontational); and the perceived competence of stakeholder's officers" (Fineman and Clarke, 1996: 727) Besides the determinant of corporate's responsiveness, scholars have also put focus on the characterization of companies' responses to NGOs. [START_REF] Argenti | Collaborating with Activists: How Starbucks works with NGOs[END_REF] and [START_REF] Spar | The power of Activism: Assesing the Impact of NGOs on Global Business[END_REF] suggested three possible types responses of firms to stakeholder demands; preemption, capitulation or resistance. In order to define what would be the most appropriate strategy; firms are said to weight between three main aspects: transaction costs, brand impact and competitive position.

The first element refers to whether benefits of ignoring NGOs' demands would exceed the operational cost caused by adapting to NGOs' claims. This is posited in terms of transactional costs, thus managers will consider how costly is for the firm to abandon existing investment, create new facilities or switch production methods. According to Spar and La Mure (2003:30): "when the costs of compliance are low or the benefits high, firms are more likely to concede" Concerning the second element; brand impact, managers will consider to what extend ongoing critics may hinder consumers preferences. As seen further above, NGOs have found a potent leverage point in brand images.

Impact/outcome

An important question concerning NGOs' pressure dynamics is whether these work. And if so, how can we measure the success or efficacy of NGOs' confrontational mobilization towards firms.

The 'impact' of NGOs' confrontational actions has been gauged along different dimensions. At the firm-level, works have looked at whether NGOs pressuring actions caused 'harm' to the corporations targeted (mostly measured in terms of financial impact), and whether organizational changes took place following the NGO's mobilization [START_REF] Wendelspiess | Firm Response to Advocacy Campaings-A Case Study into How Campaings Stimulate Organizational Change[END_REF].

At the system-level, NGOs performance is generally assessed in terms of their success in introducing new legislation and/or policies that will influence the way firms' operate.

Concerning the harm that a confrontational action could exert upon industry interests, existing literature is far from conclusive. Most studies look at the financial impact of boycott campaigns. [START_REF] Pruitt | Determining the Effectiveness of Consumer Boycotts: A Stock Price Analysis of Their Impact on Corporate Targets[END_REF] for instance, found out that boycott announcements exert a negative impact on shareholder wealth, reducing average firm market value by $120 million.

However, in a broader study that considers both boycotts and threats to boycott, [START_REF] Koku | The Financial Impact of Boycotts and Threats of Boycotts[END_REF] reached the opposite conclusion. These authors found out that boycotts and threats actually increased the value of target firms by an average of 0.66%. The authors attribute this counterintuitive finding to the possibility that boycotts could motivate firms to engage in active damage control or anti-boycott measures.

When looking at impact at the organizational level of firms, indicators designate analytical-technical and cultural-relational elements. Whether firms have appointed chief ethics officers or introduced ethical guidelines and codes of conduct. Den [START_REF] De Bakker | Activists' Influence Tactics and Corporate Policies[END_REF], for instance, have found that following NGOs mobilization firms changed their organizational structure i.e., establishment of ad-hoc departments to deal with the issue, appointment of specialized managers, introduction of guidelines and code of conducts.

Concerning 'system-level' impact, the anti-GMO mobilization around Europe in the 1990s and the Shell and Brent Spar case are some pertinent examples.. The anti-GMO campaign in Europe resulted in a de facto moratorium of consumer products containing GMOs in the EU. It even had impact on international level and has led to a considerable trade dispute between the United States and the EU [START_REF] Burke | Transatlantic Food Fight[END_REF][START_REF] Grant | Genetically modified organisms at the World Trade Organization: A harvest of trouble[END_REF]. In the Shell and Brent Spar case, multiple international governmental bodies at the time discussed the issue and even an international public policy emerged from the campaign: the North Sea Conference decided that henceforth, oil platforms had to be disposed on land [START_REF] Jordan | Politics Without Parties: a Growing Trend[END_REF].

Dyadic Collaboration: NGOs as Partners

In contrast to the "NGOs as antagonist parties" construct, an emerging perspective abounds in

Business & Society literature today: that which views NGOs "as partners". In the present section we elaborate on the rise of this perspective and the distinctive research questions that it commonly addresses.

At the end of the 1990s scholars and practitioners viewed NGO-Business collaboration as a rising although rare trend. Pioneering articles on the subject, for instance, titled the phenomenon as "a strange affair" [START_REF] Enderle | A Strange Affair?: The Emerging Relationships between NGOs and Transnational Companies[END_REF]Sustainability, 1996). However, throughout the 1990s and 2000s, collaborative trends in between these two parties became gradually a much more common 'affair'. NGO-Business collaboration in all its etymological variables; 'stakeholder dialogues', 'multistake-holder initiatives', 'NGO-Business partnerships' 'social alliances', cross-sector alliances', are increasingly nowadays prescribed as the ideal solution for tackling corporate social responsibility issues [START_REF] Kourula | Dominant Articulations in Academic Business and Society Discourse on NGO -Business Relations : A Critical Assessment[END_REF]. Increasing academic attention to this particular relational modality has resulted in a considerable body of literature, stemming mostly from CSR, stakeholder theory, and management and governance studies. As portrayed in Figure 7 

Preconditions

I) Motivations to cooperate

Main subjects of discussion within this strand of literature are the motivations and drivers that enable NGOs and Business to engage in cooperative relations. On the corporate side, authors frequently mention the level of vulnerability of companies to external pressure, as a major determinant for getting into dialogue with stakeholders (NGOs). [START_REF] Perko | The Whole is Greater than the Sum of its Parts. NGO-Business Partnerships in International Cooperation[END_REF] for instance argued that it exists a clear relation between companies' vulnerabilities and its willingness to get in o a given partnership. Along similar lines, [START_REF] Argenti | Collaborating with Activists: How Starbucks works with NGOs[END_REF] case study on Starbucks collaboration with NGOs suggests that companies may be driven to cooperate in order to diminish the risk of NGO attacks.

In addition, several authors have suggested that companies are increasingly compelled to interact with non-market stakeholders to 'gain and maintain' legitimacy [START_REF] Holtbrügge | How Multinational Corporations deal with their Socio-political Stakeholders: An Empirical study in Asia, Europe, and the US[END_REF][START_REF] Yaziji | Turning gadflies into Allies[END_REF][START_REF] Yongqiang | Dealing with Non-Market Stakeholders in the International Market: Case studies of US-based Multinational Enterprises in China[END_REF]. For instance, [START_REF] Burchell | Assessing the Impact of Stakeholder Dialogue: Changing Relationships between NGOs and Companies[END_REF] have found out that increasing confidence of local communities and increasing employee satisfaction ranked among the most mentioned responses of companies when justifying their involvement in 'stakeholder dialogue'.

Obtaining valuable market information, strengthening brand image and benefit from NGO's expertise concerning different societal issues are also commonly mentioned by managers when justifying their entry into dialogue with certain NGOs [START_REF] Orse | Practical Guide: Strategic Partnerships: NGO-Entreprises[END_REF][START_REF] Zadek | The Path to Corporate Responsibility[END_REF].

On the NGO's side, partnerships with business are said to be mainly motivated by the need to access new funding sources [START_REF] Orse | Practical Guide: Strategic Partnerships: NGO-Entreprises[END_REF][START_REF] Lucea | How We See Them versus How They See Themselves: A Cognitive Perspective of Firm-NGO Relationships[END_REF], and to gain leverage position. [START_REF] Perko | The Whole is Greater than the Sum of its Parts. NGO-Business Partnerships in International Cooperation[END_REF] for instance, state that NGO-Business agreement may serve NGOs as a platform to make their mission more public and gain influence in areas they view as critical. Huijstee (2010:23) puts it this way: "big business has such a major influence on the lives and the livelihoods of people all around the world that NGOs cannot afford not to try to influence it".

II) Success Factors for 'effective' partnerships

A considerable amount of this literature exploring collaborative trends between NGOs and firms, is specially concerned with identifying the necessary preconditions to 'successful partnerships'-where success refers mostly to the arrival of an agreement between the parties and the avoidance of conflicts in between the parties. Most salient elements on this regard are nicely fleshed out by [START_REF] Austin | Strategic Collaboration Between Nonprofits and Business[END_REF]; [START_REF] Neergaard | Barriers and Success Factors in the Establishment and Continuous Development of NGO-Business Partnerships in Denmark[END_REF] enterprises should gauge NGOs along the following criteria: NGOs' skills and track record, professionalism, international visibility, reputation and capability of expanding the project (geographically as well as in terms of scope and impact).

Another relevant factor facilitating NGO-Business collaboration is located at the macro-level. [START_REF] Austin | Strategic Collaboration Between Nonprofits and Business[END_REF] for instance highlight the importance of institutional and political environments to facilitate NGO-Business dialogues, as it's the case of political support programs aimed at creating a trustful setting and developing share commitments.

From this same strand literature stems a number of considerations for process management once collaboration has been agreed. Guiding principles such as clear definition of the terms of the collaboration, engaging in frequent communication, and the setting of procedures for conflict resolution and external/internal communication, as well as the constant reassessment of the partnerships goals being the factors most commonly mentioned for the optimum progression of a NGO-Business collaboration form [START_REF] Jamali | Uneasy Alliances: Lessons Learned from Partnerships Between Businesses and NGOs in the context of CSR[END_REF][START_REF] Orse | Practical Guide: Strategic Partnerships: NGO-Entreprises[END_REF].

Outcomes

I) Modalities of collaboration

According to [START_REF] Kourula | Types of corporate responsibility and engagement with NGOs: an exploration of business and societal outcomes[END_REF] a positive response from a company to accept NGO demands can take diverse forms. In their study of forest products and energy's industries, the authors identified eight different "types of engagements" between NGO and firms: sponsorship, single-issue consultation, research cooperation, employee training or volunteerism, research cooperation, certification or eco-labeling, common programs and strategic partnerships. 

b) Impact Assessment

Similarly to what happens with confrontation's impacts studies, collaboration outcomes and impact study assessment do not abound, in despite of the pressing need for it in the field. According to Huijstee (2009:22) most studies dealing with NGO-Business collaboration "are generally focused so much on smothering the Business-NGO interaction process that the outcomes and consequences of the process are largely left underexplored. The result is that a collaborative, smooth interaction process tend to become an end in itself, rather than a vehicle for CSR. The effectiveness of collaborative interactions therefore remains unquestioned and unexamined" Huijstee (2009: 22) The work of [START_REF] Hudlot | ONG et entreprises en Belgique: Guide pratique pour une collaboration fructueuse[END_REF] is one of the few works aimed at offering some guidelines for the assessment of collaborative NGO-Business modalities. In particular, this author underlines three elements to take into account:

-The impacts of the project on society in general, and on the target group in particular.

-The value of the partnership for each of the organization involved -The true costs and benefits of the partnership approach Based on resourced-based and relation-building perspectives [START_REF] Neergaard | Barriers and Success Factors in the Establishment and Continuous Development of NGO-Business Partnerships in Denmark[END_REF] outlined an extensive list of expected partnership's outcomes for both parties. Thus, the potential value of the collaborative process can be seen through the following indicators: development of new products and services, knowledge generation, increased visibility among stakeholders, personnel development and knowledge transfer. [START_REF] Burchell | Assessing the Impact of Stakeholder Dialogue: Changing Relationships between NGOs and Companies[END_REF] in an attempt to bring empirical support to normative expectations on NGO-Business dialogue undertook a survey among 46 companies and 33 NGOs in the UK-which was then complemented with in-depth interviews, aiming at knowing more on the perceived benefits or 'returns' of collaborative projects among NGO and Business taking part of. A high percentage of corporate respondents (81%) highlighted the increased confidence of local communities as one the main benefits of having entertained cross-sector dialogue. Else, 72% respond positively when asked about the relation between collaborative projects and the improvement of the public image of the company. A considerable amount of enterprises (54.3%) considered that entering into collaboration exchanges with NGOs has reduced their 'business risks'. In the sense that collaborative frameworks provided them with a sort of 'early warning system' occasionally allowing companies to react quickly in order to avoid potentially damaging publicity (Burchell and Cook, 2006: 224).

There exists a substantial lack of works analyzing the NGO side of the story: what's the pay back of collaboration for NGOs taking part? One of the rare articles treating this subject is [START_REF] Lucea | How We See Them versus How They See Themselves: A Cognitive Perspective of Firm-NGO Relationships[END_REF] study on Firm-NGO relationships around the Amazon area in Ecuador. The example of a collaboration project set up between an Oil Company and a national Environmental NGOs served the author to illustrate the benefits and drawbacks for these organizations when establishing collaborative relationships with corporations. In this regard, Lucea (2010:127) highlighted that the collaboration allowed the NGO to access much needed financial support at the same time that it helped the organization "to advance its organizational mission by advising the firm on ways to lessen the environmental impact of its projects".

SECTION 3. RESEARCH PROBLEM: DYNAMICS WITHIN AND BETWEEN NGOs' STRATEGIES

The trends that we depicted in Section 1, demonstrating the rise and growth of NGOs as increasingly influential actors, lend the social and political relevance to the subject of research we choosed to explore: NGOs' involvement in corporate contexts.

In order to better inform our research focus, we undertook an in-depth literature review on the subject (Section 2). An initial exploration of NGOs' mobilization towards corporate actors during the last 40 years (See Annex 1) allowed us to rapidly assessed the extend of this emerging phenomenon. We found, for instance, that to date major economic sectors have been subjected to NGOs' political mobilization, from traditional industries such textiles, apparel, extractive, and agro-food sectors to new technology ones i.e., Apple, Google, General Electric, Facebook.

They intervene in the broad 'corporate social responsibility' domain related to a wide array of issues:

social welfare and labor conditions, human rights, environmental concerns and sustainable development, waste management and public health.

At the same time, these mobilizations may result in an ensemble of distinctive outcomes; the emergence of new business models, new corporate accountability mechanisms or transformations of the institutional environment where Business operate due to the advancement of new legislations and/or private standards.

Subsequently, the thematic review conducted on "NGO-Business relations" in Section 2 allowed us to further refine and frame our research problem. We found that two distinctive constructs dominate the overall "NGO-Business relations" domain: on the one hand, confrontational relations and on the other, collaboration.

These two approaches seem to have evolved somehow in parallel, addressing particular questions for each case and rarely crossing-over [START_REF] Arenas | Different Paths to Collaboration Between Businesses and Civil Society and the Role of Third Parties[END_REF][START_REF] Kourula | Dominant Articulations in Academic Business and Society Discourse on NGO -Business Relations : A Critical Assessment[END_REF]. In the case of confrontational approaches, scholars have undertaken studies on pressure dynamics, response dynamics and impact assessments, whereas studies looking at collaborative relations between NGOs and Businesses focused more on preconditions and outcomes. The latter commonly resulting in prescriptive guidelines for the management of NGO-Business collaboration [START_REF] Van Huijstee | Business and NGOs in interaction[END_REF].

The problem with these clear-cut dominant constructs is that they fail to fully address the ways in which NGOs may operate and evolve when targeting Businesses. Most of the studies reviewed hoist a static perspective, which falls short to integrate possible dynamics within NGOs influence strategies towards Business. In practice, no NGO operates in an entirely confrontational manner or solely in a collaborative mode. We join here a number of authors that ask for a more dynamic, longitudinal approach when studying NGOs' politics in corporate contexts [START_REF] Henriques | Pathways of stakeholder influence in the Canadian forestry industry[END_REF][START_REF] Hond | The Sequential Patterning of Tactics: Activism in the Global Sports Apparel Industry, 1988-2002[END_REF][START_REF] Valor | Relationship of business and NGOs: an Empirical Analysis of Strategies and Mediators of their Private Relationship[END_REF].

Other of the gaps identified was the dyadic approach typically hoisted in the NGO-Business relations' academic domain. As most studies focus on one-to-one relations between any given NGO and a particular firm possible interplays between NGOs' strategies operating in the same issue-field usually remain understudied. As rightly put by [START_REF] Van Huijstee | Business and NGOs in interaction[END_REF]: "Because the business-NGO relations are analyzed with little reference to the societal context in which they are embedded, external factors that may complicate the relationship tend to be ignored or underestimated"

One of these external factors could be the simultaneous intervention of other NGOs towards a common target, a situation increasingly observed in the field. Shell, for example, was ranked the most targeted brand in 2012 [START_REF] Sudhaman | Shell most targeted activists finds global NGO monitor[END_REF]. Several environmental organizations such as Greenpeace, the International Union for the Conservation of Union (IUCN), Yes Men-among many others, have addressed the company in relation to its arctic drilling plans, each one advancing their own political agendas.

During our exploratory field research also, we could observe that an increasing number of NGOs coincided in the field to leverage industry actors, each of them holding contrasting views on the problems and the solutions needed (See Section 1-Chapter 5). In general, the increasing intervention of NGOs in corporate arenas has resulted in a variety of initiatives populating Business arenas

In view of these empirical observations, alongside with the literature gaps identified, it seemed evident to us the need to apprehend NGOs' mobilization towards Business not as bilateral relations of a stable, unchanged nature, but rather from a more dynamic and relational perspective.

We argue that what is missing from the literature is a longitudinal and relational approach capable of addressing the possible dynamics within and between NGOs' influence strategies when targeting businesses. The present research project seeks to contribute by filling these gaps.

Thus from our departing research aim, which was: to better understand how NGOs operate in corporate contexts, we refine our problem of research into two main enquiries of research: a) How individual NGOs' influence strategies evolve over time?

b) How NGOs relate to one another when simultaneously targeting a common target?

Dynamics within refers to how conflict and collaboration interact within a unique NGO leverage strategy. These could be placed into two possible modalities: First, seeing whether a unique NGO strategy may evolve from one modality to the other (either from conflict to collaboration or vice versa).

And second, whether a unique NGO could simultaneously apply contrasting influence strategies towards different or the same corporate actor within the targeted industry.

Corresponding research questions:

How do NGOs' leverage strategies towards Business develop and evolve over time?

Dynamics between refers to possible interplays between leverage strategies when performed by different organizations simultaneously or subsequently towards the same corporate target. The question is posited as follows:

How do NGO relate and influence to one another when seeking to influence corporate actors in a common issue field?

Our analysis is more exploratory than confirmatory; designed to advance knowledge in understudied aspects of NGOs' mobilization towards Businesses rather than testing hypothesis. Secondly, that NGOs' leverage strategies towards Businesses are not only determined vis-à-vis their main corporate targets, but also they will be defined, to a certain extent, in reaction to their counterparts' simultaneous moves in the targeted sector.

SUMMARY CHAPTER 1

The chapter focused on developing several elements that led us to structure and refine our problem of research and questions.

The context of research was set by depicting the rise and growth of NGOs in economic and political terms. We also assessed the extent of NGOs influence across various political spheres and particularly in corporate contexts (Section 1-2).

Subsequently, we presented the burgeoning literature addressing NGO interventions in Corporate contexts, precedent established as our general topic of research (Section 2).

This literature review has shown that this emergent phenomenon has called for contributions of various subfields: from Business-related literature we found developments stemming from the

Business & Society research area, as well as Corporate Social Responsibility and stakeholder management. Useful insights on the subject can also be found in the Political Science field-specially works looking at Transnational Advocacy Networks, and in the Sociology domain-notably on studies looking at the emergence of New Social Movements.

We conducted an in-depth thematic literature review that showed two dominant constructs within extant works on the domain: « confrontational relations » on the one hand and collaboration ones on the other. These two approaches seem to have evolved somehow in parallel, addressing particular questions for each case, rarely crossing-over. In the case of confrontational approaches scholars have undertaken studies on pressure dynamics, response dynamics and impact assessments, whereas studies looking at collaborative relations between NGOs and Businesses focused more on preconditions and outcomes, often resulting in a prescriptive body of literature according to some [START_REF] Van Huijstee | Business and NGOs in interaction[END_REF].

Two gaps identified in this burgeoning body of literature have guided the definition of our research problem and questions. First, this clear-cut categorization of confronters/engagers hoists a rather static perspective on NGOs interventions in Business arenas. When in practice NGOs may evolve or use a mix of approaches when targeting Business.

Second, most works within NGO-Business literature tends to focus the analysis on dyadic relations between a given NGO and a particular company underestimating "external factors that may complicate the relationship" [START_REF] Van Huijstee | Business and NGOs in interaction[END_REF].

Based on these shortcomings and on exploratory empirical observations we defined our problem of research in Section 3, and specific research questions were established.

A first question concerning the different dynamics within a specific NGO's influence strategy: How do NGOs' influence strategies towards Business develop and evolve over time?

Here we advance the argument that confrontation and collaboration can coexist within the same strategy.

A second question regarding the different dynamics between various distinct NGO influence strategies: How these strategies interact and inter-influence one another when seeking to influence corporate actors in a common issue field? Here we advance the argument that the influence strategies will be defined not only vis-à-vis their target company, but they are also determined by the influence strategies carried out in parallel by other NGOs.

The following chapter operationalizes our frame of reference to address these questions.

CHAPTER 2: FRAME OF REFERENCE AND CONCEPTUAL CONSIDERATIONS

"NGO-Business relations are like a game of chess: while there are only a few pieces to move, there is an almost infinite variety of ways to play the game" (Heap, 2000:559) Chapter 1 exposed arguments about the importance of NGOs as emerging political actors in the world today, and argued for the academic and empirical need to further advance studies on their influence over the market place.

Additionally, it has shown that a longitudinal and relational approach capable of addressing the possible dynamics within and between NGOs' strategies when targeting Businesses is yet underdeveloped.

In the present chapter we will seek to operationalize an adequate conceptual framework adapted to the specificities of our problem of research. That's, a framework that allows us to make sense of different NGOs' mobilization towards Business, and comprehend how they evolve and interact.

In order to tackle this problem of research, we seek to operationalize an adequate conceptual framework adapted to the specificities of project. The present chapter is thus designed to accomplish this task. We defined key terms in Section 1. Then an assessment of available conceptual models and categorizations is elaborated in Section 2. Based on the critical assessment of these models we position our perspective and specify our analytical framework by the end of the chapter.

 Section 1: Definition of key terms  Section 2: Assessment of existing conceptual models  Section 3: Specification of our framework of reference SECTION 1. DEFINITION OF TERMS [START_REF] Fortin | Le processus de la recherche : de la conception à la réalisation[END_REF] 

Key terms

Until this point we have talked about both 'NGOs' and 'Businesses'as unified wholes. However as we advance in our research process it is necessary to acknowledge the considerable diversity of origins and forms within these two factions.

It's however difficult to provide a precise and widely accepted definition of what Non-Governmental Organizations are, as the term has been the subject of heated academic debate for some time now (See for example: [START_REF] Yaziji | Understanding NGOs[END_REF]Vakil, 1997;[START_REF] Salamon | Global Civil Society: Dimensions of the Nonprofit Sector[END_REF].

Generally, 'NGO' has become a catchall term to refer to: "all organizations that are neither an official part of government (at any level) nor a private, for profit-enterprise" (Yaziji and Doh, 2009:4). The problem with this catch-all terminology is that it ends up comprising a wide range of often dissimilar entities: clubs, professional associations, church-based organizations, grass roots and indigenous movements, neighbourhood and professional associations, voluntary organizations, services, and advocacy groups, faith-based initiatives, indigenous people's groups, youth organizations, consumer groups, philanthropic foundations, universities, policy think tanks, and scientific and research institutes [START_REF] Mathews | Power Shift[END_REF][START_REF] Nelson | The Operation of Non-Governmental Organizations ( NGOs ) in a World of Corporate and Other Codes of Conduct[END_REF] -where the only thing that unifies them is a list of what these entities are not: "not government, not business, not for profit or political office" (Spar and La Mure, 2003: 80) While it's beyond the scope of our work to detail the conceptual quarrel that exists concerning the term 'NGO', we do undertake a thoughtful specification of what type of NGO we will be studying.

For this, we make use of [START_REF] Yaziji | Understanding NGOs[END_REF] taxonomy, which distinguishes NGOs along two dimensions: the type of activity dominantly performed by the organization i.e., service provider or advocacy, and the beneficiaries of their actions i.e., self-interested or for others. 

Advocacy Service

Types of Activities

Source: Yaziji and Doh (2009:5) Based on the matrix showed in table 3 above, we can state that our case particularly focuses on the NGOs' type at the left-down side of the quadrant: Advocacy Organizations, this is to say NGOs working on behalf of others and undertaking (mostly) advocacy activities.

With the term 'Business'-that until this point we have interchangeably used alongside the terms of 'corporate actors', 'companies' or 'firms' to refer broadly to any profit-making entity within a particular economic sector or industry, we operate also a fine categorization.

Notably, we will use a 'value chain analysis', following [START_REF] Gereffi | The Governance of Global Value Chains[END_REF] and [START_REF] Gereffi | The organization of buyer-driven global commodity chains: How U.S. retailers shape overseas production networks[END_REF] indications, which would allow us to segment a targeted industry in different nodes:

downstream segment (producers), middle-segment (processors and traders) and the upper-most segment of the chain (retailers, branded-food producers and consumers).

We will present the structure of industry towards within which a selected sample of NGOs operates in Chapter 4 (Empirical Setting). Once that is done, we will use the term 'industry' or 'value chain' to designate the entire economic sector. The terms 'Business' or 'corporate actors' will continue to be used interchangeably when we refer indistinctively to any economic actors along the chain-unless specifically designated by their membership to one of the segments of the industry i.e., retailers, traders, consumers, producers, food manufacturers, etc.

NGOs mobilization towards Businesses. The guiding enquiry from where it stemmed our specific research questions is: to better understand how NGOs operate when targeting Businesses. As exposed in Chapter 1-Section 2, the way in which NGOs operate vis-à-vis Businesses has been conceptualized through a number of terms, including: "market advocacy", "market movements" [START_REF] Rourke | Market Movements: Nongovernmental Organization Strategies to Influence Global Production and Consumption[END_REF], "NGOs' private politics" [START_REF] Baron | Private Politics[END_REF], "influence strategies" (den [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF], "change strategies" [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] or the more generic "NGO-Business relations" [START_REF] Elkington | Cannibals with Forks: the Triple Bottom Line of 21st Century Business[END_REF].

For the purpose of this study, we adopt the term "influence strategy", better understood as: "actions in which one or more organizations mounted targeted activities of variable duration designed to achieve explicit changes in corporate or industry practices" (Freudenberg, Bradley and Serrano, 2009:232).

Being this our specific object of research, the specification of its constitutive dimensions and the observable empirical indicators need of a thoroughly review on different existing categorizing models available in the literature today. Next section presents and assesses the pertinence of existing categorizing models of NGOs' influence strategies and specifies by the end of it the dimensions retained and its empirical indicators.

SECTION 2. AN OVERVIEW OF EXISTING CATEGORIZATIONS FOR THE STUDY OF NGOs' MOBILIZATION TOWARDS BUSINESS

Following scholars and practitioners' thriving interest on the subject of NGOs' growing involvement in the market place, we count today with a number of categorizations and conceptual frameworks aimed at understanding the nature of NGOs' relationships with Business.

In the present section we synthetize some of this existing models, for better comprehension we distinguish those having 'NGOs' as the main units of analysis (actor-focused) from those using a more action-focused perspective having the 'NGO strategy' as their main unit of analysis (action-focused).

For each of the categorization presented we detail their specificities, their underlying principles and shortcomings. This synthesis will inform our positioning and the specificities of our adapted analytical framework.

NGO-focused Categorizations

I) The "marine fauna" taxonomy

In 1996, SustainAbility-a strategic management consultancy and think-tank proposed to classify NGOs by the degree in which they act as polarizer or integrator-that's whether NGOs are willing to integrate corporate actors as part of the change sought or not, and by how discriminatory they are in their choice of business interlocutor.

The project was developed as part of a consultancy work with British Petroleum Oil Company. The company sought to undertake a more strategic approach to partnerships with NGOs, and wished to discern what NGOs types will be best fitted for such endeavour. The consulting think-tank categorized different Environmental NGOs in relation to the approach they entertained with the company at the time of the study.

This led to a four-celled matrix of NGOs' personality types named after marine fauna: 'sharks' (NGOs attacking indiscriminately), 'sea lions' (NGOs cooperating indiscriminately), 'killer whales' and 'dolphins' (NGOs respectively attacking selected targets or cooperating with selected partners after scrutinizing relative performance). Each of these types is elucidated and illustrated below.
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Section 2 50 Source: Elkington and Fennell (1996: 53) -Killer Whale: very strategic, it attacks selected targets after scrutinizing the relative performance of companies. These NGOs are inclined to confrontation.

-Dolphin: equally strategic and selective as 'killer whales', these organizations discriminate among the companies to whom hey will relate to. However, in contrast to kiler whale-type of NGOs, these are keener to collaborate with Business actors.

-Shark: These are typically undiscriminating entities, targeting indistinctively performing or laggard firms, or as Elkington and Fennel (1996) posit it: "for them, companies' relative (environmental) Chapter 2 Section 2 51 performances are not of particular interest. Rather the focus of attention is typically the (environmental) burden of the industry in general". Else, this type of NGOs are said to refuse developing close working relations with companies preferring to confront them.

-Sealion: in contrast to sharks, sealions are business-friendly NGOs, willing to work closely with any company regardless environmental records. In sum, these NGOs are said to "cooperate indiscriminately" [START_REF] Vaes | Development cooperation, NGOs & Private sector[END_REF].

Providing a handy way to characterize NGOs relations to companies, the framework gained resonance among business practitioners and scholars whom utilized it, reproduced it and revisited it [START_REF] Vaes | Development cooperation, NGOs & Private sector[END_REF]Neergard et al. 2009;[START_REF] Marquardt | Le Cercle d ' études du CCCI sur la Collaboration des ONG avec le Secteur Privé en vue d ' éliminer la Pauvreté[END_REF].

Nevertheless, the taxonomy has a number of limitations. Besides its strong business-driven focus, the main shortcoming of this typology is that it is somehow it falls short when it comes to portray the diversity, changing and complex interactions between NGOs and Business today. Notably, because by pigeonholing a NGO with a fixed label it undermines the variety of and dynamics within different NGOs strategies towards Business, providing a handy but over simplistic and deterministic portrayal of NGOs' interactions with Business.

II) Winston's (2002) engager-confronter dichotomy

Other categorizations having the NGO as main units of analysis based their classification on the underlying belief of the organization concerning firm's virtuosity. For instance, [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF], proposed a engager/confronter distinction-analogous to the "polarizers-integrators" dichotomy depicted by SustainAbility (1996).

A confronter-type of NGO is said to believe that corporations are "constitutionally unredeemable and incapable of voluntarily acting in a socially responsible fashion" (Winston, 2002: 76). In contrast, engager NGOs will press home the idea that corporations are necessary drivers of change for progressive social and economic transformation, and that these can voluntarily agree on improving their social and/or environmental performance.

The main contribution of Winston's categorization in relation to SustainAbility's (1996) marine-like NGOs' taxonomy is that the author further explores the tactics most likely used by each type of NGO in order to exert pressure or persuade companies to change. Below, we list and schematize the eight tactics depicted by [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF] ranging from the least to the most confrontational. According to [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF], NGOs will then enact some of the 8 tactics depending on the degree of compatibility that these tactics have with their underlying ideology. For instance, a so-called engagertype of NGO which assumes that firms can voluntarily agree on improving their social and/or environmental performance/accountability, will tend to enact tactics such as the promotion of voluntary codes of conducts or eventually advocate for social accounting and independent verification schemes. These tactics avoids contentiousness and emphasize the persuasion and dialogue dynamics towards corporations based on moral and prudential arguments; those based on social considerations (moral) and those based on business considerations (prudential arguments). Source: Winston (2002:78) In contrast a more confrontational-type of NGO disbelieving on the corporations good-will to voluntarily accept their social responsibilities and holding that corporations cannot be trusted to become political or moral reformers, will make use of tactics such as moral stigmatization and economic pressure tactics and advocate for government-imposed standards. Notably, reformative NGOs are those, which "believe that although companies are part of the problem, they can also be part of the solution" (den Hond and de Bakker, 2007: 903). Also known as 'moderates' in social movement literature (Haines, 1984:31). On the contrary, radical NGOS are those that "do not believe that companies can be part of the solution" (den Hond and de Bakker, 2007: 903). Most commonly referred in social movement theory as those groups that"offer a more comprehensive version of the problem and more drastic change as a solution" (Zald & McCarthy, 1987:8). Chapter 2

Section 2

55

For its part, although reformative NGOs may also intervene during this phase, they do it with lesser/lower intensity than radical groups. In this case, reformative NGOs will question industry through consequential arguments and combine tactics that aim at persuading companies to act right by offering reputational gains (symbolic material gain) or, alternatively, threatening the symbolic capitals of more laggard firms (symbolic damage gain). It's to be noted, that in spite of its completeness and the causal relations advanced, to date very few studies have empirically verified Den Hond and De Bakker's propositions. These studies have suggested that further adjustments need to be undertaken. For instance, adapting this framework for a comparative empirical study of NGOs targeting Dutch Banks, [START_REF] Huijstee | NGOs Moving Business: An Analysis of Contrasting Strategies[END_REF] find out that, damage tactics not only aimed at deinstitutionalization but they could also be used for reinstitutionalization purposes.

Strategy-focused models

In contrast to the above detailed frameworks that have « NGOs » as the main unit of analysis, other models focus on the « (NGO's strategy » as the key unit of analysis. This particular approach attempts to understand the nature of NGO-Business relations by looking at 'what NGOs do' instead of 'what they are ' (e.g., confronters, preservers, radicals, etc). In other words, models within this category focus Within this framework firms are considered as 'the defendants', although as the authors themselves state it, "being defendant does not necessarily mean being guilty" (Valor and Merino de Diego, 2009: 113). This element is particularly relevant to the categorizations as what defines different "strategic roles/types of strategies" is the deliberate effort by the NGO to establish firm's guilt or not. The different types of strategies can be explicated as follows:

-The adjudicator strategy: a strategy of a cooperative nature, when performing it NGOs adopt a mediating role between 'victims' (e.g., communities) and 'defendants' (firms); they hear both parties. As in arbitration the main objective is not to establish one party's guilt but to solve the problem.

-Attorney strategy: a strategy of a confrontational nature, when performing it NGOs assume that a company has committed a serious offence, either by commission or by omission. (…) In difference to the precedent 'adjudicator strategy', NGOs performing an attorney strategy seek to establish whether the firm is a culprit, rather than solving the problem.

-Plaintiff strategy: a strategy of a confrontational nature, most commonly performed by NGOs believing that a company is always guilty, because they are the promoters of an unsustainable and unfair economic system. Although to certain extent this strategy resembles the attorney one, the main difference is that "the plaintiff does not contact firms at any point of the campaign". This strategy is based on mobilizing public opinion, as in an attorney strategy.

Yet, in contrast to the precedent strategy, the plaintiff does not contact firms at any point of the campaign. On the other hand, a number of shortcomings can be identified. First, although Valor and De Diego add some specifications on the types of tactics most likely used in these strategies, this is not done systematically to each of the strategic profiles suggested, or remained very limited. For instance, while it's specified that attorney and plaintiff strategies will relay on public mobilization, an adjudicator strategy will characterize for trying to arbitrate in between parties by writing guidelines and recommendations, and an attorney strategy will imperatively undertake research and publish reports in order to establish companies' guilt on the issue at stake, little is said about available tools or practices available to those seeking to perform a rehabilitators or lawyers' strategy. Further in-depth empirical studies and verification would be needed to complete Valor and de Diego's framework.

II) Bendell (2000) dynamic model

Bendell ( 2000 The model divides NGO activity into that dependent on raising revenue within the market and that working outside the market, and also separates work between that of a confrontational style and that of a collaborative approach.
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The insider-outsider axis indicates the degree of involvement granted to corporations within the NGOs' strategy. This is determined by the origins of funding of the strategy and whether corporations take part of the 'control structure' of the proposed project of change.

The confrontation-collaboration axis refers mostly to NGOs' viewpoint of business activity.

Determined by NGOs' ideology-whether business is viewed positively, negatively, critically or guardedly, and by the type of influence envisage; that's whether the use of pressure or inducement is considered.

The different categories resulting from this matrix are explicated as follows: A particularity of this framework is that authors conceived it as « an ecology of engagement », where all these strategies may be found simultaneously and influence each other at a specific field.

"
This perspective provides a more dynamic and multi-faceted frame for the study of NGO strategies, where a unique NGO may address different projects differently. This aspect is particularly valuable as it overcomes other more static or deterministic models where one NGO was 'corseted' by their ideologically stance to behave in one unique determined way.

.
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SECTION 3. SPECIFYING OUR FRAMEWORK

Assessment of existing categorization models

So far we have distinguished two distinctive approaches to conceptualize NGOs' influence strategies towards Businesses: an NGO-centered one, having the actor as the main units of analysis, and

Strategy-centered one, being more action-driven.

Within NGO-centered categorizations i.e., engagers-confronters; radical-reformative, variations seems hard to integrate. [START_REF] Elkington | Partners for Sustainability[END_REF] taxonomy typically pigeonhole NGO in cases undermining the variety of and dynamics within different NGOs strategies towards Business, providing a handy but over simplistic and deterministic portrayal of NGOs' interactions with Business.

For instance, Valor and Merino De Diego (2009: 124) underline the shortcomings of Elkington and Fennell's (1998) matrix stating that: "an NGO may behave as a 'shark' with a company and as 'dolphin' with another, depending, inter alia, on its objectives, the circumstances or the firm's initial reactions."

In addition, although [START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF] and den Hond and de Bakker ( 2007) categories integrate some variation by stating that NGOs may utilize different tactics at different moments, the "engager/confronter" and "radical/reformative" categories remain highly reified.

For its part, models having NGOs' strategies as the main unit of analysis seem to be better able to accommodate the diversity and complexity of NGOs' involvement in the market place today. Valor Strategy-centered models seem to be better suited to capture the dynamics within and between NGOs' mobilizations towards Business. These provide the variety and dynamism needed to address our empirical objects. In addition, the other major advantage of these models is that these are entrenched in a "ecosystem perspective" where the different strategies may be found simultaneously and influence each other at a specific issue-field.
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Section 3 60 Specifically, we adopt mainly [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] categorization as it provides the necessary nuance along the spectrum of confrontation and collaboration. The main advantage of Bendell's categorization in relation to that of [START_REF] Valor | Relationship of business and NGOs: an Empirical Analysis of Strategies and Mediators of their Private Relationship[END_REF] resides mainly on the later developments brought about by [START_REF] Waddell | NGO Strategies to Engage Business: Trends, Critical Issues and Next Steps[END_REF] empirical exploration of the model that provided a detailed account of the different dimensions that integrate the model i.e., ideational, tactical and economic/structural.

It is however, worth noting that while we mostly mobilize this framework, our perspective it's not exclusive but rather integrative. Notably, we recurred to further specifications of the structuring dimensions of the model enriched by indicators drawn by different authors. We detailed the further operationalization of the model, its dimensions and empirical indicators in the following sub-section. [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] typology is represented by four quadrants determined by the different combinations of a confrontation-collaboration spectrum and an insider-outsider one.

Defining categories and their constitutive dimensions

The confrontation-collaboration spectrum refers to the stance that an NGO may adopt to prompt change in Business. Two specific indicators composed this spectrum:

-Ideology, which refers to « whether an NGO strategy reflects a critical analysis or viewpoint of business activity » (Waddell, 2004:3). Businesses are then seen 'negatively', 'critically', 'guardedly'

or 'positively' depending on the strategy.

-The second indicator defining where along the confrontation-collaboration spectrum a NGO strategy is located is its logic of influence defined as: " the use of pressure or inducement in the NGO strategy"(Idem).

The second axe structuring the matrix proposed by [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] is the Business insider-Civil Society insider spectrum. This structuring dimension refers to whether the NGOs will be working inside the market or from the outside to effect change. Two indicators help define this second spectrum:

-The revenue factor, referring to how the strategy is financed. Whether an NGO is willing to accept funding from corporation to fund its strategy would place it in one extreme or the other of the continuum. For instance, an NGO relying uniquely on membership fees is considered a "civil society insider". At the other extreme an strategy relying on corporates funding for its functioning would be considered as an "inside the market" strategy.
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-The second indicator is 'control' that refers to whether the NGO shares the control of the strategy with Business actors. An NGO including Business actors in the decision-making of the strategy would be more inclined towards the Business insider end of the spectrum. This is usually the case of Joint-Boards and certain alliances and partnerships. At the other end of the spectrum would be "a fiercely independent NGO that excludes corporate leaders" (Waddell, 2004: 4) Different combinations along these structuring axes will result in four possible types of strategies: That is, while viewing business critically, the strategy will required to work in a minority position inside Business to effect change. Control of the strategy may be shared with Business and the revenues are dominantly business-based. An initiative such as Fair Trade would be typically related to this type of strategy says Waddel (2004:4).

Type 4-Facilitating Change: working with business for mutual gain.

A facilitating change strategy is located full on in the collaboration end of the spectrum and in the upper side of the matrix (inside the market). That denotes a Business insider where the control of the strategy is usually shared with business, and revenues may also be business-based. This would be the particularly the case of Joint Business-NGO boards and projects. The way these different indicators and dimensions will be empirically assessed is through a multi-level analysis comprising:

An analysis of NGO representations about the problem and the solution sougth. This will allow us to address the underlying beliefs concerning firms, that is whether these are viewed negatively, guardedly, positively or critically as specified by Waddel (2004).

Besides, specific representations about the solution and the role granted to Business in the pursuit of it will be an indicator of the 'control' dimensions. That's, whether NGOs are willing to incorporate Business in the solution and to what extend they would be willing share the control of the change project with corporate actors.

We will also undertake an analysis of the practices of influence by looking at the tactics set forward by NGOs throughout their influence strategy. These will be analysed from different angles integrating other author's categorizations. We will use for example Winston's overall classification of engaging or confrontational tactics.

Lastly we will assess whether these entail 'gain' logic or a 'damage' logic, that is whether these aim at persuading firms to change through means of material or symbolic gains, or to affect negatively firms operations by targeting their symbolic of material assets, as suggested by [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF]. This later feature will allow us to address the "influence" indicator proposed by Waddel (2004), that is whether the NGO seeks to persuade or pressure firms to change. Chapter 2
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SUMMARY CHAPTER 2

This chapter advanced on its pursuit for a suitable framework capable of accommodating the diversity and dynamic of NGOs influence strategies. After reviewing a number of available models we established that [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] matrix was the best fitted to address our research problem.

The categorization provides the necessary nuances along the confrontation/collaboration spectrum. In addition, recent contributions to the framework have provided developments on the different constitutive dimensions and its indicators (See [START_REF] Waddell | NGO Strategies to Engage Business: Trends, Critical Issues and Next Steps[END_REF].

Lastly, we developed on the operationalization of the constitutive dimensions and indicators of the framework by proposing a multi-level analysis of representations, practices and structural elements.

Next chapter advances on the design of research and epistemological and other methodological considerations.

CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH METHOD
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Precedent chapters allowed us to position our study within the specific domain of NGO-Business relations, refine our problem of research onto the dynamics within and between NGOs' influence strategies towards Business.

The present chapter aims at clarifying the epistemology and methodological choices undertaken in order to apprehend our empirical object.

As such, in the following sections we discuss in detail our methodological choices; we begin by discussing the qualitative approach and the case of study strategy and the implications of conducting a content and process research. Then, we discuss the corresponding epistemological paradigm that corresponds to our research project. Data collection methods and data analysis are discussed in the last section.

The organization of the present chapter it is the following: According to (Bateson, 1972: 314) research paradigms act as "a net of premises" in which the researcher operates and that designates "the nature of the relation between the researcher and the object, the nature of 'reality' (ontology) and the relation subject/object" (Giordano, 2003: 17);


Three research paradigms are commonly distinguished: (a) positivism, (b) interpretative and (c) constructivism. Before specifying our 'net of premises' we summarize each of these paradigms and the responses to the underlying 'questions' in the table below: Independence:

Researcher do not have an impact on the reality observed Interaction:

The researcher interprets that which the actors say or do Interaction:

The researcher co-construe the interpretations with the actors studied
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Project of knowledge (methodological question)

Discovery

The project is focused on explaining and/or predicting a phenomenon.

Interpretation

The project is mostly based on understanding a phenomenon

Construction

Emphasis is put on coconstructing. In light of the evidence presented in the table above, the research is positioned in the interpretivist paradigm. This choice responds mostly to the nature of our object of study and to certain methodological choices established a priori.

Validity Criteria

First, being 'social phenomena', NGOs' leverage strategies cannot be explained through universal laws. Rather, these are the result of a determined interpretation of the perceived reality made by social agents within the organizations that set them up. Consequently, our research aim is not about revealing an objective truth, nor to construct it, but to formulate "an understanding of the way individuals make sense of reality" (Girod-Séville and Perret, 1999: 23).

Second, in order to accurately apprehend the phenomenon under study, historical and spatial considerations need to be accounted for. An interpretativist approach reveals particularly pertinent for this task.

Third, in line with the premises of the approach in which the researcher takes part of the methodological process as an interpreter of the data collected and as a result of its relation with the field, we assume the implication of the researcher with its field of study/the object of research.
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An exploratory aim

The nature of our enquiries leans our method towards the first modality: exploration, particularly useful when seeking to develop an explanation and/or and understanding about a specific research object [START_REF] Charreire | Explorer et Tester[END_REF]).

It's precisely the latter objective of developing a better comprehension of a relatively emerging phenomenon (and of the dynamics within it) that guides our research project. Notably, we aim at a better comprehension of NGOs' mobilization towards Business. In particular, we seek to understand how NGOs define and set up influence strategies to prompt institutional changes across industries. The representations of involved organizations concerning the issue at stake and about the solution sought allow us to understand the underlying logics, discourse and tactics of the influence strategies set in place.

To define the mode of exploration most adapted to our enquiries, we drawn on the work of Charriere and Durieux (1999) that proposed three different 'modes' of exploration: empirical, theoretical and hybrid explorations.

Empirical explorations refer to processes where knowledge is created inductively from the field overlooking what it's been previously found on the subject (Thiètart, 2007:70). On the other hand, theoretical explorations are those demarches where the aim is to create novel theoretical articulations between two concepts or disciplinary fields, and/or of integrating new concepts in a given theoretical field (Charreire and Durieux, 1999:59).

Lastly, hybrid explorations make reference to procedures where back-and-forth dynamics are constantly operated between the empirical observations and the theory. The researcher uses available literature on the particular object of study to make sense of what is observed in the field, for then going back to the theory (Thiètart, 2007:72).

While in this type of research it's common to endorse either to an inductive method where the construction of the theory is made from the field, or a deductive one where the explanation of a empirical situation is given by the interpretation of the facts throughout an existing theory, we situate or research in a middle-point between these two extremes; where we made use of an iterative demarche between the empirical data and the theoretical frameworks employed.

Our proceeding fits into this type of exploration and goes in line with the theoretical aspirations of our project. Notably, with the aim of bringing about a more dynamic and interrelated view to the study of NGO-Business relations that could more closely reflect the developments observed in practice.
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The iteratively method entail in hybrid exploration procedures allows us to enrich and strengthen extant body of literature on NGO-Business relations, by bringing about a "strong realism" to theory (Keonig, 1993), and leaning forward the production of theoretical constructs strongly "embedded" (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) with the events considered.

The choice of a qualitative approach

Traditionally in social sciences research qualitative approaches are commonly opposed to quantitative ones. A number of criteria are used to differentiate them, for instance (Dumez, 2013:12) argues that qualitative studies seek "to comprehend a small number of cases", a quantitative researches seek mostly "to identify general patterns characterizing a population".

Ragin (1999: 1137) advances a distinction of these approaches by the orientation of their 'knowledge projects'; qualitative studies are said to be "variable-oriented" while qualitative ones focus on "actors and their actions" which are most commonly apprehended through their "discourses, intentions (the 'why' for actions), modalities of actions and interactions (the 'how' of actions)".

We adopt a qualitative approach mostly given by the orientation of nature of our research problem and personal affinity concerning the approach to the field and the data issued in it also leaned us to prioritize a qualitative approach. First, the own nature of the research-which is exploring, rather than verifying, a relatively emergent phenomenon and actors strategies within, dictated our preference for a qualitative method.

Second, the complexity of the phenomenon studied required us to prioritize a qualitative study format.

NGOs mobilization towards Business involves in our case a variety of organizations targeting a variety of firms within a specific global industry, employing a wide array of tactics and arguments at different moments in time. Thus, the necessity of employing an approach capable of apprehending holistically and exhaustively a particular social phenomenon was necessary. This is precisely one of the most underlined strengths of qualitative methods that, in contrast to quantitative methods, are designed to understand "the processes by which social phenomena take place" (Maxwell,1996: 59).

Lastly, the way in which we decided to empirically approach our object of study, interact with the research subjects and analyze the data issued during the collection phase fitted more qualitative prescriptions than quantitative ones. We particularly sought to undertake different phases of research in close interaction with the subjects of our study (NGOs) by interacting with them in their field of operations; either by interviewing, observing or studying their practices and representations through
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The Choice of Case Study as a research strategy

Qualitative studies can adopt different research strategies to apprehend the empirical dimension of the project; among which we can mention: surveys, archival analysis, history or case study.

The pertinence of each of these research strategies needs to be discerned taking into account different conditions concerning the form of the research question and the nature of the events studied. For instance, while archival analysis and survey are best fitted when seeking to answer to: 'what', 'who', 'where', 'how many' or 'how much' questions. History and Case studies are more appropriate when interested in contextual conditions, in the form of 'how' or 'why' forms of questions [START_REF] Yin | Case Study Research[END_REF].

The main difference between these last two methods is that case studies are best fitted when focused on contemporary sets of events as opposed to more "death past" of a history method.

Other highlighted advantages of a case study are that this method is better suited for analyzing phenomena that are novel or little researched (Eisenhardt, 1989), composed of complex elements (Dodgson et al. 2008) and that evolve over the time (Langley, 1999). 

Method

Form of research question

Requires control of behavioural events?
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The decision of undertaking a in-depth case study revealed almost naturally to us as a pertinent research strategy considering our epistemology positioning and the ultimate aim of our knowledge project, and as a form of empirical inquiry that could tackle the specificities of our object of research.

As stated further above, our research project adheres to an exploratory approach with the aim of better apprehending the emerging phenomenon of NGOs' mobilization towards industries. In particular we aimed at understanding the particular dynamics within NGOs' individual influence strategies and in between them. Thus, a case-study research strategy seem the most appropriate to tackle the need of comprehension of a relatively emerging phenomenon (Wacheux, 1996:90).

In addition, following [START_REF] Yin | Case Study Research[END_REF] premises three conditions also were taken into account to discern the suitability of a case study research strategy. According to [START_REF] Yin | Case Study Research[END_REF], case-study methods entails a distinctive advantage over other methods such as historical, survey or experiments when:

 "A 'how' or 'why' question is being asked about  a contemporary set of events,  over which the investigator has little or no control" [START_REF] Yin | Case Study Research[END_REF][START_REF] Dumont | Aux Pays-Bas, les ONG s'invitent au Parlement[END_REF] Our research problem reunites all three conditions related to case study pertinence. First, we are looking to understand the way NGOs operate when seeking to influence industries and more specifically: "how" their individual influence's strategies evolve over time and relate to one another when applied to a common issue-field.

Secondly, being a 'social' phenomenon we have no control of behavioural events as opposed to experiments occurring in laboratory settings, or [START_REF] Giordano | Les spécificités des recherches qualitatives[END_REF].

Thirdly, NGOs' mobilization towards industries is, as discussed in Chapter 1, "a contemporary social phenomenon" that although subject of a burgeoning literature, stills encloses some under-studied voids of research. This "contemporary" nature of the phenomenon studied is what positions the case study as a more adequate strategy of research than a history method.

Other scholar's claims on the interest of undertaking case-study research provide further support to our choice of case study method. Jauch, Osborn and Martin (1980:518) for instance, consider case studies as relevant research methods for the analysis of dynamic phenomena: "cases can be used to explore dynamic changes over time". For its part, Wacheux (1996:97) ponders the advantages of case studies as strategies to "access reality" in the sens that, in contrast to other strategies, these allow the treatment of a varied empirical database.
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Considerations the Case Study Design

A number of considerations need to be taken into account when adopting a case study strategy for research. First, the reason for chosing a determined case needs to be evidenced. Civil society mobilization around soybean sustainability issues is far from being a homogenous block, NGOs taking part on the debate come from distinctive ideological stances, and differ in terms of size, resources, scope of actions, etc. Thus, within the overall case of environmental mobilization around
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Notably, among the wide number of NGOs actively involved in the soybean sustainability issues' debate, we choose three of the most notorious, best sourced and most central organizations on the global environmental movement [START_REF] Chartier | Les ONG d'environnement dans un Système International en Mutation: des Objets non Identifiés?[END_REF][START_REF] Bouteligier | Global Cities and Global Environmental NGOs: Emerging Transnational Urban Networks? working paper[END_REF]. These are: the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth (FoE).

The most important criterion for selection of the ENGO was that each must have had active and longlasted involvement in soybean sustainability issues. The latter condition was to ensure the feasibility of observing the evolution of their strategies of influence. Also, we consider only NGOs that in their strategy of influence maintain some kind of relation with the industry, the most radical groups upholding a most radical stance of no dialogue with the industry fell out of the sample.

We present their profiles together we a characterization of the empirical setting in Chapter 4.

For further precisions on the design of our case study we draw on the typology proposed by Yin (1984) whom state that depending on the intrinsic nature of the object of research a case study can adopt different 'designs'. Our case study fits into the type 2: a single-case studied with three embedded units of analysis. 

SECTION 2. DATA COLLECTION AND TREATMENT

The present section is organized as follows. First, we detail the sources and methods of data collection paying special attention of specifying the conditions, timing of the procedure and 'data management'

techniques. Second, we explain the way we proceed for analyzing the data collected. We then present the modalities of data presentation; lastly we put into perspective the quality criteria required to prove the validity and liability of the results to be obtained throughout the data collection and treatment procedure.

Data collection methods

Multiple data sources

Following general premises for qualitative studies, our research protocol made use of multiple data sources. This choice was also operated in an attempt to overcome the limitations of using a single method [START_REF] Fetterman | Ethnography. Step by Step[END_REF], responding to the multi-dimensionality and multi-actors nature of our object of research.

Thus, our data corpus consists then on both primary and secondary sources including: interviews, (non-participatory) observation notes and a substantial documentary database built out of an heterogeneous sample of materials i.e., field notes, previous academic formal studies and evaluations of the schemes selected, news clipping and other articles appearing in the media, organizations' websites, public statements, campaign material, industry reports, basic statistics databases, NGOs' internal (technical) and external (communicational) reports, minutes meetings of NGO-Business joint initiatives, among others.

These sources did not have the same weight and importance throughout our research process. For instance, interviews were of key importance during our exploratory research while they serve a more complementarity aim during in-depth research phase. The longitudinal documentary analysis of press articles were particular handy during the exploratory phase of research, in particular they to set up the context of our case study. During the most in-depth phase of analysis we relied largely on the substantial documentary database of NGOs' reports, media releases and other written documents. A few key interviews were also used as complementary sources during this phase of research.
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The myriad of sources and methods used allowed us to construct the overall narrative of the leverage process taking place along the soybean industry using the perspectives and viewpoints of the participants, and allowing a triangulation and completion of sources, as suggested by Thiètart (2009).

In the following paragraphs we further specify each of the techniques put at work for data collection, and other methodological considerations.

Interviews

A study hoisting an interpretative approach, as ours, requires the understanding of a phenomenon from the perspective of those participating in it; the comprehension of their motivations, intentions and representations [START_REF] Baumard | La Collecte des Données et la Gestion des Sources[END_REF]. In order to access to this type of data we undertook a series of in-depth semi-directed interviews.

We conducted semi-directive interviews questioning respondents about indicative themes defined beforehand by the researcher; these themes got further refined and gained precision throughout the development of the diverse phases of field research.

I) The different 'rounds' of interviews

We undertook several rounds of interviews at different moments of our research project. This responds mainly to two main reasons, firstly our research protocol was designed around an initial exploratory phase that gave way to a second phase aimed at a more in-depth analysis. This initial set of exploratory interviews served us-in complement with a preliminary documentary analysis, to establish the context of our case study, delimitate the frontiers of it spatially and across a specific period of time, and select knowledgeably the main units of analysis for subsequent phases of research (See Annex 2 for full list of interviews undertaken).

During this second round of interviews the number of interviewees lessened, however the structure of the interviews narrowed and deepened in accordance to the refinement of our object of research.

At this stage we primarily focused on NGOs' representatives of European and South American offices of the International NGOs defined as our main units of analysis in the precedent phase i.e., Greenpeace Netherlands, FoE Netherlands, Greenpeace France, WWF France, WWF Netherlands, FoE UK, Greenpeace Brazil, WWF Brazil, etc. Finally, a last round of interviews was reserved to go back to key respondents for follow-up interviews as in some cases the campaign or mobilization was still ongoing. Also these served to gain further clarifications on the subject or to enquiry about aspects that had been avoided during the first interview.

In total 26 interviews were undertaken during the three round of interviews, full list can be consulted in Annex 2.
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II) The constitution of the interview sample

Identifying and contacting the relevant respondents constituted a gradual cumulative process of familiarization and immersion in the field. Each phase of the research design contributed with the subsequent one enhancing the immersion in the field and the identification relevant contacts.

For instance, prior to our first visit to the field in South-America 2011, we undertook a documentary revision of internal CIRAD reports; we established then a first list of key actors involved with soybean sustainability debates.

Also, during our first field visit-that extended for four-months, we were based at the Social Sciences Department of the Rural Federal University of Rio de Janeiro (UFRRJ). This institution entertains close ties with social movement organizations and grass-roots associations as it has a long trajectory of action research in agrarian issues in Brazil. Thus, senior researchers and professors of this institutions introduced us some of the initial contacts in the field, particularly those with local NGOs.

In addition, the interviewees themselves were an important source of contacts. Given the involvement of each of our respondents in the 'soybean sustainability field', they were in an informed position to suggest additional interviewees at other levels of their own organizations or from the outside. We made sure to provoke this snowball effect [START_REF] Royer | No Title[END_REF] by asking them at the end of each interview who they would suggest we could interview next.

Besides enhancing our data collection record, this technique provided us with a sense of existing informal alliances and exchanges among intervening NGOs that would had otherwise passed unperceived if relying on strictly official documents.

Else, when establishing contact with some of the international organizations interviewed, such as WWF, Greenpeace, Conservation International, Solidaridad or Friends of the Earth, a useful way to identify key respondents was to track the authorship of reports published on the issue of soy.

In addition, as these organizations are commonly highly institutionalized and with a significant access to conventional media, "media watch" was a suitable way of identifying key respondents (their campaign officers are commonly cited in journals and electronic media sources concerning the organizations activities on a given issue).

Some of the techniques mobilized to obtain the final sample of interviewees were documentary reviewing, media watch and networking.
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The selection of criteria for respondents to our interviews varied along the way. During the first round aim being to stay open to the field testimonies, privileging the widest variety of points of view. The overriding principle guiding our selection was simply that the organizations interviewed have had a saying on the emerging controversy around soybean uncontrolled growth and its impact. These could be NGOs working with affected communities, resisting the advance of the industry in the field, working with companies to modify their practices, advancing public legislation to affect the institutional environment of the industry.

The main units of analysis were defined by the end of our exploratory phase of research, thus during our first cycle of interviews the scope of respondents that substantially narrowed.

We sought specifically for key informants within any of the three of the following transnational environmental NGOs: Greenpeace, World Wide Fund for Nature and Friends of the Earth.

However, as these NGOs structural organization take the form of global networks, to knowledgeable select relevant offices within these networks was fundamental for the representatively and relevancy of our sample. For instance, while WWF counts with a network of 30 offices worldwide, only the Brazilian, German, French and English, Swiss and International chapters have been significantly

involved in soybean sustainability issues.

In the case of Friends of the Earth, the most active offices in Europe concerning soybean sustainability issues are the Dutch and UK national organizations and FoE Paraguay in South America.

Lastly, although the "Eating Up the Amazon" campaign was launched and endorsed globally by

Greenpeace offices around the world, the leading offices in the issue were: Greenpeace UK, Greenpeace France, Greenpeace Netherlands and Greenpeace Brazil.

As for the profile of the respondents, we aimed at NGO representatives involved in decision-making processes concerning the strategy of the organization related to soybean issues; the variety of profiles varied depending on the organigram of each NGO. Hierarchical position often was independent of the relevance of the respondents as, depending on the organizational structure of any given organization, sometimes a campaigner would have more authority to talk about the subject than a top manager concerned only with the overall issues of the organization. The other way around also applied for some cases, for instance, because Greenpeace is a highly centralized and top-down organization, to get a pertinent testimony of Greenpeace we had to get access to top managers or head of departments within the organization.
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Our final sample comprise a variety of profiles ranging from top managers, head of departments, coordinators, or campaigners having actively participated in activities with the intent of influencing the targeted industry's policies and practices concerning sustainability issues.

III) The progression of interviews

As noted by [START_REF] Blanchet | L'Enquête et ses Méthodes : L'Entretien[END_REF], the interaction between the interviewer and the respondent during an individual interview conditions its development. In order to conduct the interview in the most favorable conditions we followed a number of methodological recommendations.

Potential interviewees were contacted via e-mail and sent a short explanation of our study. Interviews were conducted in appropriate spaces (mostly the organizations' offices or quiet places) to assure the quality of interview recordings and the comfort of the interviewees. When the interviews were conducted via skype we used videoconference devices in order to offer the respondent a sense of proximity and confidence.

We initiated each interview by reminding the aim of our research, specifying our status as researchers and assuring our respondent the confidential nature of the study. With the agreement of our respondents the interviews were recorded and then transcribed.

The reasons for recording the interview were properly clarified to our respondent; we justified the use of a recording device as a necessary technical tool for our research, which allows us to devote all our attention during the interview to our respondents.

The duration of the interviews lasted an average of 1 to 2 hours, this would depend on the person we interviewed, its time agenda and the means employed for the interview. For instance, interviews conducted via skype tended to be shorter in length than face-to-face ones.

Notes were taken during and directly after the interview to ensure data was not lost due to unreliable technology and to account for any additional observations that were not recorded: the context in which the interview took place, eventual nuisances, body language, the first impression on the reactivity and pertinence of the interview within the project. After interviews had been conducted, they were transcribed and analyzed in their original language (French, English, Spanish or Portuguese).

IV) Guide of Interviews

The interview guide was a useful and versatile tool during our field research. It served us not only s as a 'feuille de route' containing the key themes that we wished to address, but also it evolved along the way integrating emerging issues brought up by the respondents themselves (or following the own author's analytic intuition).

Concerning the progression of the interview, we started with questions relatively large and generic for then passing onto more specific and critical questions. The broad thematic fields approached during most of the interviews are the following: At the beginning of our field research we used this guide as a support reminding us the key themes we wished to encompass during the interview, however once we started to feel more confident in the process we focused rather on re-launching questions and crossing interesting points that emerged during the interviews.

While interviews are valued for their potentialities to get rich, first-hand information, the intervention of the researcher in the collection may pose certain fiability issues (Thiètart, 2007:497). In addition, respondents' tendency to make sense of past events, or to be responsive/sympathetic to the researchers' question, may entail some bias in the responses.
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Non-participatory observation

We had the opportunity to participate as observers in two key events of contrasting nature. On the one hand, the 7 th General Assembly of the Roundtable for Responsible Soy, the initiative pioneered by WWF and that reunites corporate actors and civil society organizations. On the other hand, a counterevent organized by NGOs critical to the ongoing process of standardization led by WWF in the soybean industry. In the latter, other of our sampled organizations participated as organizing entity (notably FoE Belgium).

Our assistance to these two events allowed us to collect data that could have been missed by other methods, such as interviewing or document reviews. We understand our procedure to be a nonparticipant observation as we adopted a "witnessing" perspective to the events [START_REF] Thiètart | Méthodes de Recherche en Management[END_REF].

We recorded some of the speeches during the events, and took notes following a previously determined plan of observation and suggestions made by Deshaies (1992): events, facts, gestures, actions and attitudes, opinions and any external manifestation to the event.

In the following paragraphs we present in detail these events and the organization of our note-taking procedure.

a) The 2012's General Assembly of the Roundtable for Responsible Soy (RTRS)

In May 2012, we went to the Annual General Assembly of the Roundtable for Responsible Soy (RTRS) taking place at the Park Inn Heathrow Hotel during two days. This event, which is organized in different locations once a year, reunites all the participants to the RTRS; from soybean producers, to industry and processor actors to civil society actors. The initiative, originally founded by WWF with a group of industry actors, became within a couple of years the dominant "sustainable governance scheme" in the soybean sector and it was one of our objects of study.

Initial annual RTRS meetings of the initiative taking place between 2005 and 2009 aimed at defining the sustainability standards and principles that would guide certification processes of the "responsible soya label". We had access to internal mission reports elaborated by our colleagues at CIRAD having Chapter 3
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The year that we assisted to the Annual Conference, the RTRS label was ready to be launched in the market, the event entailed special interest to our research because it was a marking moment were the role of NGOs within the initiative, and of those criticizing from the outside, could be reconfigured given the public launching of the label in the European market.

We registered to the event as observers affiliated to International Research Center for Agriculture and Development (CIRAD), and we were designated a specific location during the general assembly (at the back of the room together with other observers). However, as we were staying in the same hotel than the rest of the 200 participants to the event we had the opportunity to hold a number of informal talks during coffee breaks, lunch, dinner, gala night, and spare time. The hotel provided plenty of common-areas were informal contact with participants could be established i.e., hall, ceremony room, bar, corridors and elevators.

We defined in advance the priority axis of this observation field research, and we did a review of minutes meetings and internal reports of precedent years to better understand the political moment of the initiative. The elaborated plan of observation served an guiding function as we sought to stay "sensitive" to the ongoing process for any unexpected happening, or data that could be integrated in our research.

The main lines of the enquiry in our plan of observation were as follows:

I-The contextualization of the scheme progression and strategic choices concerning the realization of the event in Europe. In the year that we assisted, there was a track specially organized around the controversies around the "sustainability" of soybean production and the role of the leading NGO in the RTRS initiative, WWF.

II

A Public Relation officer of WWF International had been invited to one of the workshops to respond to the fierce critics made by organizing NGOs and the public.

Documents

The documentary database constituted count with sources from a range of mediums including press releases, media news, Internet websites, minutes meetings, industry reports, NGOs' publications and internal mission reports from researches at CIRAD that had followed one of the initiatives studied The same search parameters were used with other engines, notably google in order to access other electronic sources other than traditional newspapers.

NGOs publications were also a substantial source of information for our analysis. This type of medium is of common use among NGOs. We distinguish two types of reports, those aimed at the internal decision making of the organization and those aimed at the general public seeking to raise awareness or communicate on the particular issue in general.

The first ones usually take the form of technical reports commissioned to research think tanks. The second ones usually precede or accompany advocacy actions and are aimed at general public and organizations' supporters. We collected these different publications by tracking the most high-profiled organizations acting in the issue and monitoring their publishing activities. This task was commonly undertaken through searches by key words in search engines or by consulting regularly the organizations' institutional websites and its archives. Sometimes the interviewees let us know the existence of key publications that we weren't aware of yet.

This documentary database was built progressively during the entire duration of the research project, leaving out the documents used for the exploratory research, for example those used to build the context of the case and outlining the empirical setting and its socio-economic contour, the reduced dataset used for the core analysis of the case study comprise about 126 documents, these focused concretely on the campaigns and initiatives led by the three NGOs studied.

Data Management

According to the principles of enhancing case study reliability [START_REF] Yin | Case Study Research[END_REF] the entire data corpus collected during field research, that is : interview transcription, documents, observation notes and field notes-was stored in a database in order to strictly separate raw data from analyzed data.

Preliminary « condensation » of data was supported by Mendeley, software for managing references.

We undertook a first classification of documentary sources by sorting them out according to the three main organizations studied. Thus, every material corresponding either to Greenpeace, WWF or Friends of the Earth was grouped and ordered in chronological order. Additionally, Mendeley allowed us to specify the source of the data; whether it came from media, organizational website, personal interview or observed event.

At the moment of adding the specific document, interview or note to the storing software, we proceeded to a « floating reading » in order to assign a number of 'tags' that synthetized the interest of the source for our research. For example, the 2010 financial report of Friends of the Earth was assigned the tags: 'FoE' and 'funding'.

The functionality and adaptability of the software allowed us to manage and re-organize data rapidly and in a customized manner. We could for example display data in ascendant or descendent chronological order, or ask the software to display only media sources, or undertake a search by 'tags'.

This primary classification and labellization of the data corpus was the first step to get into the qualitative analysis process assisted by NVIVO text analysis software. Next section further develops on this point.

Data Analysis

Miles and Huberman (2007) qualitative analysis approach comprises the conduction of three important steps-undertaken consecutively and/or iteratively: a) data reduction, b) displaying and c) verification.

Data reduction refers to « the different processes of selection, centralization, simplification, abstraction and transformation of 'raw' data » (Miles and Huberman, 2007 :27). Coding and memoing being two of the major operations of data reduction.

Displaying data refers to the « format of presentation » of the information collected and treated.

Narration is one of the formats most frequently used for qualitative data, although different techniques for schematizing and synthesizing results are highly recommended i.e., schemas, matrix, tables, etc).

Lastly elaboration and verification of conclusions refers to the action of assuring the validity of results, more concretely: « des significations qui se dégagent des données doivent être testées quant à leur plausibilité, leur solidité, leur confirmabilité, en un mot leur validité » (Miles and Huberman, 2007 :31).

The coding procedure

Our data analysis method is based on a mixed approach where both the content and the process of the object are essential to the research project (Thiètart, 2007 :139). This approach is particularly pertinent to the aim of our research which is to better understand how NGOs' leverage strategies towards Business are defined and evolve over time. Initially we undertook an open coding around generic concepts. In our case we sought to identify key chronology events, salient actors, the main subject of the controversy around the industry as well as the activities undertook by the salient civil society actors mobilizing around soybean's sustainability issues.

We then refined our procedure by undertaking a thematic coding guided by analytical categories established by our conceptual framework (See Chapter 2). Broadly speaking, our 'coding' plan was established as follows:

- In addition, as we sought to characterize the evolution (dynamic within) of each strategy we added a time-factor. Then, to pre-established categories (industry representations, funding, control, tactics, etc)

were further differentiated within distinctive phases of the strategy.

In 'codification' terms, this meant, for instance, creating sub-categories to distinguish tactics in phase 1 (code : TACT1) from those in phase 2 (code : TACT2). Likewise for industry representations, and forms of financing.
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In sum, we formalized our procedure as an analysis of NGOs' representations and practices that comprised categories defined a-priori and emerging from literature and others added a posteriori during the analysis.

Data display

If phases of data collection and treatment are critical in qualitative research, the comprehensibility of the results of the analysis is an equally important endeavor for the researcher. The presentation of data is essential for the reader to understand the results of the research and discussion. [START_REF] Miles | Analyse des Données Qualitatives[END_REF] formulate some recommendations on this point that we have followed.

Notably we made use of matrices and tables to summarize the data obtained; these facilitate comparisons of the different units of analysis along several variables and dimensions.

We also used critical events' listing in order to keep the follow the progression, and make sense of the different phases, of the influence strategies studied. The pertinence of the event is discerned by the researcher based on her knowledge and observations, the minimum criteria for being listed is that the event be linked directly to the overall process or that it be understood as a driver of it. These were used both to synthesize the overall process of mobilization at the macro-level and at the individual level where we trace the progression of particular strategies.

Consistent with our interpretivist epistemological posture, relevant citations of documentary data or interview transcriptions illustrate the results of the research. These represent the interpretations of the actors themselves.

Each citation is inserted in the text in italics and quotation marks to distinguish it from the rest of the corpus. For reasons of confidentiality, the respondent's name is not mentioned. Only its function and the name of the organization are specified.

The extracts are cited in their original version, without editing on our part to preserve the authenticity of the remarks. To improve the relevance of some verbatim quotes or to avoid too long, some items are deleted. When this happens, the cuts are indicated by square brackets.
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Validity

To ensure the validity of our research design we follow [START_REF] Gibbert | What passes as a Rigorous Case Study?[END_REF] recommendations. These authors discuss 19 relevant procedures associated with construct validity, internal validity, external validity and reliability. We summarize the steps undertaken to evaluate the rigor of our case study research in the following table. We cross-compare our results with those of another empirical field: the palm oil sector. We could verify that overall NGO strategies respond to similar trends.

Our results were presented to a track treating specifically about NGO in Businness at the EGOS Conference (2013), our results were discussed with other scholars and partially validated and re-worked following feedback.

Reliability: demonstrating that the operations of a study-such as the data collection procedures-can be repeated, with the same results.

Develop case study database.

This allows other researchers to retrieve the evidence directly.

Our case database includes: case study notes: electronic files containing transcripts of minute meetings, reports and publications, newspaper articles, observation notes and interviews. We store it in NVIVO and they are organize chronilogically and by organization.

Source : the author adapted from Arino and Ring (2010)
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The NGOs' influence strategies we seek to analyse takes place at a specific empirical setting: the soybean sector in South-America destined to the European market. As it has been further stated in the precedent chapter, this choice responded to the representativity of this sector for the type of phenomenon that we seek to study; NGOs have been mobilizing in the sector from more than a decade

The present chapter aims at describing the characteristics of this particular empirical setting, including historic, economic and structural aspects of the industry. In addition we describe the particular sustainability issues caused by its operations that made it a common target of social and environmental mobilizations the last decades. We will proceed in three steps: section 1 introduces the current soybean market and the historical evolution of its production, section 2 describes soybean commodity chain highlighting the different segments composing the industry and section 3 provides the profiles of the three major environmental NGOs actively engaging in ongoing sustainability debates concerning the uncontrolled growth of the industry in southern countries. The methodology tools used in this section consists on statistical analysis of available trade records within a period from 1920 to 2012, and documentary researches on the processing of soybean products as practiced in South-American's particular economic, technical and climatic conditions. In 2010, more than 70 countries produced more than 264,9 million tonnes (MT) of soybeans (FAOSTATS,2013). While the soybeans' trade geography concentrates mostly in the western hemisphere-with USA, Brazil and Argentina the geographical patterning of this economic sector has undergone major shifts during the last 150 years. We intend to portray in this section the restructuration of soybean production from the East to the West until its consolidation as a major export sector in South-American countries. Subsequently we detail the current geography of trade before outlining the structure of the commodity chain extending from producing countries in South-America to the European market. Nevertheless, in the 1970s severe droughts affected USA harvest, the Nixon's government decreed a temporary embargo to USA exports, a measured destined to assure the supply for the domestic market.

This particular economic context led to significant price hikes and paved the way for the expansion of soybeans to other regions as major importers began seeking new sourcing regions to diversify the soybean offer.

Thus, from the 1970s onwards South-America gained momentum as an emerging producing region favored by rising market prices, international investments and national policies that stimulated the development of plantations in the area [START_REF] Kaimowitz | Soybean Technology and the Loss of Natural Vegetation in Brazil and Bolivia[END_REF].

And, although USA has maintained its position as the largest world producer in absolute numbers Chapter 4
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Section 1 100 Soybean production may be destined to supply the domestic markets of the producer countries, as it's the case for Brazil and USA where a significant percentage of their own production is consumed domestically. However, in most producing countries the soybean industry is largely export-driven; this means that vast amount of the production is destined to meet the demand of global markets for vegetable oil and protein-rich oil meals livestock. A small amount is also used for industrial products such as fatty acids, soaps and biodiesel [START_REF] Soyatech | Soy and Oilseeds Facts[END_REF] In 2010 for instance, about fifty-nine percent (59%) of the total production of soybean raw harvest were destined to China (52,3 MT) and fourteen percent (14%) to the European Union (12,4 MT). It's worth noting however that most of these soybeans enter these countries to be further processed and reexported. Source: FAOSTATS (2013)

Within this large and globalized trade geography we particularly focus on the South American-European Union soybean chain. We focused on this particular trade segment because is within this two extremes of the chain that most NGOs have mobilized; International NGOs interpelling European consumers and industry actors for the impact of soybean operations in the South.

The South-America-European Union Soy Chain

Soybean processing

Soybeans are grown, threshed and dried at soybean farms. Threshing consists of separating the beans from the pods (portion of the plant fruit that encases the soybean seeds) leaving it ready for primary processing. After the harvest soybeans/grains need to go through a 'drying' procedure in order to safeguard the quality of newly harvested soybeans. At this stage soybeans are exposed to forced ventilation of heated air. Most of the primary post-harvest processing is performed on-farm by the large farmers, or in cooperatively owned operations in the case of small and medium size farmers.

Further processing is undertaken by traders that control most of the phases of soybean processing, from storage to oil milling, export trade and-in some cases, even the food and feed manufacturing 102 procedure. The different processing stages comprise: soybean cracking to remove the hull and then rolled into full-fat flakes. Soybean oil is then obtained by proceeding to "solvent extraction" of full-fat flakes. This by-product is most demanded by food manufacturers to be used as an ingredient for divers food products i.e, bakery products, cereals, mayonnaises, coffee creamer, emulsifier in chocolate, coating and ice cream. After the oil has been extracted, the solvent is removed, and the flakes are dried, creating defatted soy flakes that are further processed into soybean meals for animal feeding.

Depending on the trader, its business and distribution channel, it either sells the green soya to millers and processors, soybean oil already processed to food manufacturers or the sub/by-product of soybean oil, soybean meals directly to animal farms. 

South America-Europe soy chain: Key actors and features

As described above, this system comprises many players. Having regard to the case study that follows (Chapter 5), three main segments of the chain are highlighted: the producers, the global traders and the global buyers (comprising at the same time retailers and food and feed manufacturers).

Producer segment

The South America-EU soy chain starts with soy farmers. The soybean is an annual crop, and it is grown on family farms as well as on plantations. However to profit from soy production as a global cash crop, farming must be done on a large scale. For instance, in Brazil, soy plantations reach up to 10,000 hectares in size.

South-American producers are mostly large-scale farmers. According to Catacora-Vargas et al.

(2012), in Brazil 59% of soybean cultivation is produced in plantations larger than 500 hectares and reaching up to 10,000 hectares in size. In Paraguay 60% of soybean production comes from plots surpassing the 500 hectares. In Argentina more than 50% of the production is carried out by 2.6 % of the total producers, who hold plots larger than 5,000 hectares (Catacora-Vargas et al., 2012: 24).

These plantations are commonly highly mechanized and capital intensive as the requirements from starting capital to acquire land, machinery to work these large extensions of lands and inputs in general are very high.

Originally cultivation areas in the region were located in plain areas enjoying dry climate conditions; the southern states of Brazil and the pampas in Argentina. However, during the 1970s, the development of new varieties and the use of soil amendments made possible a 'tropicalization' of the crop displacing cultivation towards subtropical zones within Brazil in the 1970s-1980s, Argentina in the 1990s and Bolivia and Paraguay during the 2000s [START_REF] Kaimowitz | Soybean Technology and the Loss of Natural Vegetation in Brazil and Bolivia[END_REF]. Also from the mid-1990s the approval of genetic modified varieties further intensified the growth of planted areas in the region. As a result, South America currently holds the largest area with soybeans in the world; out of the 102,5 million hectares planted in the world in 2010, 44% were located in South America (FAOSTATS, 2012).

Chapter 4

Section 1 105 

Processing and trading segment

After the harvest, the soybeans are bought, collected and transported to crushing plants or exported.

These stages in the production chain are the domain of the soybean traders, a highly concentrated segment in the hand of a small number of global commodity traders who also often control other aspects of the food chain: ADM, Bunge, and Cargill [START_REF] Gelder | Corporate actors in the South American soy production chain[END_REF].

At the upper node of the soybean chain traders are key players for financing future harvests; they provide seeds, pesticides and machinery in exchange for the future harvest. This negotiation receives the name of "green soya"; traders advanced part of the payment through the provision of inputs (seeds, fertilizers, machinery) in exchange for the upcoming harvest [START_REF] Schlesinger | O Brasil Està Nu! O Avanço da Monocultura da Soja[END_REF].

According to a Greenpeace's report launched in 2006, a few trading companies were responsible for 60% of the funding of soybean operations in Brazil.

At the down-most node of the chain, traders have undertaken food and feed processing and manufacturing activities, as it's the case of Cargill. In Brazil for instance, Cargill own cooking oils, mayonnaise and salad sauces brands (Liza, Mazola and Seara). Bunge in the other hand owns brands Soya, Delicia and Primor, among others. In addition, Cargill has recently acquired one of the largest feed manufacturers/producers in Europe, Provimi, widening even more the extent of its operations as intermediaries between soya farmers in the South and animal farmers and food manufacturers in Europe [START_REF] Lawrence | The Global Food Crisis: ABCD of Food -How the Multinationals Dominate Trade[END_REF].

106

This acute concentration of the processing node of the chain has been coupled with an intensification of the processing capacities in Brazil and Argentina-that allowed them to upgrade their offer in the world market offering further processed products instead of raw the whole grain. In the period of 1995-2005 crushing and milling capacity per year augmented 133% in Argentina, from 15,06 million tonnes to 35,10 million tonnes. In the case of Brazil the growth was of 18% from 34,88 million tonnes in 1995 to 41,13 million tonnes in 2005 (Barbosa and Junior, 2007). Similarly, three of these major international traders are said to control more than 80% of the soya crushing capacity in Europe that supplies soya meal and oil to the animal feed market [START_REF] Dros | Managing the Soy Boom : Two scenarios of soy production expansion in South America[END_REF].

Lastly, this re-structuration of the segment; high concentration added to a growing milling capacity, have led the emergence of new poles of production and transformation of the crop. Traders seek to improve their geographic network of sourcing by installing storage facilities, crushing plants and mills in areas close to production sites or exportation ports. In some cases traders have built port facilities closer to potential areas of production spurring the advance of agricultural frontiers into new areas [START_REF] Pasquis | Globalizacion y los territorios de la soya en la Amazonia Brasilena[END_REF].

The incursion of international traders into the Amazon region has been a case in point commonly used by activists and NGOs to point out the link between deforestation patterns and the establishment of infraestructures destined to the processing and transport of soybeans. According to [START_REF] Dros | Managing the Soy Boom : Two scenarios of soy production expansion in South America[END_REF] Cargill had established thirteen silos and 1 port facility in the Amazon region, Bunge and ADM followed the lead with an estimated six and four silos respectively in the Amazon area.

Down-most part of the chain: Food Manufacturers, Feed Industry, Retailers and Consumers

By far the largest share of the imported soy entering Europe is processed to animal feed, mainly pigs, poultry and cows. The feed industry either buys imported soy meal or meal from European crushing plants. These animal-feed producers supply feed processed with crude soy materials to farmers, particularly broiler and pig farmers. In turn, these farmers supply broilers and pigs to abattoirs.

Before reaching supermarkets, some dairy products, especially milk, eggs and butter may be directed to food manufacturers to be used as compound in an array of consumer goods products (bakery, desserts, processed food). Both meat and dairy products eventually join supermarkets shelves through the regular distribution channels.

In sum, Europeans consumers consumed most of imported soybeans indirectly through products like meat (chicken, pork and beef), dairy products (milk, ice-creams, cream, butter) and eggs, or dissimulated in oil and fats derivate i.e., bakery products, butter, dressing, mayonnaise, infant formulas, processed food.
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Section 1 107 Following the different categorizations of end-of the chain soybean buyers (feed manufacturers, food companies and retailers), [START_REF] Gelder | Corporate actors in the South American soy production chain[END_REF] identified the following relevant corporate actors within the European buyer's node: To sum up, a number of works [START_REF] Humphrey | Global value chains in the agrifood sector[END_REF]Solidaridad, 2006) state the soybean global chain resembles an hour glass with a broad base at the down-most and upper-most end of the chain ; a large segment of producers and consumers and a narrower middle segment with a highly concentrated and verticalized segment of traders and retailers.
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Sustainability Challenges in Soy production

South America currently holds the largest area planted with soybean in the world. In 2010 the soybean plantations in the region extended over 46 million hectares, which represent 44 percent of the total world area of 102,5 million hectares (See table 13).

This is also the region that has experienced the fastest growth in planted area ; according to FAO, in the last two decades (1990-2010), soybean planted area in the region increased by 300 percent (from Chapter 4

Section 1 110 This growth was possible thanks to the development of new seed varieties and soil amendments which allowed farmers to displace production onto subtropical zones, previously unsuitable for agricultural uses [START_REF] Kaimowitz | Soybean Technology and the Loss of Natural Vegetation in Brazil and Bolivia[END_REF]. Besides, the introduction of genetic modified (GM) varieties in the 1990s further allowed the industry to intensify its production [START_REF] Catacora-Vargas | Soybean Production in the Southern Cone of the Americas : Update on Land and Pesticide Use[END_REF].

Nevertheless, this intensification of soybean production did not come without consequences. Two Chapter

This advance of the agricultural frontier towards environmental sensitive areas is commonly coupled with issues such as deforestation, loss of biodiversity, soil erosion, water pollution and large carbon dioxide emissions due to forest conversion.

The growing need of land for the crop have also led to the conversion of existing agricultural areas, substitution or displacing other crops or agricultural activities. In southern Brazil for instance, where soybean commercial exploitation boomed during the mid-1960s-1970s, soybean's expansion took place at the expense of coffee and other traditional crops such as maize, beans and cassava [START_REF] Kaimowitz | Soybean Technology and the Loss of Natural Vegetation in Brazil and Bolivia[END_REF]. At the same time, during the 1990s when the state of Mato Grosso took the lead for Brazilian soybean production, the crop displaced cattle ranching in the area by pushing it further north into the Amazon Region. Similarly the arrival of soybean cultivation in the region brought a significant decreased on the cultivation of crops destined for domestic consumption such as beans, corn and cassava [START_REF] Schlesinger | O Brasil Està Nu! O Avanço da Monocultura da Soja[END_REF].

In Argentina, especially in the Pampas, soybean production has, in the period of 2000-2005, displaced 4,600,000 hectares of land dedicated to other production systems such as dairy, fruit trees, horticulture, cattle, and some grain [START_REF] Pengue | Transgenic Crops in Argentina: The ecological and Social Debt[END_REF]. The case of Paraguay does not differ from its neighboring countries; from 2001 to 2010 the area planted with cassava reduced 27% while soybean increased by 99% [START_REF] Catacora-Vargas | Soybean Production in the Southern Cone of the Americas : Update on Land and Pesticide Use[END_REF]. In Bolivia the total area planted with maize decreased by 3% while that of soybean increased 50% in the period 2001-2010. Lastly, at the same period sunflower planted area in Uruguay decreased 72% while that of soybean increased more than 70-fold.

(Catacora-Vargas et al. 2012).

This particular dynamic has been linked to a number of socio-economic debates. First, the replacement of labor-intensive crops by highly mechanized soybean plantations has caused an increase in rural unemployment and migration [START_REF] Schlesinger | O Brasil Està Nu! O Avanço da Monocultura da Soja[END_REF]. Other authors, have raised questions about the diminish of food security for these countries where the land devoted to food crops for the domestic market i.e., fruits, dairy, cattle, maize, wheat, sunflower, etc have led place to strongly export-led crops such as soybeans [START_REF] Pasquis | Globalizacion y los territorios de la soya en la Amazonia Brasilena[END_REF]. Alongside with it, the strong dependence of national economies of few agricultural commodities for export is said to make these countries more vulnerable to external shocks and price crisis. In Argentina for example more than 50% of the whole production of the agri-food sector comes from the soybean sector [START_REF] Pengue | Transgenic Crops in Argentina: The ecological and Social Debt[END_REF].

The issues entailed by the distinctive dynamics in current industry expansion and intensification came to converge into an overall debate over the sustainability of soybean operations taking place since NGOs. In our Results chapter we will particularly analyzed three of them: those advanced by the World Wide Fund for Nature, Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth. We present the profiles of these NGOs in the next section.

SECTION 2. PROFILES OF NON-GOUVERNAMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS

1. World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF)

WWF was formed in 1961 by the initiative of a group of European personalities. From its genesis the organization counted with a heterogeneous mix of professionals. At the genesis of its history there is a British biologist, Sir Julian Huxley, whom concerned by the state of wildlife conservation in Africa launched a call for awareness through three alarming press articles in The Observer in 1960.

This call found echo among some notable personalities. Victor Stolan, a Chezch businessman living in England urged Julian Huxley to start an international charity foundation that would raise funds for conservation projects. Next, Huxley and Nolan made an appeal to a group of scientists, advertising and public relations experts to initiate the organization. Among its founders we find: Max Nicholson (environmentalist, ornithologist and director general of Britain's Nature Conservancy) and Guy

Mountfort (director of a large advertising agency) [START_REF] Kellaway | How the Observer brought WWF into being[END_REF].

The credentials and social milieu of its founding fathers allowed WWF since its creation, to be well embedded in the high spheres of decisions as well as in the scientific world [START_REF] Luke | The World Wildlife Fund : Ecocolonialism as Funding the Worldwide " Wise Use " of Nature[END_REF]. Throughout Since the beginning the organization envisaged an international structure where offices in several countries will raise funds and send up to two-thirds of those to the international secretariat while the rest would be used for conservation projects of their offices own choice (WWF website-history).

In 1961 the organization first established offices in the UK, Switzerland and the USA, , throughout its first decade WWF strengthened its presence in Europe and North America, in the 1970s in Asia and Africa and in Latin America in the 1980s. Nowadays, WWF claims to work in more than 100 countries through 30 National Organizations (NOs), 27 Program Offices (POs), and 5 Associated Organizations (WWF website-who we are).

In order to manage its global network of offices, WWF recurs to a combination of independent National Organizations and centrally managed Program Offices situating the organization-decision making process somewhere in the middle of a decentralized-centralized continuum [START_REF] Bouteligier | Global Cities and Global Environmental NGOs: Emerging Transnational Urban Networks? working paper[END_REF].

Its "raîson-d'être" also widened throughout the years; although originally conceived to serve only as a fundraising auxiliary of other organizations' conservation projects, the organization quickly developed other bigger priorities and undertook conservation causes on its own. Throughout the years WWF turned from a small grant making association into a full-fledge environmental organization undertaking both advocacy and policy advise and field management work [START_REF] Luke | The World Wildlife Fund : Ecocolonialism as Funding the Worldwide " Wise Use " of Nature[END_REF].

Over the years, the organization expanded its operations approach beyond species conservation to include habitat preservation and pollution reduction [START_REF] Jayawickrama | The Role of Brand in the Nonprofit Sector : Four Case Studies[END_REF].

Nowadays, WWFs' main axes of action are categorized under (1) forest; (2) marine, oceans and coasts;

(3) freshwater, rivers, lake and wetlands; (4) climate change and ( 5) sustainability (WWF website-What we do).

WWF national offices enjoy a great deal of operational and financial independence concerning the way to undertake projects along these issues. However, as said previously there are a number of programs that are managed centrally by the International office, the Market Transformation program for example, dealing with the soybean issue, is one of these centrally managed projects.

National offices adhere to these programs depending on their relevance with their national issues, for example in the case that concerned us the Swiss, German, UK and Brazilian offices were the most involved. All of them would follow directives established from the central offices concerning the issue of soy.

WWF is a financially solid organization. In 2012/2013 its combined operational budget reached 525 million euros originated from all funding sources-public and private -to pay for its many activities.

For instance, revenues from individuals as personal contributions through its system of annual membership fees comprised about 57 percent of its annual income, seventeen percent came from from government grants, 11 percent from corporate donations and eight percent from miscellaneous sources (like nature products, licensing deal, etc.) (WWF International, 2012)

Greenpeace Profile

"Whatever history decides about the big picture, the legacy of the voyage itself is not just a bunch of guys in a fishing boat, but the Greenpeace the entire world has come to love and hate"-Bob Hunter, founder and crew member of Greenpeace foundational action (Greenpeace International website-About Us, 2007 ) The origins of Greenpeace date back to 1971 when a group of Canadian peace activists decided to sail from Vancouver towards the Amchitka Islands, off Alaska, aiming at interfering with a US nuclear weapons test. The crew participating in this foundational voyage came from diverse backgrounds;

there were three journalists (Ben Metcalfe, Robert Hunter, Bob Cummings), a photographer (Bob Keziere), an engineer (Dave Birmingham), a medical practitioner (Dr Lyle Thurston), a cultural geographer (Terry Simmons), a political science teacher (Richard Fineberg), a doctor in ecology (Peter Moore), among others. Dorothy and Irving Stowe-a couple of peace activists coordinated the operations from shore [START_REF] Greenpeace | Palm Oil: Why our foods, cosmetics and biofuels threaten orang-utans, Indonesia's forests and the world's climate[END_REF].

According to historical accounts about the foundation of Greenpeace, this couple was at the start of an essential feature of Greenpeace's strategic repertoire; the 'bearing witness' tactic. This strategy consisted on "going to the scene of an objectionable activity to register your opposition by your presence" and it is said to derive from a Quaker tradition of silent protest. In fact, the original aim of the initial sailing trip was to perform this bearing witness action, by rendering its presence to the nuclear test sites of the American army along the coastlines of Alaska.

While the ship never made it to the test site due to the intervention of US Coast Guards that intercepted the boat and made them turn back, the action was eventually acknowledged as a successful mission as it sparked public demonstrations against nuclear testing and an overwhelming media attention.

From its small and disorganized beginnings, the organization grew throughout the years into a fullfledged international network. Three years after its foundation the organization counted with 9 country offices in the western world unified and coordinated under a Greenpeace International Secretariat.

During the 1980s, Greenpeace strengthened its presence in Europe. In the 1990s it expanded its operations throughout Latin America opening country offices in Argentina, Chile, Brazil and Mexico.

More recently the internationalization strategy of Greenpeace has focused on establishing its presence in Asia and Oceania, opening offices in India, Japan, Australia-Pacific, New Zealand and a regional office covering South-East Asia.

Over the years Greenpeace's actions also grew in reach and scope, its strategic focus diversified spanning from opposing nuclear testing (Alaska andFrench Pacific islands 1971-1975), to halting seal hunting in Terre-Neuve, Canada (1978) and sea actions against Russian and Japanese whalers in Peru and Spain (1975)(1976)(1977)(1978)(1979)(1980)(1981)(1982). Nowadays, Greenpeace global agenda is structured around six operational (FoEI, the first 25 years). Besides, in contrast to the previous presented organizations (WWF and Greenpeace) where the internationalization came steadily, in the case of FoE it was intrinsic to its stated-raîson-d'etre. In 1971, two years after the first two offices in USA were established in San

Francisco and Washington, the organization had widened its network FoE to three other countries:

Sweden, France and United Kingdom. In the words of its own founder: Nowadays, FoE counts with an international network of 76 offices comprising a large proportion of members groups in developing countries: 15 in Latin America, 9 in Asia, 16 in Africa, 12 in Eastern Europe, 18 in Western Europe and 3 in Oceania. Doherty (2008: 10) describes the particular composition of the organization in the following way: "FoEI may also be a unique as a major transnational network which is politically engaged, and dependent on Northern source of finance (charitable foundations and government development aid) but in which there is evidence of strong

"

Southern political voice and leadership shared between Northern and Southern organizations"

The way these offices are established differs from its counter-parts expansion strategies. In difference to (say) Greenpeace or WWF that establish their own representation offices in the countries defined as prioritary for the opening of an organizations' branch, in many FoEI designates an already existing organization in a given country to act as a FoE's representative. In many cases member organizations had existed in their home countries prior to its adherence to the FoEI federation. They named themselves as Friends of the Earth, their equivalence in their home-language i.e., Amis de la Terre

France, Amigos da Terra Brasil, or simply keep their original names i.e., NOAH Denmark, Redes Uruguay, Whali Indonesia. FoE claims to work as a loose federation of autonomous grassroots organizations, which are coordinately loosely from the International Secretariat of the organization in the Netherlands.

Each national office is an autonomous body with its own budget, and although they adhere to the overall principles and values of the organization, strategic actions and campaings are commonly defined and undertaken separately (and locally) by each concerned office (Interview FoENI, 2013).

There exist however a coordinating body, the Friends of the Earth International Secretariat located in Amsterdam, which coordinates the network activities at the international level [START_REF] Suter | Friends of the Earth International[END_REF].

At the international level, FoE's agenda comprises campaigns and projects running on energy/climate change, mining, wetlands, international financial institutions, genetically modified organisms, forests, ecological debt, desertification and environmentally sustainable trade (FoEI website, 2013).

The priority attached to these axes varies across Northern and Southern offices as they define locally what topic concerns them the most or if they would reattached a local issue under the global political umbrella of the organization [START_REF] Doherty | Friends of the Earth International : Negotiating a North-South Identity[END_REF].

Funding policies. Regarding funding aspects, FoE counts with a limited operational fund. In 2004, the national organizations had a collective income of 57 million euros, which 68 % came from donors and foundations and it was restricted to particular projects.

SUMMARY CHAPTER 4

This chapter presented the main economic and structural features of the empirical setting where NGO mobilization took place. We also detail the different sustainability issues that have made of the South America-Europe Soybean chain a particularly contested field.

We also presented the profile of the three NGOs that we aim to study. Basic elements of its history and organizational structure were underlined in order to best contextualize their influence strategies to be analyzed in the following chapter. 
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The organization of this fourth chapter is then the following: 

BUILDING THE CASE STUDY CONTEXT (Exploratory results)

Growing population and changing consumption patterns (meat and cereals) have fuelled increasing demands for agricultural commodities. As land constitutes a limited resource, rising levels of agricultural production commonly result in the advance of pioneer fronts into forest or other ecological sensitive areas [START_REF] Geist | Proximate Causes and Underlying Driving Forces of Tropical Deforestation[END_REF][START_REF] Manshard | Agricultural Expansion and Pioneer Settlements in the Humid Tropics[END_REF]. Alternatively, the growth of "cash-crops" agricultural expansion can also takes place at the expense of other traditional cultures-no without consequences, i.e., food insecurity, rural expulsion, food sovereignty issues, the dependency of national economies to export-led commodity chains that renders its economy instable following price crises [START_REF] Pritchard | Trading into Hunger? Trading out of Hunger?: International Food Trade and the Debate on Food Security[END_REF][START_REF] Wald | Soyization" and Food Security in South America[END_REF].

Due to these dynamics that entail a number of social and environmental issues, agro-commodity sectors have become recurrent targets of civil society's mobilization. Concurrently, the pursuit of "sustainable agricultural systems" has increasingly slipped into environmental NGOs' agendas.

As it has been discussed in the precedent chapter, the soybean agro-industry is a representative case of this phenomenon. During the last decade or so, the sector has undergone heightened societal pressure to bring its model of development into a more sustainable demarche; with different NGOs attempting to established distinctive "projects of governance" to tackle the issue of the uncontrolled advanced of the industry.

This section aims to set the context for this situation before further addressing the established enquiries of research. Notably, we seek to detail how market movement around soybean sustainability issues has emerged and who have been the leading actors in this process that has extended for more than a decade now. Drawing on a substantial documentary corpus comprising of media releases, NGO and industry statements and publications in a period of 13 years (2000)(2001)(2002)(2003)(2004)(2005)(2006)(2007)(2008)(2009)(2010)(2011)(2012)(2013), we firstly outline the different phases of NGO mobilization around soybean sustainability issues, as well as portraying micro-episodes within these large overlapping phases. Additionally we identify the key actors participating in the debate over sustainability of the soybean industry and then briefly list the initiatives emerging to tackle the issue-(the latter will be discussed in more detail in Section 2 of the present chapter). The following chronicle of the emergence of the debate over the uncontrolled expansion of soybean in South America is based in the following event list:

124 In most of these early accounts, criticism was predominantly directed against governmental entities.

National and local authorities were commonly blamed for the situation, with the argument being that it was the institutional and political support granted to soybean producers that enabled them to establish and further expand their operations in areas bordering the Amazon region.

Public subsidies and agricultural loans, as well as the federal programs that supported the development of export and infrastructure facilities were systematically put at stake by claiming that these were "opening the Amazon to global markets pacing up its destruction" (Folha de Sao Paulo, January 9 th 2001). Government authorities were also questioned by their inaction; theirs incapacity to control and 

Episode II: The internationalization of the issue.

As seen in the precedent episode, the issue stemmed initially from local debate; the public statements by Mary Allegrette-a former activist and Secretary for the Amazon Region at the Environment Nevertheless, it did not take long until the issue of the uncontrolled expansion of soybean operations reached the international arena. In August 2002 it made its way onto international headlines when the New York Times published an article that warned of an earlier start to the forest fires season in the region. Land-clearing techniques employed by soybean plantations for expanding the arable land surface in pioneer fronts were indicated as the main cause of this situation.
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At the same time, some national offices of international NGOs i.e., WWF Brazil, Greenpeace Brazil, Conservation International, The Nature Conservancy-and other southern NGOs working closely with European NGOs, succeeded at bringing the issue onto their international partners' agenda (Interview FASE, March 2011;Interview BOTHENDS, July 2014;Interview Solidaridad, 2012;Interview Greenpeace Brazil, 2011).

These 'newcomers' led the beginning of a new chapter in the overall mobilization process concerning soybean sustainability issues. The focus of criticism shifted from government entities to corporate soybean actors initiating a market accountability movement of transnational dimensions. We detail this emerging stage in the following paragraphs.

Solution-seeking phase (approx. 2003)

Episode III: Scrutiny of the industry takes hold

In contrast to the previous phase, that had local NGOs as prominent critics regarding uncontrolled soybean growth, this phase characterized the entrance of international NGOs in the field. The vast majority of soy imported (roughly 90%) is used as an ingredient in animal feed"(Green Gold, 2004) In addition, besides appearing in its generic form (i.e., 'industry actors ', 'soybean industry', 'the producers', 'retailers'), key corporate actors are clearly identified within each segment of the chain.

Names and brands of specific corporate actors are frequently listed and responsibilities for the issues are attributed to them.

Episode IV: Competing to define the terms of sustainability for the sector?

Following the wave of "naming" and "naming and shaming" reports, calls for actions intensified and different governance projects aimed at mitigating, reverting and/or even halting soybean uncontrolled expansion-began to be outlined.

Many of these emerging projects were about establishing new standards of trade and production at the firm or industry level. In April 2004, for instance, after four months of debates, the Brazilian branch of the Soy Platform issued a first draft of criteria for "a production with fewer social and environmental impacts" that would be then further negotiated with industry members [START_REF] Hospes | Parallel Development of Five Partnerships to Promote Sustainable Soy in Brazil: Solution or Part of Wicked Problems?[END_REF] In parallel, some of the European-based NGOs participating in the Dutch branch of the Soy Platform (DSC) addressed Dutch Banks to leverage them for the development of a sustainable investment code when funding soybean planters in South-America [START_REF] Huijstee | NGOs Moving Business: An Analysis of Contrasting Strategies[END_REF].

In March 2004, WWF Switzerland succeeded in developing, in partnership with an important Swiss retailer (COOP), a private code of conduct defining "sustainable purchasing criteria" for soybeans:

The Basel Criteria. This first "responsible label" developed in the Swiss context was intended as a market test for upcoming industry-level standards (WWF forest News, 2004).

In 2005, after two years of preparatory talks, WWF International set up the first International Conference for the Roundtable for Responsible Soy (RTRS), a multi-stakeholder initiative meant to implement an industry-level standard for sustainable soybean operations. This particular initiative represented a step of great importance for the emerging political field as in a relatively short time the RTRS gained considerable acceptance among corporate actors-especially those at the far end of the chain. For these actors the RTRS seems to have become their preferred arena for addressing the 132 societal demands for sustainability. In certain cases, corporate participation in the initiative deterred the progression of precedent negotiations with other initiatives.

However, the WWF-led Roundtable not only became the mainstream initiative for most market players along the chain, but it concurrently raised heated criticism and counter-actions from other NGOs.

The conflict between civil society and soybean corporate actors was by then far from being cloture.

Parallel initiatives continued to sprout. A transnational advocacy network between Paraguayan, Argentinian, Dutch and Belgium grass-roots organizations was formed to counter-act the progression of Roundtable talks and ask for more radical transformations.

In 2006 Greenpeace International undertook direct actions against soybean producers, global traders and European retailers in order to establish its own preferred governance scheme; an institutional surveillance mechanism that would monitor and penalize the encroachment of soybean planters into forest areas, and which was said to make up for the perceived lengthiness of the RTRS to deliver timely results.

For its part, since 2007 Friends of the Earth International began advancing its own political agenda for the tackling of sustainability issues caused by the sector operations, advocating the establishment of an alternative system of production based on the replacement of soybean imports to Europe. This project was brought in overt opposition to WWF's Roundtables project.
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SYNTHESIS SECTION 1

The present section looked at the NGOs' efforts to establish institutional changes across the soybean industry as an overall interrelated process. We analyzed overall NGOs' mobilizations around soybean sustainability issues-during the last 13 years taking into account local and global events.

We could identify and describe two distinctive phases of varying duration: 1) an issue-raising and diagnosis phase beginning in the early 2000s, and 2) a solution-seeking phase starting about 2003.

The issue-raising phase begins in the early 2000s when local NGOs, opinion leaders and the media set the alarm on the rising deforestation rates in the Amazon region. All of them coincided in pointing out the uncontrolled expansion of soybean plantations as the main driver of the ongoing deforestation.

The subsequent solution-seeking phase began about 2003, it characterizes for the prominent involvement of International NGOs in the debates. These sought to attribute different degrees of responsibility across the soybean chain and began outlining possible solutions for bringing the sector into a sustainable path. In fact, the most characteristic trait of this phase is the upsurge of multiple schemes and solutions advanced by different NGOs to solve the conflict with the industry. Growing divergences about the 'terms' and 'modalities' to regulate the industry raised among intervening NGOs.

It is at this point that our research enquiry gains more relevance. Among the NGO-led initiatives mentioned further above, we choose that of WWF International, Greenpeace International and Friends of the Earth International.

The most important criterion for selection of the ENGO was that each must have had active and longlasted involvement in soybean sustainability issues. The latter condition was to ensure the feasibility of observing the evolution of their strategies of influence. Also, we consider only NGOs that in their strategy of influence maintain some kind of relation with the industry, the most radical groups upholding a most radical stance of no dialogue with the industry fell out of the sample.
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SECTION 2. FINDINGS

This section looks at the overall strategies of the three Environmental NGOs actively participating in the debates over the sustainability issues entailed by the uncontrolled expansion of soybean operations. The selected NGOs to be studied are: World Wild Fund for Nature (WWF), Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth (FoE).

We portray the solutions advanced by each of these three International Environmental NGOs to tackle the issue at stake taking into account a number of aspects. Firstly, the representations conveyed by each organization about the problem and the solution sought. This will serve us to assess: the level of change sought, the underlying beliefs about industry actors and the role they are granted during the pursuit of the solution.

Secondly, we pay particular attention at the deployment of tactics over time, used either to persuade or force corporate actors for joining NGOs' solution projects or to enforce their compliance once the changes have been agreed. Thirdly, other structural aspects are also relevant in our analysis notably the funding of NGO strategies, and the structure of the institutional mechanisms established to bring about the sought solutions.

By undertaking this inter-organizational analysis of NGO-Business relations we aim firstly to put individual NGO influence strategies into perspective and highlight their specificities. Secondly, we seek to highlight the unfolding of each of these strategies in order to define the changing strategic profiles adopted by NGOs when leveraging Business.
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Foreground: WWF and Soy

WWF came to intervene on the debates over the uncontrolled expansion of soybean operations very early in the process. As we showed in the precedent section, the Brazilian office was one of the leading voices in the local debates at the beginning of the 2000s.

However, the real impulse came from the International Office, through its Program for Marketing

Transformation. This program, centrally managed by WWF's international office, aimed at bringing change upon 5 agro-commodities sectors that the organization considers a threat to priority conservation areas. The modality proposed is the establishment of Roundtable negotiations with all parties in the chains to consensually define a set of principles and criteria for sustainability production. It's worth noting here that while this program is managed centrally by WWF International office, each national office endorses issues in relation to the level of pertinence of its country with the targeted sector. Thus, while Indonesian and Malaysian offices of WWF together with the Swiss office have been the most involved in the RSPO, the Dutch, Swiss, Brazilian and Argentinian offices are the most concerned by the issues of soybean expansion due to the significance of these countries in the production and trade of these crops.
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In the following sections we further describe the underlying logic of this proposed scheme of governance.

Representations

How is the problem talked about?

WWF's main concerns about the soybean agro-industry were primarily centered on the rising forest conversion rates linked to the uncontrolled agricultural expansion of this commodity. For instance, WWF's initial accounts frame the issue of soybean expansion predominantly in conservation-related terms, which refer mostly to the direct environmental impacts of soybean expansion. The most salient terms employed to describe the impact of soybean expansion are: "deforestation", "loss of biodiversity", together with "forest conversion" and "land conversion". At the same time, these terms are usually coupled with other environmental related nuisances such as: "soil erosion", "watershed pollution" and "threat for endangered species". Social concerns, while less frequently mentioned, are not totally absent from WWF's portrayal of soybean impact. Within this category, "poor labor conditions", "conflicts over land" and "rural migration" are among the terms most commonly found in the WWF documents studied (See Annex 4 for a list of the 100 most frequent words in key WWF publications, assisted by NVIVO).

The geographical scope of WWF's frame comprises several locations throughout South-America. For instance, one of the first WWF publications in the matter, 'The Impacts of Soybean Cultivation on Brazilian Ecosystems' (WWF, 2003), draws empirical evidence from 3 case-studies; the Uruçui region in the state of Piauì, the state of Mato Grosso and the Humaità region in the state of Amazonas. A year later, the 'Managing the Soy Boom report (WWF, 2004) extends its focus onto other soybean producing countries in South-America: Argentina, Paraguay and Bolivia. In line with the overall conservationist rhetoric of WWF narrative, the study cases that appear to illustrate the issue were mainly selected because of the biomes that these regions host; namely the Atlantic forest in Paraguay, the lower Yungas and Chiquitano forests of Argentina and Bolivia, and the bush savannahs and Amazon forest in Brazil.

Cases appearing in WWF initial reports Justification, citations

Mato Grosso "Forty-six percent of Mato Grosso's territory belongs to the Amazon basin, one of the world's most biologically diverse regions, home to 137 55,000 recorded plant species, 428 mammal species, and 1,600 bird species"

Piaui "The cerrados of Piauí occupy an area of 11 million hectares or 46 percent of the state's total area and six percent of the Brazilian cerrado biome, considered to be the savannah type with the highest biodiversity in the world" Pg. 9

Humaità 

Representations of the soybean industry.

The way the organization portrays industry actors in relation with the issue at stake is as a driving force of deforestation, but one that can be "managed" (WWF, 2004: 1). Concretely, the way in which WWF questions the soybean industry is with regards to specific agricultural practices-among which the most cited are: "patterning of plantation expansion", "tilling and used of heavy machinery", "use of pesticides"
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"The market forces that are fuelling the growth in soy and palm oil production show no signs of slowing down. Well managed, these industries can continue to provide social and economic benefits without threatening some of the world's most breathtaking natural treasures, such as the Amazon"

(WWF, 2008: 6)

"Soy plantations provide jobs and foreign exchange" « The world's demand for soy is strong. On the one hand, this is good news. For countries such as Argentina, Paraguay and Brazil, the high price of soy has been of key importance, given the financial crises in the region. However, the sheer size and volume of increases in soy production are putting the region's natural resources under a considerable amount of stress » (WWF Forest News February 2004)

In general, WWF conveys a view of the issue whereby the industry can continue to exist side by side with forest, as long as production is undertaken according to agreed criteria for sustainable production.

In other words, WWF believes that the increasing extent of soybean expansion can be "accommodated" and "guided towards sustainability" (WWF Forest News, Feb.2004:1-3).

As such the prevailing assumption is that economic growth goes hand in hand with social and environmental sustainability, and that large-scale agriculture is possible, in a socially and environmentally responsible way:

"If expansion continues at today's rate, conversion will threaten an area of forests and bush savannahs as large as Britain. (…) But things could take a different course.

Prerequisites are that existing open spaces are used more rationally, farming methods are improved and a ban on converting valuable natural habitats is enforced. (…) Soy production in South America could then double without destroying high conservation value areas." (WWF Forest News Feb., 2004:3) 139

What is the Solution about?

In line with the precedent assumptions and beliefs, the organization seeks to attain an industry's "shift into a more sutainable mode" (Idem: 2) by proposing the adoption of better agricultural practices as a solution to the issue at stake. This change in agricultural practices refers mostly to the improvement of management practices concerning land use and other industry operations in general, i.e. controlled use of pesticides, improvement of working conditions and selective purchasing policies.

WWF views corporate actors along the entire chain as necessary parties to the solutions for attaining sustainability in the sector. Concretely, the organization proposes the establishment of a multistakeholder initiative, named Roundtable for Responsible Soy, where all actors along, and around the chain are called upon to jointly define guidelines for "ecological, socially responsible and economically viable soybean cultivation"(WWF Forest News, Feb. 2004:1). Since the beginning, the organization states that its approach attempts to go beyond typically confrontational stances towards the industry, and to work within the system itself:

"A roundtable is really a way of attempting to work with the market, rather than denounce a state of affairs." (WWF Forest News, Feb 2004:2) . Soybean industry needs to be "managed" and "guided" towards a sustainability mode Solution . Large-scale agriculture is possible in a socially and environmentally responsible way

. Better agricultural practices need to be adopted to tackle the issue . All stakeholders and industry actors are necessary parties to the solution . Private actors can set their own standards

. They need to be engage in a dialogue process 140

In the following sub-section we further detail the progression of the influence strategic set forward by the organization to prompt the sought solution.

WWF influence strategy: Two shades of collaboration

We construct the narrative of WWF's influence strategy trajectory based on the following list of key events. For doing so we drew on (Mathew Miles & Huberman, 1984) indications for selecting main incidents : a) those having a critical effect on the development of FoE's strategy, and those serving as a catalyzer for the strategy.

2000-2002

_WWF Brazil intervenes in the media/public debates over the uncontrolled expansion of soybean plantation in forest areas.

2003

October_WWF International commissions a Report to AIDEnvironment to assess the "Impacts of Soybean Cultivation in Brazilian Ecosystems". It will mainly be used at the internal-decision process of the organization seeking to mobilize socially responsible companies to launch a Roundtable for Responsible Soy.

Informal preliminary approaches to key industry actors to set up a Roundtable began

2004

January_Organization of promotional seminar in The Netherlands where 45 European soy-related Businesses and Civil organization participate. WWF announces its intention of the organization to set up a multi-stakeholder scheme for defining sustainable criteria for soy production.

March_WWF Switzerland and the Swiss retailer COOP jointly defined a private purchasing policy for "ethically-sourced" soybeans (Basel Criteria). The resulting criteria would be used as a market-test for upcoming industry-level standards.

May_WWF International organizes a first preparatory meeting in London with a few industry players willing to lead the setting up of the "Roundtable for Responsible Soy".

2005

March_First Roundtable Meeting of the Roundtable for Responsible Soy takes place in Foz de Iguaçu, a frontier city between Argentina, Paraguay and Brazil. 200 Assistants.

141

Local protests against the RTRS take place during the 1 st venue of the initiative, these are led by peasants' grassroots movements and small-holder soybean producers that feel their interests are not being taken into account in the Roundtables. For the most part, they are against the certification of a model of production they believe intrinsically unsustainable.

2006

April_First technical workshops for the definition of sustainable standards take place. These aim to agree on 9 key negative impacts of soybean production that will guide the discussion for setting the principles and criteria for sustainability later on. The RTRS declared a "technology-neutral" stance, establishing a 'responsibility standard' that could also be applied to GM soy.

2007-2008

October_Negotiations for standard-definition begin. A Development Group formed by producers, civil society and other industry actors is charged of defining the guiding principles and criteria and indicators to establish what the "sustainable" certification will assert of.

2009

February_The RTRS Executive Board accepts Monsanto (seed and pesticide supplier) and Syngenta (pesticide producers) as members to the initiative March_ standard-definition process ends, principles and criteria covering environmental, economic and social features are submitted for approval to the General Assembly June_The set of principles and criteria, indicators and verification mechanism are approved during the 5th Annual General Assembly, that will be tested in the field for the obtention of RTRS label, are approved

2010

Field test for the first version of principles and criteria, indicators and verification mechanism are taken place throughout the first half of the year.

Final version of principles and criteria is then approved during the x General Assembly in June 2010. The certification is now ready to be launch in the market.
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Drawing on [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] matrix to make sense of the key events of WWF's involvement over the sustainability debates within the soybean sector, we identified two different phases in its overall influence strategy. Between 2000 and 2005 the organization seeks to promote the industry shift towards a more sustainable mode. Initial talks with industry actors are initiated and the ensemble of stakeholders is invited to a take part of an industry-wide initiative for the joint-development of sustainable principles and criteria for a 'sustainable" soybean production and trade (Phase 1:

Promoting change).

From 2006 onwards when the sought Roundtable for Responsible Soy is finally established and institutionalized, the organization enters into a phase of facilitating the definition and adoption of better agricultural practices that would be then be certified responsible that would last until 2011 when the initiative obtained a final draft of principles and criteria and the certification was entering the market (Phase 2: Facilitating change). At the end of that phase, (in 2011), Organization was solicited by RTRS industry members to undertake promotion activities in the European market to enhance the utilization of the approved label by retailers and consumers.

2011

March_FoEI together with other two small NGOs release the report "Certified responsible? Critical assessment of the Roundtable on Responsible Soy" questioning the efficacy of the initiative to.

A European wide campaign is then launched (March-Sept) to counter-act the introduction of RTRS label in the market. 20,063 petitions are sent to 60 supermarkets across Europe to discourage them from adopting the RTRS label.

May_RTRS announces the launch of the RTRS label in the market, with the first 100,000 credits sold May_WWF launches the Save the Cerrado campaign in UK, which aims at increasing the uptake of RTRS labeled products in the European market (consumers and retailers are targeted)

2012

May_WWF lobbied internally during the RTRS General Assembly to prevent Syngenta, a pesticide supplier, to reach the Board of Directors of the initiative, afraid of larger social criticism towards the initiative after the reports and campaigns led by FoE.

2014

WWF releases the first scorecard noting food and feed manufacturers and retailers on their commitments to RTRS sustainability.

143 As previously stated in Section 1.2, WWF seeks to work with the ensemble of stakeholders across the soybean industry, ranging from producers, processors, traders, retailers, financiers and nongovernmental organizations (WWF, 2008). In fact, the Roundtable process is commonly presented as "mainstream" and "inclusive". Mainstream because the initiative pretends to become an industry-level standard that will comprise vast percentage of the production share avoiding this way to get limited to a niche-market as other known sustainable certifications i.e, Organic, Fair Trade. Else, the RTRS is presented as an "inclusive" scheme that searches the participation of all actors in the chain to set the standards.

"To be credible you need people from the whole global value chain. […] And to make a roundtable successful, you need at least 10% of global demand at the table […] It is a choice to work with the biggest: because they control the major part of the value chain […] if we want to be strategic, we must

work with the most powerful in the chain" (Interview WWF USA May 2009 cited in Fouilleux, 2010:8) In order to set up the Roundtable process WWF follows a standardized procedure. To begin with, reports are commissioned from specialized consulting groups to assess the overall structure of the industry, and its impact, as well as to assess stakeholders and identify and rank critical threats to conservation areas (See for example [START_REF] Casson | Oil Palm, Soybeans & Critical Habitat Loss[END_REF][START_REF] Dros | Managing the Soy Boom : Two scenarios of soy production expansion in South America[END_REF][START_REF] Gelder | Corporate EU-actors in the Brazilian and Indonesian soybean and oil palm production chains[END_REF]. These documents serve mainly to inform the internal decision-making process of the organization, and in general WWF 144 will avoid publicly shaming the industry through external communication documents in the style of Greenpeace's campaigning reports.

Once the key potential targets have been ascertained, the organization sets forward a selective targeting process. Hired external consultants will first address a "preferred" group of corporate actors to initiate dialogue. Preliminary talks are then established, preferably with firms that have previously participated in similar sustainability schemes with the organization, or those that have already developed an ad-hoc private code of conduct.

In this particular case, the pioneering group of firms include Unilever-a food manufacturer actively involved in the sister initiative in the palm oil sector (RSPO), Coop-a Swiss retailer already working with the organization over the development of a responsible purchasing policy for soybeans (The Basel Criteria), and Rabobank-a Dutch Bank that was developing an ethical code for investment in soybean plantations ( [START_REF] Huijstee | NGOs Moving Business: An Analysis of Contrasting Strategies[END_REF].

This selected group of firms then put into place an Organizing Committee (OC) to further advance the setting up of the Roundtable, and to broaden corporate participation in it by inviting business partners and suppliers to adhere in a seemingly spill over effect (Hamptrecth and Corsten, 2006).

Concomitantly, WWF may also undertake other outreach efforts such as participation in, and organization of, specialized information workshops to promote their emerging scheme to the rest of the industry. Particularly noticeable at this stage is the advance of prudential or pragmatic arguments to incite corporate actors to join in with the initiative; these are based upon solid business interests as well as having overtones of moral justification. The following is a sample of typically prudent argument used by WWF to promote the establishment of Roundtable negotiation in the industry at the time:

« Why should companies engage in the roundtable? Some of the reasons to join may be altruistic, but most make a lot of business sense. For example, if a major food producer is adopting global guidelines on corporate social responsibility, joining an initiative such as the roundtable makes for consistency. Companies that engage in the roundtable process will have the advantage of ownership.

A corporate CEO with strategic foresight would surely want to be part of an initiative taking a proactive look at a problem which could well dominate the environmental and sustainable development agenda in the next few years, rather than wait for the issue to get out of hand and become too politically controversial or conflict driven » (Juan Rodrigo Walsh WWF's Soy Industry

Advisor in Latin America cited in WWF Forest News, Feb. 2004:5).

« A roundtable meeting on sustainable soy offers market players the chance to actively engage in more sustainable soy production before things get out of hand » (Idem:6) 145

These 'engaging' tactics, which rely mostly on persuasion and dialogue with the industry and the utilization of firms' own network to enhance corporate participation, were successful enough to the extent that WWF's scheme of governance gained considerable acceptance among corporate actors.

The first International Roundtable Conference took place in 2005, at a frontier city between Paraguay, Brazil and Argentina, and hosted more than 200 participants.

Following the first International Meeting of the Roundtable for responsible Soy, the organization strategy passed to a more 'facilitating' mode. Still hoisting a collaborative approach towards the industry, the organization shares control of the initiative from now on with multiple stakeholders through the establishment of a joint-board where Business and civil society take part. Furthermore, revenues for the functioning of the Roundtable will come from Business-sources, as participating members (whether NGOs or corporations) are asked to pay for a membership destined to cover administration costs of the initiative. In the following section we detail the way in which this subsequent phase took place.

Phase 2: Facilitating the definition and implementation of 'sustainable' standards (2005-2011)

Following the first international meeting of the RTRS, WWF initiates-together with adhering parties, a period of standard-definition negotiation that extends from 2005/6 to 2009. At this stage the institutional aim is to reach a 'shared' definition of the sustainability principles and criteria that underlie the "sustainable certification" sought.

The way this shared definition is attained is through consensus-based deliberations. RTRS negotiations are organized in social, economic and environmental decision-making chambers where stakeholders are expected to defend their specific interests; thus for example NGOs are entitled to defend social and environmental interests, while corporations and producers are expected to advocate the economic implications of the definition.

According to an internal member of these Roundtable deliberations, the way different stakeholders are meant to achieve a reconciliation of their interests is through UN-like negotiations where "the objects of major conflicts remain hidden behind very cautious formulas", and language generally avoids major disagreements. Roundtable participants themselves describe negotiation talks as "technical", "politically correct" and "indirect" (Observation notes, 2012).

Along the same lines, several scholars studying the internal decision-making process of the RTRS
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have pointed out at the deliberate withdrawal of potential points of controversy from the deliberations in order to speed up the standard-development phase [START_REF] Fouilleux | Privatising Deliberation. Multistakeholder Sustainability Initiatives for Soy and Palm Oil: From Discourse to Practice[END_REF][START_REF] Schouten | On the deliberative capacity of private multistakeholder governance: The Roundtables on Responsible Soy and Sustainable Palm Oil[END_REF][START_REF] Geibler | Market-based governance for sustainability in value chains: conditions for successful standard setting in palm oil[END_REF]Cheyns, 2010).

A telling example of this is the way in which the controversy over Genetically Modified Soy (GM-Soy) was resolved within the RTRS; given that GM-Soy was a potential stumbling block in the process due to the irreconcilable views on the matter held by certain participating NGOs and soy producers, the RTRS decided in 2007 to adopt a "technology-neutral" position, meaning that all soy products could obtain the "responsible label" regardless of the technology used for its production (e.g., organic, no-till, GM, non-GM) [START_REF] Nikoloyuk | Sustainability Partnerships in Agro-Commodity Chains: A model of partnership development in the tea , palm oil and soy sectors[END_REF].

In 
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Verification mechanisms were also defined during this phase and the RTRS established that assessment and monitoring of compliance would be carried out by third-party auditing that are required to operate in a transparent way.

In addition, as the resulting set of standards has been, since the very beginning, intended as 'voluntary' and 'market-based'-this means that adhering corporate actors are not legally bound to comply with it; instead, corporate motivation to comply with it comes from inciting mechanisms produced within the market i.e., product differentiation and positive publicity.

RTRS' enforcement tools are then created under the belief that firms need to be persuaded to comply and not forced to. Thus in this case, compliance is enhanced through a set of positive market-based incentives: the RTRS system accredits firms complying with 'responsible standards' a recognizable "label", which customers can then demand through their purchasing policies. The intention is to reward companies with an economic "carrot" by providing recognition in the market place of their responsible business practices via a corresponding promise of market access and product 147 differentiation.

Phase 3: Promoting responsible certification in the market

In 2011, when the RTRS label was ready to be launch in the market the organization uptook more promoting functions to enhance the adoption and consumption of RTRS labelled products in the European market. Two actions stand up in WWF's repertoire from 2011 onwards: information campaigns aiming at consumers and enforcing tactics to enhance the commitment of participating members to the use and purchase of responsible labelled soybean. The latter mostly aiming at European Buyers (retailers and food manufacturers).

The expectations of RTRS members upon WWF are strongly reconfigured from 2011 onwards, the year that the initiative releases the RTRS label trademark for use in the market by its complying members. At the International Meeting of the Roundtable, which we had the opportunity to observe, several corporate actors insisted on the need for participating NGOs to "do their part of the job"

(observation notes, May 2011). For instance, John Landers, (representative of the Association of Notilling Producers in one of the highest producing regions of Brazil-Mato Grosso), insisted several times during the International Conference and General Assembly, on the urgent need for NGOs to undertake strategies for the acceptance of the certification among consumers in Europe, and to advance promotional campaigns that would also improve the image of producers in Europe.

WWF take up on this role and set forward two main promotional activities in Europe. On the one hand the organization begins addressing consumers through information and awareness-raising campaigns.

For example the "Save the Cerrado" campaign put forward by the UK office of the organization in 2011 calls consumers to take part in the solution by asking supermarkets to stock more responsible soy. The language used in this campaign is very direct, seeking to create awareness of the links between consumer choices and the impact at the other end of the chain:

What's the connection between your chicken cutlet and an armadillo? Eggs and a jaguar? A Sunday roast and the loss of forests in Latin America? You may be surprised to learn that one link between your dinner, deforestation and the decline of endangered species is the humble soybean. Can we break the connection? (…)

As a consumer, you can ask retailers to source products, including meat, poultry and fish, produced using responsible soy (WWF UK website, 2011).
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On the other hand, the organization also attempts to increase the uptake of responsible soy by exerting some leverage upon participating members in the initiative, notably supermarkets and food manufacturers. In 2014, seeking to enhance the commitment of participating buyers in the initiative, the organization launches a score-card that ranks participating members into four categories according to their perceived performance concern: Thus companies are assessed as "well on the path" and said to be the best performing actors leading the purchase of RTRS-label soybean supplies. Those "starting the journey" are firms committed to buying RTRS soybean in the short-term but that are , "not yet in the starting blocks". Finally "non-respondents" are companies that have not yet joined the RTRS, nor made any commitment to the use of responsible label supplies for their operations, or those that have

simply refused to answer the WWF questionnaire.

Through this tool, the organization expects to produce a "race to the top" in which comparison of the best performing companies with those "not yet in the starting block" or, not responding, will persuade the least performing ones to get on track. Nevertheless, while no binding measures are established to penalize those lagging behind on the route to sustainability marked out by the WWF-led initiative, the score card serves as an enforcing mechanism distinguishing the most progressive companies from those doing business as usual, and thus are at least symbolically praised for their efforts:

"Voluntary certification only works if the most progressive companies can distinguish themselves from those doing business as usual at a given point in time" (WWF International, 2009:1) To this point WWF's strategy of establishing Roundtables seems to enjoy a favorable progression. The initiative gained considerable support from industry members that participate largely in the initiative; from the 170 members of the Roundtable today, 52 percent are from the industry segment that comprises retailers, banks and food processors and eleven percent are soybean producers. Civil society and observers represent the other 35 percent.

However, the pathway towards institutionalization and wide legitimization of the approved standard has not been without hurdles. The declaration in 2007 of its "technological neutral stance" concerning GMOs which will allow the certification of GMOs, and the acceptance of controversial corporate actors in its ranks (Monsanto and Syngenta joined the talks in 2009) arose heated criticisms and counter-actions from other NGOs.

In addition other features of the WWF process, such as its length, depth and scope came also under scrutiny of public opinion rising questions about the efficacy of these institutional arrangement/scheme to fully tackle the impact of industry operations.

All in all, the failure of the RTRS to gain wide social legitimacy gave rise to a long-run period of competing interactions between NGOs characterized by a multiplicity of governance schemes. We particularly retained two programs of transnational environmental NGOs that came to interact closely with the development of WWF's governance scheme: the monitoring scheme proposed by Greenpeace plantation agro-companies were not on Greenpeace's radar as its efforts were mostly concentrated on fighting illegal logging by timber companies.

From the mid-1990s and until the early 2000s, Greenpeace had destined important resources to fight timber companies in British Columbia forest (1993)(1994)(1995)(1996)(1997)(1998)(1999), and illegal trade of tropical wood from the Amazonian and Indonesian forests (2000)(2001)(2002)(2003)(2004)(2005)(2006). The large concentration of resources on these campaigns, as well as the priority given to other issues, such as nuclear testing and ocean depletionmost probably explain the late uptake of the soybean encroachment issue within Greenpeace's global political agenda (Greenpeace International, 2013).

In addition, although between 1994 and 2000, 'soybeans' would come up regularly as part of Greenpeace's global campaign against genetically modified crops (GM), the mobilization frame limited the GM issue to a matter of the consumer's right to be informed without spilling over into other broader unsustainable practices along the supply chain.

Going back to the issue that concerns us, the uncontrolled expansion of soybean operations, interviewees from the organization assure that the Brazilian branch of the organization played a fundamental role in bringing this issue into their global agenda. Located at the entrance of the Amazon region (in Manaus), its experts had observed for several years increasing rates of deforestation due to the gradual encroachment of soybean plantations into forest areas (Interview Greenpeace Brazil, July 2011;Greenpeace International, March 2013).

Concerned for this trend, and believing that the issue could well become a strong statement in its campaign for the protection of forest, the global office of the organization supported financially and logistically its Brazilian branch to undertake research and gather evidence on the issue.

Another factor that triggered Greenpeace involvement in the issue was the rather disenchanted perception that the organization held about the ongoing RTRS talks. Greenpeace considered the RT talks as "lengthy" and "bureaucratic" and thus unable "to provide timely results to halt deforestation 152 on-the-ground" (Interview Greenpeace Netherlands, Sept 2009 andGreenpeace International, March 2013).

"It was the assessment of the team in the Amazon that those talks were not being very productive, there was a lot of process, a lot of talk but not much outcome or not much potential for outcome.

Because they could see a power imbalance, essentially where NGOs were coming more from a position of witness and hoping that companies would actually move to the right direction, that they would do some good…but without any leverage" (Interview Greenpeace International, March 2013) Another aspect thoroughly criticized by Greenpeace in regards to the RTRS talks was the absence of 'coercive' mechanisms within WWF's initiative:

"Roundtables can be limited unless there is small leverage. So our analysis from the Amazon team and from my team at Greenpeace International was we somehow needed to change the power dynamics within that, within the Roundtable and within and around the soya issues in general." (Interview Greenpeace International, March, 2013).

Building on this criticism, and seeking to provide a scheme of governance that would fill in the loopholes left by the RTRS process, Greenpeace began outlining its own agenda to tackle the issue of uncontrolled expansion by the soybean industry.

Based on the evidence collected by its Brazilian office on the field between 2003 and 2006, the organization launched a global campaign in 2006, dubbed "Eating up the Amazon". Offices in UK, USA, Netherlands and Brazil were the leading offices coordinating and operationalizing mobilization worldwide. This campaign sought specifically to raise awareness and delegitimize the practices of industry operators that fuelled the encroachment of soybean plantations into forest areas.

In the following sub-section we further analyze mobilizing frame advanced by Greenpeace on the issue as well as the strategic repertoire used to leverage corporate actors to join in, as such establishing its preferred program of governance for the sector.

Representations

How is the problem talked about?

The report that initiated Greenpeace's global campaign in 2006 was tied to a specific location, (the Brazilian Amazon biome), and portrayed the issue of uncontrolled expansion of the soybean industry merely a problem of forest destruction. The terms most frequently used refer principally to the direct environmental consequences of industry operations: 'deforestation ', 'forest destruction', 'clearing', 153 'forest conversion', 'soil erosion', 'loss of biodiversity', 'massive agro-chemical input', 'waste drain' and 'encroachment'. The GMO issue, a historical flagship of the organization linked with soybean crops, was also part of the initial issue framing. However, it felt into disuse later on. Social concerns are much less present in Greenpeace narratives, although still represented at a lesser extent through the expressed concerns regarding the 'use of slave labor' in plantations, and the intrinsic value of forest for native communities.

The soybean industry is portrayed as existing in a competitive dynamic with the forest, where their coexistence is undesirable and harmful. Images and texts illustrating Greenpeace's reports, for instance, evoke an imagery of pristine untouched forests in visual opposition to industrial facilities, silos, agricultural machinery or intruding roads. The inclusion of these images seeks to establish a link between agricultural incursion into forest areas and its destruction; viewers are then faced with an image of fallen nature where the threat of industrial agriculture is emphasized.

The 'industry' is commonly evoked as a relentless force threatening an otherwise pristine state of nature. The following quotations are telling examples of this rhetoric:

"The soya industry's assault upon the Amazon" "The Rio Xingu Basin, covering nearly 180,000 km2, is being turned into the regional waste drain as the soya industry encroaches upon from all sides. At the heart of the catchment is a near-pristine area of rainforest-The Xingu Indigenous Park-which is home to 14 indigenous tribes. Today, the Xingu Indigenous Park is rapidly becoming an increasingly vulnerable oasis in the middle of a scene of devastation. Today, the southern half of the Xingu Indigenous Park is almost completely surrounded by agriculture" (Greenpeace International, 2006d: 22) "Soya is arriving very fast. Every time I leave the reservation I don't recognize anything anymore because forest is disappearing" (Greenpeace International, 2006a) The sense of a relentless threat lurking upon forests is further underscored by using 'crime-related' verbatim when referring to specific corporate actors participating in the soybean industry. Concretely, narratives are organized in at least 4 categories: "crime scene (forest)," "the crime (deforestation)," 154 "the criminals" and "partners in crime" (See for example : Greenpeace International, 2006a;2010). Large planters and global traders are described as the agents of deforestation within the "criminals" category, and European retailers and food and feed processors are categorized as "partners-in-crime" willingly contributing to forest destruction (the crime) Greenpeace International, 2006a;2010).

The most questioned industry actions relate mainly to its "intruding" patterns of expansion within the region and its tendency to overstep legality. For instance, farmers are accused of "illegally grabbing public land, and deforest it using cheap, sometimes slave labour" (Greenpeace International, 2006b) Traders are accused of acting as a conveyors and facilitators of agricultural expansion in forest areas by developing infrastructure in the region. Cargill for instance, was made a "case-in-point" within Greenpeace's main campaigning report, calling attention to the perverse effect of infrastructure development in the area. Greenpeace claimed that Cargill's illegal facility for soy exportation had enticed farmers to move to fragile areas and plant illegally with little understanding of forest conservation.

« They are building up their presence in the Amazon by constructing storage and processing facilities and encouraging the development and expansion of illegal farms hacked out of the rainforest, whose operations are made viable by the infrastructure the companies have put in place.

Giants such as ADM, Bunge and Cargill have established themselves in the Amazon because they know they can make easy money out of the destruction of the rainforest. By providing everything from seeds and agrochemicals to the transport and storage infrastructure needed to access global markets, ADM, Bunge and Cargill act as a magnet drawing farmers into the Amazon rainforest » (Greenpeace International, 2006a) Lastly retailers and food manufacturers are accused of failing to establish a trusted traceability system that would ensure the origin of their soybean supplies, and more generally for "turning a blind eye" to the situation on-the-ground (Greenpeace International, 2006b) 

How is the Solution talked about?

Against the background portrayed above, Greenpeace advocates the exclusion of industry operations from forest biomes by establishing monitoring schemes on-the-ground to control and punish the advancement of soybean planters in forest areas. Furthermore, whilst contentiously addressed, 155 corporate actors are not entirely excluded from the proposed plan of action. Greenpeace does conceive the inclusion of corporate actors in the pursuit and execution of the sought solution:

"Solutions are obvious. With proper governance and industry action, there is still a chance that Brazil's soya industry can be excluded from the Amazon Biome" (Greenpeace International, 2006a:9) As such different industry actors are urged to take part in this solution and thus enticed as agents of change. However, there is a clear-cut distinction between those required to act and those upon which the solution imposed.

Notably, Greenpeace clearly designates global commodity traders, banks and the European food industry as « key players in the expansion of soya in the Amazon, and who have it in their power to turn back the tide » (Greenpeace International, 2006a) Producers instead are viewed as the « solution's takers », they will be deliberately left out of Greenpeace governance scheme. According to the organizations these need to be halted, controlled and punish if found encroaching into forest areas.

This solution would eventually be established through the signature of a Moratorium for the trade of soybean sourced from deforested areas and the setting up of a monitoring scheme that would guarantee the compliance of the previous agreement. To do so, Greenpeace launched a global campaign in April 2006. The global organization destined important logistic, human and financial resources to put forward this campaign, the annual report of the organization for that year attests that 10,327 thousand euros were spent for the forest campaign, comprising about 21% of the total spending for campaigning. These sources came mainly from supporters' donations. (Greenpeace 2006c) .Producers need to be force to comply

In the following sub-section ( 2.3) we further detail the progression of Greenpeace's influence strategy put forward to attain the sought solution.

Greenpeace's influence strategy: Joggling between confrontation and collaboration

The following narrative is based on the following time-line of events: 

2008-2014

The soy Moratorium has been renewed every two years.

Based on [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF], we have identified the following stages in Greenpeace's influence strategy. First, the organization leveraged traders and other global buyers i.e., retailers and food manufacturers, forcing them to agree onto a Soy Moratorium. This agreement compelled traders and buyers not to trade soybeans sourced from forest areas-accept the terms of negotiation and the conveyed standard (Phase 1: Forcing change).

Once, private agreements were nailed separately with these two segments of the chain (traders on one side and buyers on the other), the organization shifted into more collaborative terms with the industry facilitating the setting up of a monitoring and verifying system to ensure and enforce the compliance of the Moratorium previously agreed (Phase 2: Facilitating change).

During this phase, the same corporate actors targeted previously were entitled the role of 'enforcers'

and 'executors' of the agreement in the field, policing and penalizing the spread of soybean producers in protected areas. Greenpeace, thus, will joggle at this stage between collaborating with food manufacturers and traders on the one side and confronting producers on the other. In the following paragraphs we detail the tactical choices made by the organization in each of the phases.

Table27-Phases of Greenpeace Influence Strategy

Phase 1: Forcing the acceptance of an "out-of-the-jungle" standard.

As defined in Greenpeace's mobilizing frame the main drivers of change to achieve an exclusion of industry operations in forest areas were global traders and the European food industry. The latter 159 comprises both retailers and food manufacturers; hereafter we will refer to them as end-of-the-chain buyers, or buyers.

The first phase of Greenpeace's influence strategy is then aimed at exerting leverage on these two key segments of the chain. When aiming at the buyers segment of the chain (retailers and manufacturers),

Greenpeace typically targets high-profile branded corporations. In this particular case, the branded archetypal corporation targeted was McDonalds.

The two main reasons commonly put forward by Greenpeace campaigners for having chosen this company as a target were firstly that it is a 'consumer-facing' company with a known brand, and so particularly vulnerable to societal pressure and to the symbolic damage tactics commonly used by Greenpeace. Secondly, that being an archetypal company within the food manufacturer sector,

McDonalds initially served as an example for the remaining companies in the segment to join in.

The other key segment of the chain that Greenpeace sought to leverage into an agreement was the middle one, which was comprised of a reduced group of global traders concentrating 80% of the soybean trade in Europe. Similar to the approach adopted when leveraging end-of-the chain buyers, Greenpeace would choose an emblematic target to prompt adherence by the rest of the industry actors within the traders' node. In this case the target was Cargill, a company that, since the beginning of the campaign, had been blamed for being one of the main drivers of soybean expansion in the Amazon (See for example: (Greenpeace International, 2006a).

For its part, producers will not be direct target of Greenpeace leveraging actions; the organization will search instead to exert pressure onto them through their supply chain (See next phase).

Tactics used to leverage corporate actors to join its initiative distinguishes greatly from the long-run "engaging" cortege coined by WWF. Greenpeace will seek instead to cloture rapid agreements with the targeted actors in order to pass straight to a standard implementation phase.

As such, to gain the rapid endorsement of corporate actors to its initiative, Greenpeace relies on the realization of high impact and confrontational methods that would compel corporate targets to enter into terms with Greenpeace:

"Before the start of a campaign we look at proposal solution to any given problem, the problem is that there is very little incentive for people to pay attention to those proposals. So, for example, we will meet with the company privately before campaigning publically and say -'hey, this is the problem, this is how you can get involved in the solution'. But we found that doors are often closed, we speak with very junior people in companies, so our proposals are not taking that seriously so then we launched campaigns which actually sensitized everybody and then we get back into the boardrooms (…), then 160 we find that our proposals are taken more seriously" (Interview Greenpeace International, March

2013)

Greenpeace confrontational repertoire will however vary depending on the target; symbolic damage tactics will be most likely used against food manufacturers and retailers, while privileging material damage tactics when targeting global traders. On the other hand, when targeting the traders segment of the chain, Greenpeace preferred deploying material damage tactics-rather than symbolic ones, in order to slow down or impede a company's operations. The reason for this is that global traders are not consumer-facing companies, thus they are less vulnerable to threats of brand reputation or the like.

During the initial months of the campaign, transnational efforts were undertaken to target Cargill and its subsidiaries throughout the world. Staged protests were set up simultaneously in UK, France, the Netherlands and Brazil employing a contentious repertoire comprising the disruption of the company's operations in arrival ports and headquarters, spectacular banner displays in front of company facilities and cargo blockades. In certain cases, these demonstrations-especially those taking place in the Brazil Amazon region, turned into violent confrontations. Accounts of Greenpeace activists in the field reporting tense relations with traders' employees and soybean producers abound:

"Our first protest involved simply parachuting an activist into a soy field with a message written on the parachute, and even this was enough to bring out a small group of angry farmers --the parachutist had a narrow escape. Our next attempt to protest at the forest destruction over the weekend was to have 80 people in a deforested area to make a human banner, arranging the people's bodies to spell out the protest message. This activity was cancelled due to the strong possibility of violence from the farmers" (Interview Greenpeace International)

"Stringing a sail between two of our inflatables, reading "Fora Cargill -Cargill Out", we went over to the outside edge of their illegal port facility as they unloaded soya destined for Europe from a barge.

Almost immediately we were met by two Cargill boats, bringing out employees wearing the company logo on hats and shirts. Their strategy was to intimidate us by coming within centimeters of the inflatables, threatening and shouting abuse at our volunteers" (Greenpeace UK blogspot, 19 May 2006) All in all, these strategic actions seemed to have borne fruit for the organization as only two month passed from the start of the campaign until the signature of the agreements with traders and retailers [START_REF] Cooper | Two-Way Communication: A win-win Model for facing Activists Pressure; A Case Study on McDonald's and Unilever's Responses to Greenpeace[END_REF]. The company signs the agreement that engaged it to not sell products made using soya that originates in forest areas.
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Cargil, for its part, remained defensive at the start, Cargill first responded to criticism claiming that its operations were essential to development and economic growth in an impoverished region of Brazil as the Amazon area, and showing its "environmental" credentials through its adherence to the RTRS initiative:

"We are supporting efforts for defining sustainable production for areas of the Amazon beyond the Santarem region. We fully support the Round Table on Responsible Soy as the multi-stakeholder forum that will produce appropriate criteria for responsible soy production. Many non-governmental organizations (NGOs), including WWF, support this approach. We would welcome it if Greenpeace would reverse its decision and join the Roundtable" (Cargill, May 2006: 3) However, as McDonalds began to demand action from their suppliers, such as Unilever, not to source soy from deforested areas, it eventually induced trading companies to open dialogue with Greenpeace.

Two months after the campaign was launched, Cargill agreed to sign the Moratorium that committed them not to buy soybeans from producers encroaching into forest areas.

Phase 2: 'Forcing' and 'Facilitating' the implementation of a monitoring system

From targets to allies.

During this phase, starting at the moment previously targeted actors signed the Moratorium Agreement, Greenpeace will hoisted a double influence dynamic towards the industry.

On the one hand, it will seek to exert pressure on soybean producers so they accept the implementation of standards and norms previously agreed with traders and buyers for soy sourced from outside forest areas.

Concurrently, this would be done through setting up monitoring and enforcement mechanismsenforced and executed by the same traders and food manufacturers previously targeted that will aim at controlling and punishing the spread of soybean producers in forest areas.

In sum, those who were previously targeted in the initial phase become now allies of Greenpeace to force producers to comply with Greenpeace preferred norm of "soy sourced outside forest areas". In Greenpeace own terms, this would equal to "redeem" the so-called 'partners in crime'as traders and retailers are reckoned in its campaigning narrative, to play them 'against' producers. The Campaign coordinator at the international level expressed in the following manner this particular leverage logic:
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"One is the actual trade, the traders, and their trade in Europe whether that be the middle guys Cargill, ADM and Bunge and then technically and more importantly the end-retail companies whether that's McDonalds or a whole host of other companies who were involved in the soya trade so it's to put pressure on those guys to actually help them to become advocates to help us solve some issues in the Amazon" (Interview Greenpeace International, March 2013) Thus, the way in which Greenpeace aims at ensuring the compliance of producers to its preferred norm of sustainability is by mounting a sophisticated 'chain-of-leverage' upon these producers, putting traders and buyers previously targeted on its side to act execute the agreement.

In This European Customers Group functions as a "warrant" of the Soy Moratorium. Notably, they are charged with enforcing and enhancing Global Traders' commitments to the agreement. Their buying power of its members, it is certainly a persuasive reason for traders to comply with the agreement.

Besides, the group gathers once a year to send a 'market signal' by issuing a statement of intention where they reaffirm their commitment to "sustainable sourcing", meaning that they will refuse to buy soybean supplies originated in deforested areas, acknowledges the advancement of Soy Working Group coordinated by Greenpeace jointly with traders to monitor and posit any eventual concern regarding deforestation indicators or the like. Below a sample of the verbatim commonly found in the European Buyers Group statements: "we recognize the progress that have been made and applaud how the Brazilian Soy Working Group continues to stand out as an effective initiative".

Source: European Customer Group statements (2009; 2010:2011) In parallel, Greenpeace establishes the Soybean Working Group on-the-ground (Brazil). This group, formed by the Traders' Association and other environmental NGOs, will be designated as the executors and controllers of environmental governance, policing the spread of producers into forest areas.

A number of tools and procedure are made use of to keep track of large planters' expansion; mapping and registration of plantations, airplane flyovers, satellite imagery and unannounced ground visits When producers are caught converting forest areas into arable lands, they are blacklisted and would be unable to supply their crops to the major global traders and retailers that take part of Greenpeace Monitoring Agreement.

The financial means to set up this monitoring system of the ground would come from the corporate actors themselves and other institutional sources. The NGOs participating explained that they couldn't contribute with financial resources, but with technical, knowledge, facilitation and lobby at the government level to obtain resources (Soy Working Group Minutes Meeting March 29th, 2007).

For its part, in its beginnings producers attempted to resist the initiative. For instance, FAMATO, the State of Mato Grosso Farmers Association released an statement in August 2006 rejecting Soybean Moratorium as they felt that "they were being forced by the large trading companies and environmental organizations to follow the new rules, without previously consulted » [START_REF] Famato | Notícias Mato Grosso : Famato pública repúdio à imposição de ONG[END_REF]. While adding that these new rules were unfair commercial restrictions disguised of environmental concerns.

165 However, not seeing any alternative option, the small producers adapted to the demands made by the trading companies [START_REF] Adaime | Sustainability on Soy and Beef Supply Chains: Case Studies focused on the Brazilian Amazon[END_REF]. Two key material factors compel producers to comply with the new rules; first, avoiding the potential material damage of being excluded from the markets if they were caught advancing towards forests. Second, they also risked losing access to credit for agricultural inputs, as soybean traders often provided this, and the Banks that were later invited into the agreement by Greenpeace.
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« By providing a veneer of sustainability to an inherently unsustainable system of production, the RTRS is a dangerous hindrance to the development of real solutions » (Friends of the Earth International, 2008) Two major factors are said to have prompted this strategic shift. Firstly, the pressing demands from its southern offices; these offices work closely with the local communities directly affected by the expansion of soybean plantations and thus they began to advocate internally for a much clearer and critical position of the whole international network concerning the issue.

Secondly, the RTRS' 2007 self-declared neutral position concerning GMOs, that would ultimately allow GMO soybeans to be certified as 'responsible soy', further contributed to FoE's growing skepticism about the efficiency and credibility of the RTRS as a scheme that could tackling the most prominent issues of soybean expansion (Interview FoEI, 2012;Interview FoEN, 2012).

"First time that we did some work on it was in 2008, we got an independent agency in the Netherlands to look into all the different certifications schemes available and whether anything within those certification schemes was actually designed or could actually deal with the main impacts of soy production which has been deforestation, the pesticide use issue, increasing food prices, all these kind of stuff. And the key finding from that report was that it really was not addressing any the large macro-level issues and since then we have just been doing more and more work. And of course after that, it was also decided that the RT would certify GMO production and that was obviously an absolutely deadline for us. We don't believe GMO production is sustainable in any way" (Interview FoEI, 2012) From then on, FoE began advancing its own political project for the sustainability of the sector in overt opposition to WWF's certification scheme. In this move the International office (Hereafter FoEI) had an important coordinating function at the European level, although we might remind that working as a decentralized federation separate national offices undertook local initiatives separately and adapted to their own contexts. In this particular case the offices most actively involved in Europe with concerning soybean sustainability issues were the UK office (hereafter FoE-UK) and the Dutch office (Hereafter FoEN).

Although a complicated task we tried to keep in sight all of these decentralized actions to construct a unique chronicle of FoE intervention in the field. In the coming sub-sections we further described the arguments set forward to advance its own political project for the sector and the strategic repertoire deployed to establishing it. 169

FoE Representations:

How is the problem talked about? FoE's criticism towards the issue of uncontrolled expansion of soybean agro-industry is structured around two interlinked thematic axis: the intrinsically unsustainable model of production that is being 'redeemed, by inefficient and dubious private schemes of governance (such as the RTRS). FoE thus frames the criticism towards the soybean industry in much more structural terms than its counterparts and emphasizes issues that are said to fall outside the rule of certification.

For instance, FoE's narratives are characterized by a prevalence of direct negative impacts alongside other more indirect environmental and social impacts of soybean operations. Thus, in addition to the, by then, largely known direct environmental externalities of the soybean industry's operations in South-America (i.e., "deforestation", "loss of biodiversity", "loss of wildlife's habitats" and "soil and water pollution"), FoE puts special emphasis on citing a number of indirect impacts caused by soybean operations. "Green-house emissions", "forced evictions", "rural unemployment", "loss of livelihood", "rural displacement", "food insecurity" and "human rights violations" are some of the most salient terms within the frame mobilized (See Annex 6 for a list of the 100 most frequent words in key FoE reports).

Else, in contrast to other environmental discourses that 'background' social impacts within a predominantly environmental narrative, FoE's narratives lends special attention to the lived experience of rural communities directly affected by the expansion of soyfields. This way a wide range of social impacts gain salience in FoE's discourse thus while still narrating forest destruction in terms of hectares deforested, wildlife's threat or tons of carbon emissions emitted, in FoE we will found less portrayals of mightiest pristine forests being destroyed, in the style of say Greenpeace, but a prevalence of narratives of affected communities.

"As forests and other precious wildlife habitats are destroyed to make way for crops for animal feed and pasture for grazing, indigenous people lose their territories. Rural communities are being forced off their land, and small scale farmers have nowhere to grow the food they need for their families" (Friends of the Earth UK, 2008:4) 170 "We indigenous people used to live from the forests, animals, fruits but now we can't do that anymore because as you can see we are surrounded by farms. It's an invasion…" Testimony of Jose Berraro from the Yrybucua Guarani community in 'Paraguay Killing Fields ' documentary, (FoE International 2009) Another particularity of FoE's representation of the issue is the wider spatial scope mobilized to portray the impacts of soybean expansion that brings in evidences from locations other than the Amazon area. Thus, while its counter-parts frames rely greatly on a biome-based perspective i.e., the preservation of natural regions such as the Cerrado, the Amazon, the Atlantic forest, etc.; in FoE narratives the attribulations of Paraguayan and Brazilian rural and indigenous communities, regardless of the biome they live in, are predominantly brought into the fore.

The Paraguayan case is recurrently brought into the scene in documentaries, photo essays and written reports where the conditions and lived experiences of peasant communities' vis-à-vis soybean expansion are thoroughly detailed and portrayed. An important FoE International's informant justifies the reason for this particular spatial focus as follows:

"I mean there are problems in all the countries but Paraguay seemed… they were really a lots of human rights violation and evictions and things happening in Paraguay at the time and it was a country that it was not being talked about that much and so we really thought we should do that" (Interview FoEI, 2012)

Industry representation

Soybean industry is commonly represented in an antagonist relationship with local communities where the existence and development of it takes place in detriment of these local populations, menaces their existence and livelihood. The following is a representative example of this kind of narrative:

"For soy producers in Paraguay, people are a bigger nuisance than bugs and weeds. They're harder to stamp out. Industrial soy production is sweeping across Paraguay. Standing in its way are communities of farmers and families who call this land home.

Spraying soy with toxic chemicals is often used as a deliberate tactic to force people from their land.

Communities living near to soy may be sprayed with pesticides without warning up to 20 times per year. The poison seeps into peoples' homes, destroys their crops and pollutes their water supplies. It causes headaches, vomiting, nausea, diarrhea and sometimes death (FoE UK website, 2012).
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In addition, as FoE predominantly highlights indirect and macro impacts of the industry's operation the more intrinsic features of this global commodity are brought into question. Concretely, FoE's narratives questioned the export-led nature of the industry that entails large CO2 emmission due to transportation and food sovereignty problems in producing countries; the large-scale and intensive model of production that causes rural migration, unemployment and the abusive use of pesticides and encroachment in forest areas. Finally, industry is questioned for its monocrop model that harms biodiversity and contributes to soil erosion, among other impacts.

The following are a few examples of FoE excerpts referring to soybean industry: « In the large-scale soy production are on average one to two employees needed for 400 acres. While small-scale agriculture on the same 400 acres provides work for eighty people. The development of soy cultivation thus leads to an increase in unemployment. People who lose their land and work usually attract to the slums of the big cities, the countryside is empty » (FoEN website-FAQs about soya) « The soy is grown in South America is destined for export to Europe and Asia (…). Because soy seizures farmland local food production comes under pressure. There is less and less room for people to produce their own food. People in South America have to pay more and more for their daily food, while millions of tons of cheap soy in their immediate surroundings are grown » (Idem) "To produce this soya, acres and acres of primary forest are being chopped down in South-America.

Local farmers get kicked off their land and the import of the soya to Europe costs a lot of CO2

emission" (Summertime, 2013) « Obviously the issue GMO is also very relevant because a lot of the soy produced in South-America is GM soy so obviously we were working on that side of it but then but then we realized that soy production is not GMO problem but all soya is the problem because of the way it's grown tackle the whole kind of monoculture system of soy factory farming and not only the GMO one. » (Interview FoEI, 2012) 172 « Because of the sheer size of territory currently used for soy production, even the use of legally permitted agrochemicals leads to massive pollution of the countryside in the producing countries » (Friends of the Earth International, 2008:1) At this stage, although FoE attributed the responsibility to the entire soybean industry for the social and environmental impact of its operations, special emphasis was put on specifically questioning the livestock segment of the soy chain. Thus, the organization applies a completely reversed logic of leverage than the one favored by its counter-parts (Greenpeace and WWF). That is, instead of questioning only the soybean producer segment of the chain upstream, the organization criticizes the down-most node of the global soy chain: the livestock node of the chain in Europe.

Targeting this particular segment allowed FoE to systematically link the impact of soybean production in the South, with the offences of corporate actors at the other end of the chain. Thus, linking local realities in the North and the South, and creating stronger resonance in public opinion. This particular local-to-local approach reveals itself as particularly suited when needing to mobilize a significant number of consumers in Europe.

" The food we eat often has global impacts, Did you know? (…) Factory farming for meat and dairy is at the heart of a hidden chain that links the food on our plates to rainforest destruction in South

America. To make them grow quickly and produce high yields, animals in factory farms are being pumped full of imported soy cropscreating demand for vast plantations that are wiping out forests and forcing communities off their lands in South America" (FoE UK, 2009: 23) 

How is the solution talked about?

Against this background, FoE calls for fundamental transformations along the soybean chain. In particular, the organization states that the only way to attain real sustainability within the system is by dismantling the large-scale, export-led and intensive features of the current model of production.

Notably, under the slogan of "the only responsible soy is less soy" the organization will subsequently seek to leverage for the substitution of soybean imports into Europe by locally grown cereals. In sum, the way the organization attempts to tackle the issue is by "cutting off" the market the segment of the chain that it considers intrinsically unsustainable i.e., soybean producers and global traders, while leveraging the European food industry comprising retailers and food manufacturers to adopt a more 173 "localized" sourcing policy. This project consists basically in regionalizing the down-most nodes of the chain by substituting soybean imports for locally grown cereals.

Governments and consumers will be, in a first moment, designated as the key agents of change. Large corporations are distrusted for willingly prompting the changes that the organization seeks to prompt: « Their involvement in the RTRS shows an attempt to certify their activities while continuing with devastating expansion plans that cripple any attempts to address the biggest impacts. Large corporations that make millions in profits from soy expansion cannot be relied on to make the drastic changes necessary to prevent the worst impacts of expanding soy frontiers » (Friends of the Earth International, 2008:2) Different modalities to prompt the desired changes will be tested by FoE in the political arena. With offices in the UK and the Netherlands intensifying its mobilization since 2007 onwards, backed up by the International office, the targets and tactics will vary along the way, gradually coming to integrate key corporate segments into the solution. Before detailing the progression and main features of FoE's influence strategy, we summarized below the content of FoE's representations: 

FoE's influence strategy: "Le Parcours du Combatant"-Bouncing from confrontation to collaboration

To represent the major phases of FoE's influence strategy we establish a time-line with major critical events. For doing so we drew on (Mathew Miles & Huberman, 1984) indications for selecting main incidents : a) those having a critical effect on the development of FoE's strategy, and those serving as a catalyzer for the strategy. _FoEI decides to uptake demands from its southern offices when the RTRS declares its "technologically neutral stance" that would eventually allow GMO soybean to be certified as responsible. Initiate actions calling willing consumers to join a buying order for "soy-free" cheese that would be later offered to Friesland Campina to persuade the company to produce a soya-free cheese.

2013

April_After four months of campaign FoEN gathers 12,000 orders for a "soy-free" cheese Campina refuses to take up the order arguing cost-benefits reasons March_ FoEN attributes the buying order of 12,000 "soy-free" cheeses to a medium cheese maker (Aurora)

May_ FoEN repeats the actions this time targeting Unilever and its ice-cream brand 176

Magnum. The organization demand for a "soy-free" Magnum ice cream September_The organization gathers 17,550 petitions to be handed to Unilever for the production of the product. The company did not take up the order.

The buying order for "soy-free" ice-cream is attributed to Frozen Dutch a medium size ice-maker in Amsterdam

Drawing on the matrix proposed by Bendel (2000), we identify two marked stages in FoE's influence strategy. During an initial phase extending between 2007 and 2011, the organization set forward all its advocacy apparatus to confront the industry and force it to radically transform its sourcing and purchasing policies. This phase was especially focused on targeting the feedstock and retailers' segments of the chain (Phase 1 : Forcing change).

From 2012 onwards a second phase began to be outlined. Following the frustrated attempts to force the industry to adhere to its governance project, some of the organization's offices soften their confrontational stance by seeking to persuade food manufacturers to adopt a more localized sourcing policy, by promoting change through means of symbolic and material gain tactics (Phase 2 :

Promoting Change). Nevertheless, as we will see further below, by the end of this phase the refusal of large corporations to adhere to FoE's demands leads the organization to move back towards the confrontational end of the spectrum (end of Phase 2: Producing Change).

In the following paragraphs we further describe the progression of FoE's influence strategy and specify the different strategic choices undertaken during each of these phases.

Phase 1: Forcing soybean imports' substitution in Europe (2007)(2008)(2009)(2010)(2011) At this initial stage mobilization made use of very confrontational tactics ranging from litigation to attempts to develop government-imposed legislation to discourage the import of soybeans in Europe.

In 2006 for instance, seeking to gain resonance and international back up for its accusations against the deviances of the soybean industry in the South, FoE Netherlands presented the case of the South America-EU Soybean chain at the Permanent People's Tribunal in Vienna, a court of intermediate instance, before going through formal charges in more recognized International Courts.

There, the organization presented accusations against "all the companies in the soy chain -from the large soy producers to the supermarkets" of being directly involved or being accomplices to human rights violations and environmental damage in producing areas. When asked why FoE accuses indistinctively all companies along the soy chain, FoE's official speaker for the tribunal explains:

"Any company that buys directly or indirectly soya from the Amazon, is guilty of the abuses that take place over there. Why would the feed industry in the Netherlands are less responsible than the big food giants like Cargill? Or the greatest slaughter company in the Netherlands, Vion that supplies food for Unilever? All those companies in the soy chain always point the finger at each other. As a result, nothing changes." (FoEN spokeperson, 2006) Following this event, the organizations' advocacy apparatus focused more on public authorities at different national contexts; FoE's offices in the Netherlands and the UK respectively launched campaigns aiming at the Parliaments in these two countries: "Foute Soja 6 "( 2007 Following four-months of campaigning which included media advocacy and public stunts, FoEN succeeded in gathering 106,957 signatures to back its project in the Dutch Parliament [START_REF] Dumont | Aux Pays-Bas, les ONG s'invitent au Parlement[END_REF].

Finally, in February 2007 a high representative of the organization was received in the Dutch Parliament for further discussion of the project advanced.

In the UK, FoE's office mobilized their local groups during four months (May to September 2009) to put pressure on local and regional representatives to the Parliament to support their motion.
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At this stage, although FoE attributed the responsibility to the entire soybean industry for the social and environmental impact of its operations, special emphasis was put on questioning the livestock segment of the soy chain.

The legislation advanced by the organization to the respective Dutch and UK Parliaments comprised of demands for:

-The taxation of meat consumption to compensate for the negative impacts of soybean production in the South, -Subsidies for animal farmers in Europe shifting from imported soy feed towards more localized protein sources i.e., grass-based systems, -An end to the support for factory farming relying on imported soy from South America and, -Incentives for developing 'homegrown' protein crops i.e., peas, beans and lupins, in Europe [START_REF] Dumont | Aux Pays-Bas, les ONG s'invitent au Parlement[END_REF]FoE UK, 2009).

Side by side with these actions, the campaigns in the Netherlands and the UK also involved some direct targeting upon supermarkets. Notably on "trying to get supermarkets to change the way they source meat and stop them from joining to the RTRS and trying instead to find an alternative to soy imports » (Interview FoEI/UK, 2012; Interview FoEN, 2012). Parliamentary members argued that it was not government jurisdiction to favor one system of production over the other (soy-fed livestock from grass-fed livestock).

"Sadly, I fear the net effect of the Bill could well result, not in the continuation of livestock farming in this country, but in its steady and gradual decline" (David Nuttal, Conservative MP from Bury cited in Surman, 2010)

"It is not for the Government, directly, to say one form of production is right and another is wrong.

What matters most is consumers are properly informed about how and where their food is produced.

They can then make the right judgment according to their own views and beliefs"(Jim Paice, Farm

Minister UK, Idem) 180 Also, initial actions led by FoE's offices towards supermarkets in 2007 and 2009 seeking to leverage them for changing their offer of foods and to begin working for "real alternatives" to soy supplies had an expected result for the organization. Our interviewee recalls that in order to avoid stricter government regulation advanced at that moment by FoE, retailers joined the RTRS most probably as a way of taking off the pressure from their backs:

"So then the Parliament has to say something about the topic. That was the point when the supermarkets were under the most pressure because either they were going to do something themselves or the government would take steps so then they decided to take manner into their own hands and not wait until the government to take action Lastly, the latter actions in 2011-2012 targeting retailers across Europe to disregard their endorsement of the RTRS label in their food products were soundly ignored. Retailers continued to support the RTRS labeling as their preferred solution to tackle soybean issues, at least none of the supermarkets targeted withdraw from the negotiation table led by WWF.

In view of these, the most relevant FoE's offices working on the issues resolved majors shift in the strategy, especially FOE's Dutch office. The issue fell from the agenda of the UK office advocacy where efforts focused onto other pressing issues: pesticide use and bees, the soybean and livestock passed to a secondary level in their national agenda.

At the European level FoE Netherlands took the lead concerning soybean issues and resolved to modify its approach towards the industry actors shifting from an influence logic that relied purely on 'forcing' corporate actors to change, to one offering some 'inducements' to change. This marked the beginning of a second phase in its strategy; we detailed this in the following section. (Interview FoEN, 2012).

This time, the organization will shift targets from feedstock companies and retailers to more recognizable companies in the dairy node of the chain, which offer the organization easier points of leverage to exert pressure from a consumer base. In fact, in contrast to feedstock companies having hardly any recognizable brand, dairy companies are much more consumer-facing companies and have well-positioned brands in the market.

Thus, two big consumer-facing companies in the dairy sector were the main targets of FoE Netherlands' campaign this time: Friesland Campina-an important Dutch dairy company with a turnover of 10,309 million euros (Friesland Campina, 2012), and Unilever-a food manufacturer managing important food brands with a global turnover of 49, 8 billion euros (Unilever website, 2013). Both of them taking part of the RTRS process and using certified soybeans in their supply chain.

FoE's choose these companies purposely for a number of reasons, first they are major players in the Dutch market, second, they have both recognizable consumer-facing products brands in the Dutch market: cheeses and Magnum ice-cream. Third, these were also leading actors in the Roundtable led by WWF and commonly showed in their public communication their social and environmental credential.
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The campaign urged these food and dairy producers to stop its supplies of imported soy-whether certified responsible or not, and to shift into homegrown cereals:

We are just going to say: -Ok so you got it certified now, we don't think that's the solution so you need to cut down your volume, you need to use more European proteins instead of imported soy from South-America. So, that's going to be the message" (Interview FoEN, 2012) The way FoEN will first proceed to target these branded companies is by questioning their environmental credentials. In February 2013, for instance the organization launched a spoof advertising parodying a Friesland Campinas' TV advertising.

In this spoof-video advertising, FoE claimed to tell the truth story behind Friesland Campina's milk by linking it with deforestation issues in the South due to its high reliance on imported soy.

In the second part of the campaign (May to Sept.2003) when the target was Unilever and its renown brand of ice-creams Magnum, the organization brought the attention of consumers to rainforest logo used by the company to certify its organic sourcing of chocolate coating. In a retouched image circulated through its social media and press articles FoE warned consumers: "This logo is not forestfree!" then adding a foot heading demanding: "We want a forest-free Magnum-sign the petition" (See Annex 9).

Following the initial phase of leveraging through targeting companies' symbolic assets (brand image)

to call the attention for its demands, FoE attempted to persuade these companies to endorse its project of soybean imports' substitution by means of a concrete "material gain". Notably, by organizing a carrotmob, also known as buy-cotts, which consists on recruiting a critical mass of consumers willing to pay for a "soy-free" product provided by the targeted company. The organization will, then, constitute a "buying order" to offering them the material gain of consumers' orders if they produce a soy-free cheese or ice-cream.

"We are running this campaign to have a kick start with the use of regionally produced protein crops (…) What we are doing is we are asking dairy companies in the Netherlands to produce cheese without using any imported soy from South-America and the way we are doing this is by mobilizing consumers to place an order for this kind of cheese so people pay ten euros, we collect the order and we are placing this order with a cheese producer." (Interview FoEN2, March 2013) 183 Nevertheless, the campaign did not fully accomplish its initial goal, the large companies targeted refused to change its supplying practices arguing cost-benefits incongruences:

"We would have been very happy if one of the three big companies would have taken up the order because that would mean that they would really need to change something in their production method but that's also the reason that they didn't do it because 12000 pieces of cheese it's not very much for one of these big companies.

For them it will mean that they would have to clear out their production facility and buy milk that was produced with regional feed and then clear out their facilities, produce this batch of 12,000 cheeses then clear out all again and restart their production process and apparently that's very costly.

They would basically have to shut down their factory for a day and that's very expensive so they couldn't do that. At least that's their excuse (Interview FoEN, 2013)."

The collected soya-free cheese and soy-free ice-cream orders were then attributed instead to medium dairy producers already working with regional suppliers. At this stage FoEN strategy shifts more to a "producing change" one engaging in an alternative economic scheme back in the confrontation side of the spectrum.
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As the buying order were attributed to small cheese and ice-cream makers, the control of the strategy of commercialization is shared with the small businesses, revenues of the buying orders and entirely given to these. FoE's endorse the products through its social media and by allowing the use of the campaign logo (a happy cow) to be used for the first order of "soy-free" products.

Up to this moment FoEN budget destined to the "Food and Agriculture Campaign" were the soybean issue was dealing with, enjoyed increasing figures, from 423,274 euros in 2008to 923,189 euros in 2013(Annual Reports FoEN 2007;2008;2009;2010;2011;2012;2013). The exact amount destined to the later campaign was 415,816 euros (FoE Annual Report, 2013). At the start of our project we were guided by empirical observations about the growing involvement of NGO in corporate matters and affairs, in particular when it comes to sustainable development and CSR norms and policies. We proceeded to review existing literature on the subject (Chapter 1:Section 2) where we identify two shortcomings that further framed our research problem.

First, the dominant constructs within available literature about NGOs influence strategies, which reify NGO-Business relations as either confrontational or collaborative, fall short to integrate the progressive and dynamic nature of NGOs mobilization.

Second, the dyadic nature of most available studies, which mainly look at one-to-one NGO-Firm relation, usually fails to integrate the possible interplays between NGOs when simultaneously seeking to influence Business over a common issue-field.

In view of this, our research project was set out to explore the different dynamics between NGOs when simultaneously seeking to influence Business, and the possible dynamics within individual influence strategies. a) How individual NGOs' influence strategies evolve over time? (dynamics within) b) How NGOs relate to one another when intervening over a common issue-field? (dynamics between)

In so doing, we sought first to go beyond the strict engager/confronters dichotomy found in available literature. The main standpoint advanced was that no NGO act purely as a confronter or as an engager but that conflict and collaboration can co-exist within a unique influence strategy.

Secondly, that NGOs' leverage strategies towards Businesses are not only determined vis-à-vis their main corporate targets, but also they will be defined, to a certain extent, in reaction to their counterparts' simultaneous moves in the targeted sector.

We then choose a relevant case study that would allow us to study a variety of NGOs' influence strategies and interactions throughout a significant period of time and around a common issue field.

Thus, we put focus on three Environmental NGOs mobilizing in a common setting: the South America-Europe soybean chain, and in regards of a particular issue-field: the sustainability of the 186 sector between 2000 and 2013. We traced back and examined their different strategic interventions in the field by using a multi-level analysis of representations, actions and structural elements. This section aims to synthesize and discuss our findings in the following order. First, overall solution projects are synthetized and discussed. Second, we discuss to what extend these different projects relate to one another in the field. Third, we discuss the different trajectories of the individual influence strategies set forward by Greenpeace, WWF and Friends of the Earth to effect the sought changes across the soy chain.
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DISCUSSION

Synthesis of Main Results

Our initial research enquiry was aimed at understanding how NGOs operate when seeking to influence industry actors. This research enquiry was further refined based on exploratory empirical observations and a specialized literature review, we thus outline two guiding questions. First, how individual NGOs' influence strategies evolve over time? and second, how NGOs intervening over a common issue field relate to one another? Before going into discussing our findings in these particular regards, we will firstly portray more intermediate results. Notably, we will expose the main characteristics of the governance projects advanced by NGOs on our case study, in particular concerning the uncontrolled growth of the soybean sector. As we had stated in Chapter 2: Frame of Reference, we believe that NGOs interventions in market places, whether that is through the representations conveyed or the modalities set forward to leverage corporate actors, are first and foremost carriers of a specific project of governance. This project is both an outcome and a consequence of NGOs practices to persuade or force industry actors to act, and of the conveyed representations on the issue they aim to tackle. Table 33 below displays the case-ordered governance projects of each NGO studied. The following aspects are highlighted:

-The solution advanced -The underlying principle or standard of sustainability conveyed -The institutional form in which the solution is sought to be established -The role attributed to industry actors along the solution-seeking process -The verification mechanism established to control the compliance to the standard -The incentives (or disincentives) for compliance offer to industry actors adhering to the project It is important to notice at this point that most of the above outline dimensions through which we attempt to depict NGOs projects have stemmed inductively from the field. Although we do acknowledge to have been influenced-to a great extent, by previous works we have undertaken in the domain of environmental governance and private governance. 190 systems (NSMDS), that create standards or certification schemes as promising problem-solving market instruments in global value chains (Cashore, 2002;Nadvi, 2008;Riisgaard, 2009;[START_REF] Geibler | Market-based governance for sustainability in value chains: conditions for successful standard setting in palm oil[END_REF]. These are said to rely on consensus-based deliberations, markets incentives and multistakeholder participation.

At the same time this project is also emblematic of the limits attributed to these type of governance in precedent works. For instance, the consensus-based deliberations, described in the second phase of WWF's strategic trajectory, although aiming at working with a broad standard involving social, economic and environmental feature are said to be "shallow", as debates withdraw critical issues such as GMO and monoculture from the table of negotiation. This finding goes in line with Kerkhof (2006: 56) conclusions about the risks of consensus-based deliberations where in many cases the goal shifts "from reaching a quality decision (…) towards reaching an agreeable one", thereby leading to premature consensus on the lowest common denominator.

Besides, the "inclusive" feature that RTRS pretends to hoist also finds its limits. The protests rising from critical NGOs, peasant movements and smallholders all throughout the process of standard definition and implementation are an indication that not every stakeholder is included or wants to be included. This aspect can further be supported with findings from [START_REF] Cheyns | Multi-stakeholder Initiatives for Sustainable Agriculture: Limits of the "Inclusiveness" Paradigm[END_REF] about the limits of the 'inclusiveness' paradigm in the RTRS and its sister initiative in the palm oil sector (RSPO), in which she concludes that the technologies of debate and the "language" authorized for negotiation does not allow for the expression of minority voices using another register or forms of engagements, "in particular that of 'the moral subject' or "attached person" (Cheyns, 2011: 348).

Lastly, the way in which this initiative is later received in the market is also indicative of legitimacy challenges posed to this type of scheme and already highlighted by authors such as [START_REF] Bougherara | Can labelling policies do more harm than good?[END_REF][START_REF] Geibler | Responsible Governance of Bioenergy: European Perspectives on the Case of Palm Oil[END_REF]. The intention of WWF to make of the RTRS a mainstream solution where all major industry actors should be involved for a stronger effect on the field, although appealing to the industry as its most does not guarantee minimum levels of social acceptance.

Greenpeace

Greenpeace challenges the industry almost exclusively over forest conversion practices. The prevailing assumption behind Greenpeace critics is that industry's operations are incompatible with the preservation of forest and hence that these should be excluded from certain priority areas were fragile ecosystems exist, while it remains uncritical about soybean expansion in other areas. Similarly to WWF, Greenpeace believes that although companies are part of the problem, they can also be part of the solution. However, in contrast to WWF inclusive mechanism, Greenpeace will aim at an "exclusive" monitoring scheme where only a few segments of the chain are invited to participate.

On the one side those located at the down-most segment of the chain: food processors and retailers, and on the other side those at the middle-point of the chain (global traders). Producers are deliberately left out of Greenpeace governance project.

The main sustainable principle conveyed by this initiative refers uniquely to the origin of the product, thus according to Greenpeace a "sustainable soybean" would be one that has been sourced from outside the Amazon area. This "standard" is not negotiated with corporate actors but defined a-priori by the organization that forces them to capitulate to its term of negotiation, as we can appreciate in the following citation by Greenpeace's General Director: "It is not for politicians and industrialists to set the agenda for us, it is for us to dictate to them how the environment should be managed to ensure justice and a future for all, not just those that can afford it" Gerd Leipold-General Director (Greenpeace International, 2005: 1) This indicates that the role granted to industry actors in Greenpeace project is that of "standard-takers" rather than standard-setters. Nevertheless, some nuances can be brought about if we look at further stages of its project; retailers are entailed the role of warrants of the agreement, whom are asked to send market signals to traders to keep their commitments with the Moratorium. Traders are expected to be the executors and verifiers of environmental governance on-the-ground by policing and punishing the expansion of large plantations into forest areas.

For its part, Greenpeace conceives producers as standard-takers or even "standard-bearers": when these are 'caught' expanding into forest areas, they are blacklisted and thus unable to supply crops to the global traders that take part of the initiative. Thus, for producers the main incentive to comply with Greenpeace-led Moratorium is to avoid the potential material damage of being excluded from the market or deprived of funding from financial actors adhering to Greenpeace initiative.

In sum, although compliance to this "standard" is voluntary Greenpeace does establish sanctions to those not complying with it. In contrast, WWFs' RTRS standard is also voluntary but instead of sanctions, WWF that proposes market incentives for enhancing its compliance under the assumption that firms need to be persuaded to comply.
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In order to establish this mechanism the organization will "joggle" between phases of confrontation and collaboration with the industry.

Friends of the Earth

This organization positions at the extreme opposite of previously detailed programs. By mobilizing a much more holistic understanding of the problem that question soybean's direct and indirect impacts, the organization advocates for structural transformation in the chain. Behind this mobilized frame, FoE prevailing assumption is that the current model of soybean production (export-led, large scale and intensive) is intrinsically unsustainable and should be "cut-off" the chain.

Hence, FoE's solution conveys an principle of sustainability that hoists that "the only responsible soy is less soy", defined unilaterally by the organization. In its attempts to establish this preferred standard of sustainability the organization holds two distinctive views vis-à-vis the soybean chain actors; on the one hand, the organization upholds a radical positioning concerning the upper-most node of the chain i.e., soy producers and traders, to which the organization proposes to "cut-off" the chain by advocating for the substitution of soybean imports by home-grown alternative-entailing thus a market suppression logic of governance.

On the other hand, FoE is willing to work with or upon the upper-most part of the chain i.e., supermarkets, dairy producers and food producers in order to prompt changes in their sourcing practices. Notably, the organization will seek to force, and then promote, the adoption of a more regionalized sourcing policy by creating consumers' demand for a "soy-free" product, and thus seeking to create and alternative market segment that would appeal to food producers by the promise of a material gain. FoE's sustainable principle of "no soy or less soy" is advanced uniterally by the organization without negotiation with business actors, which are mainly viewed as standard-takers. As the organization undertook some public policy action to leverage European governments to legislate in favour of a substitution of soy imports, we could think that for the organization the one that set the rule should be government instead of private actors. So far, FoE did not succeed at establishing its project of governance thus it's no possible to talk about verification mechanisms. However, the most recent development of its strategy where the organization granted buying orders to small food producers made us think that FoE privileges a mechanisms of trust and proximity to verify the compliance with the "sustainable standard". The organization proposes supporters to visit the farms of the cheese suppliers in the Netherlands so they could verify by themselves that cows are fed with local cereals and grass.

194 consensus-based negotiations to jointly define a responsible standard in WWF's initiative, Greenpeace will opt for forcing targeted actors to accept its preferred norm and pass straight to a standardimplementation phase.

Moreover, in order to make up for the "powerless" approach questioned to the WWF's project, Greenpeace keep a coercitive approach towards soybean producers all throughout the process.

Notably, the exclusive feature (already highlighted in previous paragraphs) in where Greenpeace only include traders and retailers as verifiers and executors of the environmental governance in the sector is specially designed to make use of the existing balance-of-power within the chain to coerce producers to comply with the established rule of no soy sourced in deforested areas. This is mostly done to make up for the absence of coercive mechanism within the RTRS.

On the other side, in order to operationalize these competitive advantages Greenpeace had to trade off the broadness of the issue for the rapidity of the agreement. In contrast to WWF sustainable standard encompassing the three pillars of sustainability (economy, society and environment), Greenpeace focused exclusively on the origin of the soybean as the solely criteria of sustainability.

In sum, Greenpeace program does not fundamentally question WWF project. Its critics focus mainly on process-related flaws, which the organization seeks to overcome by implementing non-disruptive innovation in its own initiative. Considering the principles overlying its own program, we can state that Greenpeace holds a co-existing view with that of WWF's. WWF-Greenpeace dynamic could be characterized as co-existing.

For its part, FoE positions in a much more conflicting interaction with WWF. The organization questions the project of certification itself and opposes its own project to the existence of that of WWF. Besides, the organization undertakes a much more overt opposition to WWF's program than Greenpeace, by publically delegitimizing WWF's project by means of competitive actions that comprise counter-campaigns, media advocacy and letter-writings to halt the project.

« Rather than giving a responsible label to an irresponsible product, we must overhaul factory farming in Europe. This would be good news for farmers, consumers and the environment and will reduce Europe's global footprint. We need action to do this, not a green scam » (FoEI spokesperson in media release June 2010) FoE will seek to differentiate from WWF project firstly by mobilizing a much more holistic frame which emphasize issues that are said to "fall outside" the rule of certification schemes. Notably, FoE will bring to the fore both direct and indirect macro impacts of soybean operations: climate change 195 emissions, human impact and food sovereignty problems re-politicizing the debate in the field and pressing in the overall agenda solutions that would have remained unheard otherwise. We refer specifically to that of reduction of meat and dairy products and the replacement of soybean imports for regional substitutes.

Tactically, FoE will try to cancel out the WWF's material gains benefits to corporate actors (market differentiation through the use of a 'responsible' label), firstly by delegitimizing these allegedly 'responsible labels' in the market, and secondly by offering also a concrete material gain as an alternative to the use of soybean in their production processes: the creation of an alternative market segment for soy-free products (buy-cotts, carrot mob).

In despite of its efforts, FoE's influence strategy has had but limited success. FoE's demands to supermarkets to withdraw from the RTRS and began adopting a more regionalized purchasing policy were ignored. In addition FoE's buying orders offered to large dairy food manufacturers to persuade them of producing specific soy-free products were also refused under arguments of cost-benefits incompabilities. These findings go in line with those of [START_REF] Poncelet | A Kiss Here and a Kiss There ": Conflict and Collaboration in Environmental Partnerships[END_REF] whom find out in its study of NGO-Business initiatives in Europe that radical thinking and innovative environmental solutions are discourage by the profusion of reformative approaches.

The current findings adds to raising scholar interest to bring in a interrelated and dynamic view on NGOs strategies in Business contexts as this provides a richer more comprehensive understanding of NGOs practices [START_REF] Hond | The Sequential Patterning of Tactics: Activism in the Global Sports Apparel Industry, 1988-2002[END_REF][START_REF] Van Huijstee | Business and NGOs in interaction[END_REF].

Dynamics within NGOs leverage strategies towards Business

Concerning the dynamics within NGOs' individual leverage strategies, the main findings indicate all of them developed either in a confrontation-collaboration continuum, or with varying degrees of confrontation or collaboration. The categorization model proposed by [START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF], and further conceptualized by [START_REF] Waddell | NGO Strategies to Engage Business: Trends, Critical Issues and Next Steps[END_REF], served as a basis for tracing the dynamics within individual influence strategies.

WWF: Two shades of collaboration

WWF's influence strategy situates full on the collaboration side of the spectrum, however it experiences a slight variation along the insider/outsider axis of the matrix proposed by Bendell. The 196 dynamic within WWF's influence strategy consists on the evolution from a 'promoting' to 'facilitating change' stance.

WWF departs by viewing business guardedly, although seeking to induce rather than pressure them for change. Notably, WWF began addressing corporate actors through engaging tactics and prudential arguments. At this point WWFs' strategy is funded by its own sources.

Once the organization succeeds to establish the sought solution, its strategy shifts towards a more 'facilitating change' mode. At this stage the organization 'shares' the control of its strategy with businesses participating in its initiative, notably through a Joint Executive Board. In addition, participating members of the initiative are asked to finance the initiative through membership fees.

Business are viewed positively by the organization, or at least its virtuosity is highlighted through a score card seeking to separate those "well on the path" from those "not yet in the starting blocks" (WWF International, 2014) These results go in line with those of [START_REF] Jayawickrama | The Role of Brand in the Nonprofit Sector : Four Case Studies[END_REF] and [START_REF] Muratova | CSR Case Study : The World Wildlife Fund Reconciling Roles as a Vigilante and a Verifier[END_REF] whom portray WWF as an organization very close to a managerial logic seeking to influence business from the inside. Jayawickrama (2011:25) in particular depicted this proximity by quoting WWF-US' Director of Corporate Relations who explained about their corporate trends: "Emily Kelton, Director of Corporate Relations at WWF US, explains that there is a sense of "you're big, we're big, so we understand each other" and a "kinship" in being multinationals with global brands"

Greenpeace: Joggling from confrontation to collaboration Greenpeace's influence strategy is one of the most dynamic and multifaceted of the three. Firstly, Greenpeace departs from a "forcing change" stance; the organization views Business negatively not priving itself from naming and shaming corporate actors all along the industry.

From that point onwards a segmentation of Greenpeace strategy seems to take place. Through an initial confrontational stance, the organization succeeded at getting an agreement with different segments of the chain: a Buyers' Groups, established in the European Market with Retailers and Food Manufacturers, and a "Working Group", established with Traders in Brazil.

The organization will initiate then a phase of "facilitating change" with these actors shifting towards the collaboration spectrum of Bendell's model-while keeping a forcing change strategy upon producers that are prompt "to bear" Greenpeace's unilaterally established rule.
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Section 3: Discussion 197 These findings come to enrich monochromatic visions of Greenpeace strategy that usually cased as a confrontational entity [START_REF] Mackay | Information Warfare and New Organizational Landscapes: An Inquiry into the ExxonMobil-Greenpeace Dispute over Climate Change[END_REF]Diermeier, 1996). While supporting works that talk about a selective engagement trend rising within collaboration approaches with business [START_REF] Burchell | Sleeping with the Enemy? Strategic Transformations in Business-NGO Relationships Through Stakeholder Dialogue[END_REF] Friends of the Earth: "Le parcours du combatant-Bouncing from confrontation to collaboration"

Friends of the Earth's influence strategy departed from a "forcing change" stance, located at the confrontation end of the spectrum. A stance characterized by viewing business negatively, pressuring to attain change and being a 'civil society insiderrelying entirely on own revenues to act.

Later on, and following the fail of its forcing change stance FoE attempt to promote change by persuading large food manufacturers to change their food offer by means of material gain tactics (buycott) positioning then at the collaboration side of the spectrum proposed by Bendell.

However, as these campaigns had limited success among major food manufacturers, the NGO began adopting a "producing change" strategy (back to the confrontational side of the spectrum) working in developing an alternative economic scheme with small dairy producers. This strategy located back at the confrontation side of the matrix yet working in a minority position inside business to create basic reform and relying on dominantly business-based revenue. The production of soy-free cheese and soy-free ice-cream is financed by the producers themselves, rewarded by consumers' buying orders. 
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  refers to the ability of NGOs emit a judgment that may result decisive in promoting or withholding public or political support. Being affiliated to NGOs' strong reputation and brand equity have become key assets for corporations and institutions seeking a 'social license' to operate. What's more, some of the resulting agreements between NGOs and business include the right to use NGOs' logos to endorse marketed brands.Consider for example, the WWF and Coca Cola partnership to raise funds for the preservation of Arctic areas, home of Coca-Cola's iconic figure; the polar bear. As part of the joint-marketing campaign with WWF, Coca-Cola released a limited edition of cans featuring a polar bear family in a red background which was publicly endorsed by the conservation ONG with the inclusion of the panda logo side-by-side with Coca-Cola trademark.Lastly, the making solutions work modality commonly attributed to NGO in decision-making processes, refers to a number of operational functions that NGOs may undertake on-the-ground; from policy implementation and monitoring to service provision and capacity building. For instance, NGOs are said to be fundamental for translating international norms into domestic realities, ensuring this way the effective implementation of policies.At the same time, NGO are trusted for enacting monitoring activities to ensure the righteous application of public policies and agreements. The over 150 signatories countries to the 1975 Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), for example, are counting on the wildlife monitoring network set in place by WWF and the International Union for the Conservation of Nature (UICN) to assist the CITES secretariat with data collection, onthe-ground investigative tasks, and in-depth research(Gemmil and Bamidele-Izu, 2002).
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  important factors enabling NGOs to occupy more visible role in Business matter. Strategic realizations, a change in societal attitudes towards Business and NGOs, and technological advances in general are commonly cited as other relevant factors enhancing NGOs political role in the corporate arena.
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  Source: DenHond and De Bakker (2007: 911)[START_REF] Zietsma | Building chains and directing flows: strategies and tactics of mutual influence in stakeholder conflicts[END_REF] opted for a chronological regard of NGOs' repertoire and distinguished distinctive tactics applied at different moments in the influence process. Through a narrative on the case of activists struggle against logging industry in Canada, organized in three distinctive phases, (1) issue-emergence, (2) positioning and (3) issue resolution, the authors identified different clusters of tactics used throughout the pressure process. These are: issue-raising tactics, issue-suppressing tactics, positioning tactics and solution seeking tactics.

  , to date this overall strand of research has delivered insights on two main themes: (outcomes and consequences of collaboration)
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  details four necessary steps for the operationalization of concepts: (a) the definition of concepts; (b) the specification of its constitutive dimensions (c) the specification of the empirical indicators and (d) the measurement process. The first step is about clarifying key concepts based both on theoretical and empirical observations. The next step aims at specifying the dimensions of the concept that we want to measure or identify. The third step, the identification of observable indicators of the concept, allows translating the concept into recognizable elements. Once the indicators are identified, the measuring operation, in qualitative research, takes the form of a classification process consisting in categorising the observable indicators to establish profiles. The present section intends to go through the above detail steps, specially the first two: definitions of concepts and specification of constitutive dimensions. Latter steps concerning the specification of indicators and the 'measuring' process will be further developed in Chapter 3: Research Method.
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  In line with[START_REF] Winston | NGO Strategies for Promoting Corporate Social Responsibility[END_REF] perspective, Den Hond and De[START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF] suggest an ideological/ideational split among NGOs targeting companies. Hence, explicitly drawing on social movements and institutional change theories, the authors propose a distinction between radical and reformative NGOs.

Den

  [START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF] went a step further on this line developing a complete analytical framework that relate the 'type' of NGOs' with the arguments, tactics and the type of change sought.The main particularity of this framework in relation to the myriad of classification and qualification efforts in literature today is that authors bring about a neo-institutional approach to the study of leverage strategies. A formal time-frame is then added to the framework in order to study NGOs' leverage strategies along two distinctive phases: deinstitutionalization which refers to the moment when NGOs seek to destabilize and question unwanted corporate norms and practices and reinstitutionalization which refers to the moment when new or adapted institutions are established.The key argument advanced by Den Hond and De Bakker framework is that NGOs will operate differently depending on the institutional process aim for; either to deinstitutionalize established norms or practices, or reinstitutionalize preferred ones. Thus, during deinstitutionalization radical NGOs are said to intervene more actively than reformative ones. They (the radicals) will seek to justify the change sought by criticizing industry actors for what they do (consequential arguments) and what they are (structural arguments), making use of both consequential and structural arguments. Also, at this stage, radicals will prefer tactics aiming at disturbing the normal operations of the company (material damage tactics) and/or affecting their reputation and/or symbolic assets of their targets (symbolic damage tactics).

  '. This is particularly useful to overcome the deterministic and the static perspectives of NGO-focused approaches-such as those presented further above. What's more, an action-focused perspective seems to be better able to accommodate the diversity and complexity of NGO-Business interactions today.[START_REF] Valor | Relationship of business and NGOs: an Empirical Analysis of Strategies and Mediators of their Private Relationship[END_REF][START_REF] Valor | Relationship of business and NGOs: an Empirical Analysis of Strategies and Mediators of their Private Relationship[END_REF] Bendel (2000) frameworks fall along this trend. We present them in the following paragraphs.I) Valor and De Diego's ground-designed typologyIn 2009 Valor and Merino de Diego proposed a grounded-designed categorization of NGOs strategies vis-à-vis companies. The model developed inductively from the specific empirical setting of Spanish civil society sector; data was gathered from a sample of 10 NGOs and 7 companies through semistructured interviews. Five categories to describe NGO-Business relations/strategies were proposed; falling along an engagement-confrontation continuum these were named after a 'court'/judicial verbatim: (1) adjudicator strategy, (2) attorney strategy, (3) plaintiff strategy, (4) rehabilitator strategy and (5) lawyer strategy.

  ) model was developed during a project sponsored by a group of civil society organizations (Oxfam, Civis and Global Action Network), whom aware of the emerging trends of market advocacy in the NGO sector, sought to know more about « how civil societies' strategies to influence Business look like ». The four types of what they dubbed "change strategies" were defined based on existing research and expert talks and then put into perspective with qualitative data collected through 33 interviews with leaders and thinkers and a meeting with 13 NGO leaders.

and

  [START_REF] Valor | Relationship of business and NGOs: an Empirical Analysis of Strategies and Mediators of their Private Relationship[END_REF] and[START_REF] Bendell | Terms for Endearment: Business, NGOs and Sustainable Development[END_REF] conceptual models, for instance, contribute with a more nuance picture of NGO-Business relations by going beyond the fixed confrontationcollaboration dichotomy-much used in NGO-centered categorizations. These authors proposed instead a variety of 'strategic roles' or 'change projects' that fall along a collaboration-confrontation continuum, and that may change, evolve, or be combined.Waddel et al. (2004: 2) refer to Bendell's categories as change projects and further state that "a project may represent a strategy and an NGO may use more than one strategy".
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 162 Figure 16-Bendell's (2000) Matrix of Influence Strategies

  change: located towards the confrontation end of the spectrum, this type of strategy distinguishes itself from that of forcing change by adopting a « business insider » attitude.

  Source: the authors based on Den[START_REF] Hond | Ideologically Motivated Activism: How Activist Groups Influence Corporate Social Change Activities[END_REF] Lastly, structural features like how the strategies are funding and what are the structure of governance of the solutions schemes proposed will be also look at in order to determine the revenue indicator of Bendel's model and to further determine the 'control' dimension.These different categories allow us to establish a number of specific research questions, detailed as follows:Representations:How the companies targeted are represented. What are the NGOs' representations of the targeted firms?, are they granted a role in the solution seeking narrative? Identify as potential drivers of change?What according to each NGO is "problematic" about the targeted firms/industry? Do NGOs' rhetoric underline practices or address more intrinsic attributes of the targeted industry?Tactics:What tactics are comprised in NGOs' strategic repertoires at different stages of the institutional change process? What is the purpose of these tactics? (Damage or gain), what type of company's assets are targeted? (Symbolic or material).

  How do NGO fund their strategies? How solutions schemes are organized, what is the role of industry actors in it?

  Section 1. Epistemic and Methodological Considerations  Section 2. Data Collection and Analysis

  from[START_REF] Girod-Séville | Fondements Epistemologiques de la Recherche[END_REF] 

  schemes. This counter-movement reached high levels of mobilizations in 2004, 2006, and then again in 2009 until nowadays. Thus, the period of time from the year 2000 to our days (2013) seem to us a pertinent interlude to be analyzed.

Thematic 1 : 2 :

 12 On the individual (academic background, previous working experiences, position occupied within the organization) Responsibilities and tasks of its position in the organization Thematic On the structure of the organization (priority axes of action of the organization, scope of operations, departments and programs dealing with soybean issues) Thematic 5: Financial aspects (origin of its resources, current state of the organization) Thematic 6: On the soybean issues (main interests and concerns of the organization regarding soybean issues, triggers for mobilization, etc) Thematic 7: Degree of involvement of the NGO in certain initiatives (justification, objectives, positioning regarding other initiatives where they do not participate) Thematic 8: Strategic Repertoire Thematic 9: Alliances and transnational articulations

  -Degree of awareness and acknowledgment of participating actors concerning outside contestation towards the initiative III-The attributed, and assumed, role of NGOs within the initiative IV-Manifestations of outside contestation Few interviews were undertaken during this event as we were mostly focused on observing internal mechanisms of conflict resolution and the own participants perceived role in the initiative. Note-taking was complemented with recording of Conference proceeding and the obtention of specific power point presentations showed during the Assembly.b) The Greenwash Circus EventIn June 2012 during a field research period in the Netherlands we were invited to assist at a counterevent organized by critic NGOs against the RTRS; "The Greenwash Circus"a first event of what it seems became a yearly tradition for Belgian, Dutch and German NGOs to unveil what they dubbed "false solutions to climate change".

  previous to our project(from 2007 to 2009) and a few readily available academic articles on the most institutionalized initiatives studied (the RTRS and Soy Moratorium led respectively by WWF and Greenpeace have been object of study, mostly on the domain of environmental governance and global politics).One of our most substantive sources of data for the writing of the case came from full-text dataset of newspaper articles Factiva. Using the interactive search facility our search parameters included variations of the key words 'soybean', 'environment','Greenpeace' and 'soybean', 'Friends of the Earth' and 'soybean', 'WWF' and 'soybean' in English, Portuguese and spanish. The search encompassed 13 years and newspapers from South America and Europe.

  Identifying main motivations for the NGOs to intervene in the sustainability debate-(field) -Identifying the way NGOs talked about the issue (main highlighted impacts, actors signalize as responsible for the issue)-(field) -Identifying the way NGOs talked about the solution (solution sought, key agents of change)-(field) -Identifying the underlying beliefs concerning the responsibility of the industry in the issue at stake (literature) -Beliefs on the virtuosity of firms to change (literature) -The role attributed to corporate actors in the proposed solution (literature) -The degree of control granted to corporate actors in the proposed solution (literature) -Understanding the different leverage tactics set forward to persuade companies to join NGOs' solution (literature) -Sources of funding used to operationalize influence strategies (literature) -Understand the structuring principles of the solution set in place (field) -Understanding the tactics set in place to assure the compliance of companies once they had joined the proposed solution (literature) -Identifying positioning of 'challenger' NGOs regarding focal NGOs' dominant solution (field).



  Section 1. Introduction to the soybean market  Section 2. Structure of the soybean sector (commodity chain 1 )  Profile of relevant NGOs mobilizing around soybeans' sustainability issues 1 Main economic actors along the South-America> Europe commodity chain 97 SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION TO THE SOYBEAN MARKET Soybeans are of major importance in global consumer goods industry ranking among the seven most traded agricultural commodities in the world today. They are traded globally as ingredient in a range of edible and inedible products-ranging from baby food, to cosmetics, animal feed and other industrial uses.

1. 1

 1 From the East to the West, and from the North to the South: An account of soybeans' changing production geography 1933-1950 A steady shift towards the Western hemisphereStatistical records dating back from the beginning of the 20 th century locate soybean production sites mostly concentrated around East-Asian countries(Markley, 1950). In the 1910, China was the leading producer of soybeans accounting for 71.5% of global production, followed by Manchuria (16.5%), Japan (5.9%), Korea (5.5%) and Indonesia (less than 1%)(Shurtleff and Akiko Aoyagi, 2007). By 1933 China and Manchuria together comprised 87% of the global soybeans with a combined production of 11.89 million tonnes (Idem). After 1933 soybean production in these Asian countries began a long decline; the revolution and civil war within China, the Japanese invasion to China in 1937 and the advent of the II World War plummeted production to a low of7,381 tonnes in 1943 (Shurtleff and Aoyagi, 2007). Thus, during the 1940s soybean cultivation began to develop in the Western hemisphere. Spurred by a wartime need for domestic sources of fats, oils and meal with USA positioning as the largest world producer and exporter for the next three decades. By 1956 USA production had largely surpassed the production of soybean, and by 1961 its total production of 18,4 million tonnes comprised around 70% of the total global production(FAOSTATS, 2013).

  Figure 17-South America's Increasing Share of Soybean World Production (1961-201)
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 19 Figure 19-Structure of the Soy Chain

  particularly controversial dynamics can be listed here: first, the expansion of the agricultural frontier towards areas of high-conservation values. Second, the conversion of crops land previously destined for other products. As mentioned precedently, the development of new varieties and soil amendments gave place a 'tropicalization' of the crop, allowing farmers to advance the agricultural frontier into environmental sensitive areas. In Brazil soybean production displaced from the southern states of Parana towards the Mid-center region of Mato Grosso and continues its expansion towards the Mapito region where the states of Maranhao, Piaui and Tocantins meet, and which comprises large areas of Amazon rainforest. In Argentina cultivation is shifting from the central plains of Buenos Aires and Santa Fé towards the northern provinces of Santiago del Estero, Corrientes and Chaco where the Yungas and Great Chaco forest overlie. The countries of Paraguay and Bolivia have become expansion areas for Brazilian planters, which have advanced into forested areas of the Chiquitano dry forest in Bolivia and the Great Chaco Region in Paraguay[START_REF] Kaimowitz | Soybean Technology and the Loss of Natural Vegetation in Brazil and Bolivia[END_REF][START_REF] Catacora-Vargas | Soybean Production in the Southern Cone of the Americas : Update on Land and Pesticide Use[END_REF]).

  early 2000s. Since then environmental and social NGOs of local and global scope have begun mobilizing around and targeting the soybean sector in relation to the sustainability challenges caused by its operations. Several initiatives seeking to regulate the « uncontrolled growth of the industry » 112 throughout the establishment of a determined sustainability governance/norm have been led by some

  its history, royal personalities have occupied important administrative and symbolic roles; Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands office as the first International President, recently the Prince Charles of Wales became President of WWF-UK the place left by his cousin, Princess Alexandra (The Guardian, 8 September 2011).

Figure

  Figure 20-Chapter Plan

  Ministry at the time, at an International Forum in Washington, serves as a clear indication of the local nature of this debate:"This time critics came from the Brazilian government and the Brazilian people, and here (in Washington) no one has said a word on the subject"(O Estado de Sao Paulo, 17th May 2000) 

  A central pole of advocacy emerged in the Netherlands with the formation of the "Soy Platform" in 2003, a coalition formed by nine Dutch NGOs: WWF Netherlands, FoE Netherlands, the Netherlands Committee for the IUCN, Advice and Research for Development and Environment (AIDEnvironment), Both ENDs, Cordaid, Kerkinactie, Fair Food and Solidaridad. They stated they were acting on behalf of their "southern partners" to "bring the soy issue to the attention of the Dutch public, industry, banks and government" (Interview BOTHEnds, July 2014). This forum became from its beginnings a focal point for the exchange and generation of information concerning the social and environmental impact of uncontrolled soybean advancement. Outside this coalition, three of the leading NGO voices during this period were WWF International-(together with its Swiss and Dutch offices), Greenpeace International (with its Netherlands branch), and Friends of the Earth Netherlands (FoEN)-(later on with its international office (FoEI)). These NGO networks commissioned, jointly and separately, several pinpointing reports, which sought to depict exhaustively, the impacts of soybean expansion and to outline determine the degree of accountability of corporate actors along. The list below is a representative sample of some of the most cited publications in the media and NGOs accounts in the period from 2002 to 2006: 131 "A good share of this soy ends upalbeit invisible-on Dutch supermarket shelves. Half, or more of all products in our supermarkets contain or are derived from soy, ranging from baby food to meat.

  Thus, by the time the soybean sustainability debate arise in the early 2000s, WWF's Program had already established a Roundtable for Sustainable Palm Oil 5 , that at the same time mirrored similar multi-stakeholder forums established in the forest and fishing sector: The Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) in 1993a and the Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) in 1997 (See Annex 3). Thus, when the issue of the uncontrolled expansion of soybean operations in forest areas came to the public scene in the early 2000, WWF's used it as a momentum to advance its strategic program on Market Transformation. By 2003 WWF begin exploring the feasibility of establishing such Initiative in the sector, formal preparatory talks with industry actors began in 2003/2004 and by 2005 the first International Meeting took place under the name of "Roundtable for Responsible Soy" (RTRS). About two hundred participants comprising from producers, traders, retailers and civil society segments took part of this first meeting.

August_2

  nd RTRS International Meeting in Asuncion, Paraguay 9 principles are established November_Official registration of the RTRS as a foundation under Swiss law 2007
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 22 Figure 22-Phases of WWF Influence Strategies

  2009, after 4 years of deliberation, the RTRS approved a first draft of guiding criteria and principles that would define the industry-wide responsibility standard. The final version approved a year later by the General Assembly in 2010, after field testing, comprised twenty-one criteria, including relevant indicators, falling under five principles:

  International in 2006 and the imports' substitution project proposed by Friends of the Earth 150 International since 2007. In the next section, we further explain how these different initiatives emerged and relate one another, how they built on the other in order to offer differentiated : Greenpeace, Soy and the RTRS Concerns about the uncontrolled expansion of soybean operations were openly voiced in Greenpeace's global agenda from 2006 onwards, as part of its forest protection program. Prior to that date, large

  When targeting McDonalds for instance, the organization made use of its skillful expertise on 'brand bashing' altering the brand's archetypal mascot, Ronald McDonald, using it as a symbol of forest destruction. In many of the campaign leaflets and posters issued, Ronald McDonald was portrayed wielding a chainsaw standing in the middle of devastated forest with a blood-splattered background. In addition to these visually provoking methods, Greenpeace would organize public stunts in company facilities. For instance, during public mobilization in Europe, McDonalds' restaurants in UK, France and Germany were stormed by dozens of Greenpeace activists in chicken costumes that chained themselves to chairs, whilst the company facilities' were plastered with posters of Ronald McDonald wielding a chain saw. These actions not only disrupt the regular operations of the company, provoking relative material damage, but also constitute attractive performing scenarios to catch media attention. Newspapers throughout Europe echoed the 'chickens storming McDonalds' facilities' stunts.
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 23 Figure 23-Greenpeace Influence Strategy-Phase 1
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 24 Figure 24-Greenpeace Influence Strategy-Phase 2

  : Friends of the Earth, Soy and the RTRS Entrance into the field. FoE's involvement in the debate over soybean sustainability issues relate closely to the progression of WWF's certification program in an action-reaction dynamic. Up to 2007 Friends of the Earth kept a consenting view of the Roundtable talks led by WWF, which were initially seen by the organization as complementary to government regulation, and as « a golden opportunity » for corporate actors to become familiar with sustainability issues and « to network with those companies which have committed to address environmental and social concerns in the industry » (Friends of the Earth NL, 2006). Nevertheless, in 2007-2008 the organization decided upon a major strategic shift; the International office for the organization explicitly withdrew its support from WWF's project and began advancing its own political project for attaining sustainability in the sector. Within a year, the organization issued three reports overtly opposing the establishment of RTs as solutions for solving the impact of the uncontrolled expansion of agro-commodities in the South: -« Fooling or fuelling Europe ? » (Friends of the Earth Europe, 2007), -« The only responsible soy is less soy » (Friends of the Earth International, 2008) and -« Sustainability as a smokescreen : the inequacy of certifying fuels and feeds » (Friends of the Earth Europe, 2008) Throughout these documents FoEI postulates fundamental criticism about the project of certification itself, while advocating profound transformations within the industry. All in all, FoEI came to consider the RTs, and the resulting sustainable certifications, as « limited tools of technicality », « false solutions » that frustrate real solutions, « a façade of sustainability for multinationals and agribusiness which control the production, finance, trade, processing and marketing soy products ». All of which are too narrow and simply « insufficient » to adequately address the macro impact of crop expansion into forest, land and communities (Friends of the Earth Europe, 2008; Friends of the Earth International, 2009).

Section 2 :

 2 after gathering 106,000 signatures FoEN addresses the Dutch Parliament to advance legislation for the substitution of soybean imports and the development of alternative models of production. _FoEN pressure retailers through public stunts and petitions to change their food offer Chapter 5 Findings/Friends of the Earth 175 _Supermarkets targeted by FoE refused to adhere to FoE propose solutions and joined instead the RTRS 2008 _April: FoE's International office issues a public statement overtly withdrawing its support to the Roundtable talks led by WWF, and demanding for « real » solutions to tackle the issue of soy expansion. FoE's mobilization intensifies. 2009 _The UK office of the organization began a public campaign to leverage the British Parliament for the development of _FoE's offices in the UK and the Netherlands launched campaigns aiming at leveraging their respective Parliaments to legislate against the import of soybeans and to support the development of home-grown alternatives 2010 _November 2010: The Bill proposed by FoE was refused to continue be discussed in the Parliament before the second reading. Only 68 votes of the 100 required to pass to next legislative stage were obtained. 2011 FoE offices throughout Europe joined the « Don't Buy the lie ! » campaign targeting supermarkets. This campaign aimed to persuade supermarkets to refuse endorsing the RTRS label in their products, change their food offer to « soy-free » products and their meat and dairy procurement policies. 2012 December_FoE's Dutch office launches the « Small-Hoof print campaign » that under the slogan of "I love home-grown" seeks to change food manufacturers of dairy products their supplying policies and begin producing « soy-free » products

  ) campaign in the Netherlands and "Fix the food chain(2009)(2010)" campaign in the UK.These campaigns sought to prompt changes within the soybean chain by influencing the institutional environment where it operates. Notably, by leveraging Parliaments to legislate in favor of a regionalization of animal feed in Europe and to stop subsidizing soybean imports for intensive animal (factory) farms. In order to have direct access to parliamentary discussions, FoE's offices exploited a recently established legislative measure that allowed any popular issue having the support of at least 40,000 people to be heard and discussed in the Parliament, and to become the subject of a vote of approval.
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 25 Figure 25-FoE Strategy Phase 1: Forcing for Change

Figure 26 -

 26 Figure 26-FoE Strategy Phase 2: Promoting Change

SECTION 3 .

 3 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONSThis section explains and comments the results. They are held against previous research and against the framework of reference established in Chapter 2.

  these concerns, the solution advanced by Greenpeace focuses on excluding industry operations from forest biomes. The mechanism established to implement the sought solution is a monitoring scheme aimed at ensuring that traded soybeans arriving to Europe are sourced from outside forest areas.
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  Figure 27-Trajectory of NGOs influence strategies
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Tableau 1-Synthèse de dimensions et d'indicateurs du cadre de référence Forcing Change Promoting Change Facilitating Change Producing Change

  

	Strategy	Mobilize NGO to	Work in CS to	Working with the	Working in a
		force change and	influence		business	for	minority position
		stop	corporate	business		mutual gain	inside an industry
		actions						to create basic
								reform by taking
								business share
	Confrontation/	Ideology:	Ideology:	Ideology: business	Ideology: business
	Collaboration	business	is	business	is	is	viewed	is viewed critically
	Spectrum	viewed		viewed guardedly	positively	
		negatively					Influence:
				Influence: must	Influence: must	proactive
		Influence: force,	give inducements	give inducements	confrontation with
		demand	and	to change	to change	alternative
		pressure	for					models/systems
		change						that take business
								share
	Insider/Outsider	Control:	CS	Control:	CS	Control: Usually	Control: shared or
	Spectrum	control with no	control, may have	shared business-	NGO control
		business		some	business	NGO and often	
		involvement	involvement	government.	Revenues:
								Dominantly
		Revenues: CS-	Revenues: CS-	Revenues: mixed	business-based
		based	with	based	with	often	business	
		membership fees	membership fees	emphasis	
		and donations	and donations			
	Tools	Boycotts,	NGO Advisory	Joint	Business-	Cooperatives,
		demonstrations,	Groups, Boards,	NGO boards like	business
		public	opinion	Committees,	the	GRI,	community
		campaigns,	corporate		contracts, NGOs	advisory
		lobbying	monitoring	developing/buying	committees,
		politicians,			for profits	employee
		negatively					ownership,
		screened social					positively-
		investment fund					screened	social
								investment, funds,
								program	related

  Nowadays its political agenda includes marine and forest protection, climate change, energy and GMOs.Greenpeace's interventions in the soybean political landscape have mainly focused on forest protection. Due to the rapid advancement of soybean plantation towards forest areas (notably the Amazon region in Brazil) in search of new land for expansion, the organization has proposed the establishment of private schemes of territorial governance to monitor the advance of agricultural encroachment in forest areas. These schemes were set following the calls for moratoriums launched by the organization in 2006 in the context of a global advocacy campaign dubbed "Eating Up the Amazon". The International office of Greenpeace managed this campaign centrally with operational support from its national offices in Brazil and diverse offices in Europe and USA.

  Any professional who hasn't got one of these late twentieth century accessories is lost-clearly someone with no imagination, no sense of opportunity, no strategic vision, out of time and out of place. You might as well forget about your career and go sell lottery tickets or become a street busker"

 Section 1: Context of research  Section 2: Literature Review  Section 3: Research problem SECTION 1. CONTEXT OF RESEARCH "You still don't have your own EN-GE-OH? You haven't got a non-profit foundation, complete with legal status? Not even a private consulting firm? Then, my friend, you're really out of it.

Table 1 -Top 10 NGOs and Their Funds, 2012/3
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	NGO	Area	Funds/Revenues	(million
			dollars)	
	BRAC	Development	$ 11 million	
	Wikimedia Foundation	Education	$ 48.6 million	
	Acumen Fund	Development	$ 81 million	
	Danish Refugee Council	Humanitarian	$ 313 million	
	Partners in Health	Health	$ 101 million	
	Ceres	Environment	$ 5,972,607 million	
	Care International	Humanitarian	$ 412 million	
	Medecins sans Frontieres	Health	$ 191 million	
	Cure Violence	Peacebuilding	N/A	
	Mercy Corps	Development	$ 268 million	
			Source: Mahfood (2013)
	This budgetary preeminence over certain states and or other international organizations can be
	partially explained by the rising trend of funds' channelization from donor agencies and governments
	through NGOs-especially those destined to poverty alleviation, development and relief projects. In
	this sense, the funds' distribution of the United States Agency for International Development (USAID)
	is a case in point; nowadays this agency channels about 40% of its funds through NGOs rather than
	going directly to governments or multilateral agencies. Likewise, half of the World Banks' lending
	projects have provisions for NGO involvement-up from an average of only 6 percent between 1973
	and 1988			

  The Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer (1987), The Basel Convention on Transboundary Trade in Hazardous Waste (1989), The Framework Convention on

	Climate Change (1992), and The Convention on Biodiversity (1992)-among many others are just a
	sample of NGOs' influence over high politics.

  NGOs played a fundamental role in the establishment and ratification of International treaties, such as the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer (1987), the Basel Convention on Transboundary Trade in Hazardous Waste (1989), the Framework Convention on Climate Change

  list is a theoretically representative sample of the extent, modality and spatial scope of NGOs interventions across global industries.From this list in Annex 1 we could observe a number of relevant elements. In the past several years NGOs have consistently positioned themselves as influential agenda-setters in corporate matters. They have levered corporate actors in relation to a wide array of issues; social welfare and labor conditions, human rights, environment depletion and sustainable development, waste management and public health.Most major economic sectors have been subject at a moment or another of NGO advocacy actions, from traditional industries such as textile, apparel, extractive, and agro-food sectors to modern technological corporations such as Apple, Google, General Electric or even Facebook.

NGOs' interventions in the corporate responsibility domain have spanned through a wide variety of issues, enacted through distinctive approaches and resulted in a myriad of institutional forms. We elaborated an extensive list of the best-publicized NGOs actions during the last decades seeking to achieve explicit changes in corporate or industry practices (See Annex 1). Although not statistically representative, this Targets may vary from single companies to entire industries, and the scope of action from local to global actions. However, most of the interactions listed entailed a profound transnational dimension; northern NGOs pleading for workers conditions in southern countries where transnational corporation operate, as in the case of Clean Clothes campaign. Southern activist linking up with more resourceful organizations in Europe and USA in order to leverage undemocratic regimes, as in the case of the Burma and Shell in Nigeria campaigns.

These observations run parallel with those that talk about the globalized, dematerialized and interconnected nature of global industries. Nowadays global industries seem to face equally organized stakeholders, and NGOs notably, capable of setting sophisticated networks of information and action both at local and global scales.

Table 2 -Typology of Tactics
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			Mass tactics:	Elite tactics:	
			Dependence on participatory forms of	Dependence on participatory
			action is high	forms of action is low
			Boycott	Blocking of gates, sabotage,
				occupation	of	premises,
	Material	Damage	Buycott	internet activism (hacktivism) Cooperation
		Gain			
			Writing letters/emails, petitions,	Shareholder activism, street
			marches, rallies	theatre, negative publicity,
	Symbolic	Damage	Voluntary action	lawsuits, research Positive cooperation	publicity,
		Gain			

Table 3 -NGOs Taxonomy Beneficiaries
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	Self	Unions	Alcoholic Anonymus
		Trade Associations	Chess Club
		WWF, Greenpeace,	Doctors without borders
		Friends of the Earth	
	Others		Salvation Army

Table 4 -Matrix Proposed by Elkington and Fennel
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		Polarizers				Integrators
		Business unfriendly: avoid	Business-friendly:	seeks
		alliances	with	companies;	productive	relations	with
		prefers	confrontation	to	companies,	prefers
		collaboration			collaboration to confrontation
	Discriminators					
	Scrutinizes	company				
	performance: takes relative				
	environmental progress into				
	account in target and partner				
	selection					

Table 5 -Typology of the Level of Activity, the Arguments Used, and the Tactics Applied by Activits Groups in Their Interaction with Firms During Different Stages of Institutional Change
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Source: den

Hond and de Bakker (2007: 919) 

concerned about the guilt or the innocence of the accused.

  Their purpose is to work with them to rehabilitate them.-Lawyer: "Lawyers reject accusing companies and reject the denouncing role of NGOs. This group contends that NGOs do not have the legitimacy or the authority to monitor corporateValor and De Diego's framework bring about valuable insights to the study of NGO strategies. Firstly, it contributes with a more nuanced picture on NGO-Business relations by going beyond the confrontation-collaboration dichotomy-much used by other authors in the domain (e.g.,Winston, 

	Chapter 2	Section 2
	activities in order to assess whether they are socially responsible or not. On the contrary,
	lawyers understand that NGOs should learn from corporate practices. Firms have efficient
	management systems that most NGOs lack"	

57

-Rehabilitator: "Rehabilitators are not 2002; Den

Hond and De Bakker, 2007: engager-confronters, radical-refomative)

.

Table 6 -Synthesis of Dimensions and Indicators for the Model Forcing Change Promoting Change Facilitating Change Producing Change
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	Strategy	Mobilize NGO to	Work in CS to	Working with the	Working in a
		force change and	influence		business	for	minority position
		stop	corporate	business		mutual gain	inside an industry
		actions						to create basic
								reform by taking
								business share
	Confrontation/	Ideology:	Ideology:	Ideology: business	Ideology: business
	Collaboration	business	is	business	is	is	viewed	is viewed critically
	Spectrum	viewed		viewed guardedly	positively		
		negatively					Influence:
				Influence: must	Influence: must	proactive
		Influence: force,	give inducements	give inducements	confrontation with
		demand	and	to change	to change		alternative
		pressure	for					models/systems
		change						that take business
								share
	Insider/Outsider	Control:	CS	Control:	CS	Control: Usually	Control: shared or
	Spectrum	control with no	control, may have	shared business-	NGO control
		business		some	business	NGO and often	
		involvement	involvement	government.	Revenues:
								Dominantly
		Revenues: CS-	Revenues: CS-	Revenues: mixed	business-based
		based	with	based	with	often	business	

Table 7 Tactics
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		membership fees	membership fees	emphasis
		and donations	and donations		
	Tools	Boycotts,		NGO Advisory	Joint	Business-	Cooperatives,
		demonstrations,	Groups/Boards/	NGO boards like	business
		public	opinion	Committees,	the	GRI,	community
		campaigns,	corporate	contracts, NGOs	advisory
		lobbying		monitoring	developing/buying	committees,
		politicians,		for profits	employee
		negatively				ownership,
		screened social				positively-
		investment fund				screened	social
							investment, funds,
							program	related
							investment, micro-
							enterprise funds

Table 8 -Research Paradigms Epistemological questions Paradigms Positivism Interpretativism Constructivism Status of reality What reality is? And what from this reality can be apprehended? (ontological question)
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	Reality is an objective fact	The essence of the	Local and
	independent from those who	object is multiple. The	specifically
	observe it.	reality is	construed realities
		perceived/interpreted	
		by knowledgeable	
		subjects	
	Relation		
	Researcher/object		
	of research		
	(epistemology		
	question)		

Table 9 Method Choice

 9 

Table 10 -Types of Case Study Design
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		Single-case design	Multiple-case designs
	Holistic	Type 1	Type 3
	Single-unit of analysis,		
	Embedded	Type 2	Type 4
	Multiple units of analysis		
			Source: Yin (1984)

  first cycle of 15 interviews was conducted between March and June 2011 in Brazil and Argentina. Broadly speaking we sought to interview representatives of NGOs that had led or participated in activities, between 2000 and 2013, with the intent to influence firms' policies, practices or decisions concerning soybean sustainability aspects. At this stage we constituted a considerable sample of respondents encompassing NGOs working with conservation issues, rural development and/or local livelihood preservation. At the same time, our sample comprised NGOs entertaining diverse scope of operations: international NGOs with offices in Contre la Faim et pour le Developpement, Corporate Europe Observatory, ASEED, among others) and South-American born organizations such as BASE Investigaciones Sociales from Paraguay, Instituto Centro Vida and FASE in Brazil or Grupo de Reflexion Rural in Argentina.

	Chapter 3	Section 2: Data Collection and Treatment
		79

Secondly, the transnational nature of our topic of study required us to render ourselves to different locations where the NGOs' mobilizations mainly took place, both in South America and European countries i.e., Brazil, Argentina, France, UK and The Netherlands. Thus, different periods of field research were planned at different moments in time. A several countries including Brazil and Argentina i.e., Greenpeace, World Wild Fund for Nature, Friends of the Earth, Conservation International, European based action groups (Comité Catholique

Table 11 -List of 2 nd and 3rd Round of Interviews WWF Greenpeace Friends of the Earth Interviewees Date
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	Strategy Manager at	Strategic Advisor	Food Sovereignty
	WWF International	Greenpeace	Programme Coordinator at
		International	Friends of the Earth
			International
	March 2012		+General Manager at FoE
		March 2012	UK
			May 2012
	Responsible for Forest	Amazon's Campaign	Food and Agriculture
	Conversion programme	Coordinator at	Campaigner at Friends of
	at WWF France	Greenpeace Brazil	the Earth Netherlands from
			2004 to 2009
	May 2012	June 2011 (1st	
		Interview)	March 2013
		May 2012 (2 nd	
		Interview)	

Table 12 Approach Choice

  Our analysis relies onto different analytical categories and proceeds throughout different phases.

	Chapter 3		Section 2: Data Collection and Treatment
	Relevance of the content for the	Weak	Strong
	research		
	Relevance of time for the research		
	Weak	-	Content-based research
	Strong	Process-based research	Mixed
			Source : Thiètart (2007 :139)
			90

Table 13 -Evaluation of Research Validity Test Suggested Case Study tactics Implementation of case study tactics
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	Construct validity: establishing	Use multiple sources of	We used the following sources of
	correct operational measures for	evidence. This tactic allows	evidence: (1) Documentation
	the concepts being studied.	triangulation and the	and organizational archival
		development of converging	records: reports, publications,
		lines of inquiry.	minute meetings, press releases,
			press articles (2) Semi-structured
			interviews with NGOs
			representatives (3) Direct
			observation of two events
		Establish chain of evidence.	We took the following steps to
		This allows an external	establish chain of evidence: (1)
		observer to follow the	the case narrative cites the
		derivation of any evidence	relevant portions of the case
		from initial research questions	database; (2) the case database
		to ultimate case study	reveals the actual evidence and
		conclusions.	also indicates the circumstances
			under which the evidence was
			collected.
	Internal validity: establishing a	Have a general analytical	We relied on an adaptation of
	causal relationship, whereby	strategy: (1) relying on a	Bendell's (2010) framework (See
	certain conditions are shown to	theoretical orientation to guide	Chapter 2) to guide our
	lead to other conditions, as	the analysis, or (2) developing	organization and analysis of the
	distinguished from spurious	a case description. It helps the	case evidence
	relationships	researcher choose among	
		different analytical techniques.	
		Use analytical techniques to	Following Miles and Huberman's
		manipulate the data. This	(2007) suggestions, we used the
		allows putting the evidence in	following techniques to organize
		some order prior to actual	the case evidence: (1) data

Table 14 -World Soybean Production (Million Tons) and Share in Global Production (%) Country 1961 Sha re % 1975 Share % 1980 Sha re% 1995 Share % 2005 Share % 2010 Shar e%

 14 

	United	18,4 69% 42,1	66%	48,09 59% 59,2	46,7	85,0	39,5	90,6	34.2
	States								%		%		%
	Brazil	0,2	0.7	9,8	15.2	15,2 19% 25,7	20,2	51,1	23,7	75,5	29%
			%		%				%		%		
	Argentina	-		0,4	0.6%	3,5	4.3	12,1	9,5%	39,0	18,1	49,0	18.4
							%				%		%
	China	6,2	23.	7,3	11.3	7,9	9.7	13,5	10,6	17,4	8,1%	15,0	6%
			1%		%		%		%				
	Others		7.7		7%		8%	16,5	13,0	22,8	10,6		13%
			%						%		%		
	Total	26,8	100	64,2	100%	81,0	100	125,0 100% 215,3 100% 264,9 100%
			%				%						
										Source: FAOSTATS, 2013

Table 5 . The World's Major Soybean Producing Countries, 2010
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	Country	2010	Share%
	USA	90,6	34%
	Brazil	75,5	29%
	Argentina	49,0	18.4%
	China	15,0	6%
	Others	30,8	13%
	Total	264,9	100%
			Source: FAOSTATS, 2013

Table 15 -Main Soybean Importing Countries (2010)-Millions of Tones
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	Importing		Soybean
	countries		
		MT	Share %
	China	52,3	59%
	European	12,4	14%
	Union		
	Japan	3,4	3.8%
	Mexico	2,9	3.2%
	Taiwan	2,4	2.7%
	Thailand	2,1	2.3%
	Indonesia	1,9	2.1%
	Africa, North	1,0	1.1%
	Other		1.9
	Total	88,4	100%
			Source: FAOSTATS, 2013
	Soy meals are mostly destined to the European Union that accounts for fifty percent of the global
	demand for this by-product, and only ten percent for soybean vegetable oil for food industry. Soybean
	oil is mostly imported to markets in China and North Africa.

Table 16 -Main Soy Meal Importing Countries (2010)-million tones
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	Importing		Soy Meal
	countries		
		MT	Share%
	European	21,7	50%
	Union		
	Indonesia	3,0	5.4%
	Thailand	2,3	4.1%
	Japan	2,2	3.9%
	Mexico	1,5	2.7%
	Other		34%
	Total	55,5	100%

Table 17 -Distribution of the Global Area Planted with Soybean in 2010 (%)
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	World Regions	Distribution of area
		planted (%)
	South America	44%
	North America	31.6%
	Asia	19.5%
	Europe	2.6%
	Total	100%
		Source: FAOSTATS (2013)

Table 18 Main European Buyers of Soy Oil and Meal Main European compound feed producers European food companies Major European supermarket chains
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	Austria:	Cadbury (UK)	Ahold (NL)
	Benedita	Campina Melkunie (Denmark)	Aldi (Germany)
		Danone (Fr)	Carrefour (Fr)
	Denmark :	Eulip (Italy)	Casino (Fr)
	Danks Landbrugs Grovvareselskab	Friesland Coberco (NL)	Delhaize (Belgium)
	Bornholms Andels-Fodorstoffoerreting	Hamker (Germany)	J. Sainsbury (UK)
	Fyens Andels-Foderstofforretening	Heinz (USA)	Laurus (NL)
	Landesføreningen den lokale andel	Kinder (It)	Lidl (Germany)
		Mars (USA)	Metro (Germany)
	France:	Matthews (UK)	Migros (Switzerland)
	Agralco	Milka (Germany)	Safeway (UK)
		Nestlé (Switzerland) […]	Tegut (Germany)
		Numico (NL)	Tesco (UK)
	Cana	Oetker (Germany)	
	Coopagri Bretagne	Perfetti (Italy)	
	Unicopa	PepsiCo (USA)	
	Co-operative de Pau-Euralis	Smilde (NL)	
	Vivadour		
		Star (It)	
	CADS		
		Unigrà (It)	
		Unilever (NL)	
	Germany:		
		Van Dijk (NL)	
	BayWa		
		Vandemoortele (Belgium)	

Table 19 -Soybean Planted Area in the World (1971-2010)

 19 

	Year	South-America	(million	North America	Asia
		hectares)			
	1971	1.87		17.43	9.32
	1981	10.9		27.05	10.28
	1991	15.3		24.07	12.77
	1992	15.4		24.18	13.85
	2002	29.9		30.36	16.54
	2010	46.O		32.48	20.04
					Source : FAOSTATS (2012)

  Realizing it was time to stop working toward a moon-like earth, I started a new organization. We fished around for a name, and came up with Friends of the Earth. It was essential that it be international in scope. With meetings in London, Paris and Stockholm, we were able to convince environmental people in three more countries to let the FoE idea migrate. Others countries now in FoE network were courted, or courted us, and in no time the sun was rising somewhere on FoE group

(David Brower, founder of FoE US and FoEI 1995)" 

Table 20 -Comparative of NGOs Studied
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		World Wild	Greenpeace	Friends of the
		Fund		Earth
	Geographic focus	International	International	International
	Year funded	1961	1971	1971
	Annual Budget (2012/3)	525 million euros 260 million euros 57 million euros
	Funding Sources	57% individuals	94% individuals	68% foundations
				and government
		17% government	6% others	grants
		grants		
				32% individual
		11% corporate		donations and
		donations		miscellaneous
		8% others		
	Organizational Structure	Combination of	Highly	Loose confederate
		independent	centralized	structure
		National Officess		
		& centrally		Grassroots based
		managed Projects		
	# Offices/member groups	30 national + 1	28 national	76 national
		International	offices + 1	member groups+1
			International	international
	Expansion/restructuration	Combination of	Centralized	National groups
	strategy	establishing	organized	take initiative to
		offices and		apply for
		adopting existing		membership
		organizations		

Table 21 -Key Events of NGOs' Mobilization towards the Soybean Industry (2000-2007)

 21 The Brazilian National Institute of Space Research (INPE) issued reports that showed record rates of deforestation in the Amazon region; the surface deforested was said to "surpass the numbers of the highest deforestation peak in 1995" reaching about 25,500 square kilometres (Folha de Sao Paulo, May 21 st 2000). Media and NGOs' accounts emphasized the dimension of the problem by equalling forest loss with comparable country areas: In an article published in a local newspaper the area was said to be equal to "half of Belgium or the entire State of Israel" (O Estado de Sao Paulo, May 16 th 2000).Official reports, as well as media accounts and NGOs publications of the time, concurred at singling out the expansion of soybean plantations as one of the main drivers of the rising deforestation rate at the time (Gazeta Mercantil 07/04/00; Folha de Sao[START_REF] O Estado De Sao | Como salvar a Amazônia? O Estado de Sao Paulo[END_REF] Correio Brazilense, 2001;[START_REF] Focus | Cultivo de soja pode estar ameaçando Floresta Amazônica[END_REF]. The table below contains an illustrative sample of media headlines referring to soybean expansion.

	Phases Time	Key Events
		Early	INPE issues a report warning about the escalation of deforestation rates in
		2000	the Amazon area due to growing encroachment of soybean plantations into
			the forest
			Local Brazilian NGOs and opinion leaders began mobilizing to raise the
			debate on the uncontrolled growth of soybean expansion in the country
	ISSUE RAISING	August 2002 2002-2003 European offices of International NGOs and Dutch NGOs began The New York Times published an article about the earlier start of forest fires season in the Amazon as a consequence of land-clearing techniques employed by soy planters to gain land. This was the first press article on the topic in English-spoken media
			mobilizing « called upon by their southern partners »
			The Soy Platform is formed, a coalition formed by nine Dutch NGOs in
			partnership with Brazilian NGOs that replicated the Platform in Brazil
			(Articulaçao Soja)
			Profuse data generation
			WWF International began preparatory talks with industry actors to
			establish a multi-stakeholder process of standard-setting, the Roundtable
			for Responsible Soy
		2004	March-WWF Switzerland develops jointly with COOP the first private
			'sustainable' code of conduct for the purchasing of soybeans, to be used as
			a "market-test" for upcoming industry-level standards.
	SOLUTION SEEKING	2005	April-After four months of debates, the (Brazilian) Soy Platform issues a first draft of criteria for a "production with fewer social and environmental impacts" to be further negotiated with industry players. The (Dutch) Soy Platform target Dutch Banks for the development of a sustainable investment code when funding soybean planters in South-America March-Following two years of preparatory talks, WWF International
			inaugurates the 1st Roundtable for Responsible Soy. A multi-stakeholder
			forum, mirroring others previously established in the logging, palm oil and
			aquaculture sectors (See Annex 3).
			The first meeting took place in Iguaçu, a frontier city between Brazil,
			Argentina and Paraguay. The initiative gathered about 200 participants to
			the meeting comprising producers, civil society and other industry actors.

Table 22 -A Representative Sample of Headline Content and Direct Sources in Brazilian and International Press (2000-2003)
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	Newspaper	Headline	Sources directly quoted
	and date		
	Gazeta	Environmental Risks for the Amazon Region Mary Allegretti
	Mercantil		
	07/04/00		
	Folha de Sao	New Agricultural Frontier menaces the	Greenpeace Brazil spokesperson;
	Paulo	Amazon	Roberto Kishinami
	21/05/00		
	Jornal de	Chainsaw Project menaces the Amazon	Fundaçao SOS Mata Atlantica,
	Noticias		Fundacao Brasileira para a
	21/05/00		Conservaçao da Natureza, WWF
			Brazil, etc
	Folha de Sao	Soybean Cultivation menaces the Amazon	IGBE
	Paulo		
	15/12/00		
	Folha de Sao	Parà: Agriculture advances in the Amazon	Instituto de Pesquisa Ambiental da
	Paulo	frontier	Amazonia (IPAM), Instituto do
	09/01/01		Homem e do Meio Ambiente da
			Amazonia (IMAZON), Instituto
			Socioambiental (ISA), WWF Brazil
			and Amigos da Terra Amazonia

  illegal practices of plantation companies was commonly cited in media and NGOs accounts of the time. Other of the arguments put forward to question the government for the situation was that it had historically prioritized economic interests over environmental concerns: « As it is common among political authorities nowadays, the Minister made a correct diagnostic of the situation but he does not propose nor executes measures that could tackle the problem » (O Estado de

	Folha de Sao Paulo 14/01/01 O Estado do Sao Paulo 07/06/01 penalize the widespread Sao Paulo, May 16 th 2000) Study forecasts 70 thousand square km of devastation IPAM, IMAZON, ISA, WWF Brazil and Amigos da Terra-Amazonia Amazonia dwellers reject the advancement of soybean in the region WWF Brazil and Instituto de Estudos da Religiao (ISER)
	The New	Amazon forest still burning despite the good	National Institute for Amazon
	York Times "The Pluri-Annual Plan proposed by the Government defines objectives for the Amazon by supporting intentions Research (INPA)
	23/08/02 the expansion of soybean production in the area. That only makes sense in an economic logic, we want Reverend Anselmo Ferreira Melo
	(local parish priest) to discuss with the government those measures" (Mary Alegrete, Environmental activist and Former
	Reuters	Soybean cultivation coud be threatening Environmental Minister cited in O Globlo, February 8 th 2000) Spokespersons of the Instituto
	Focus	Amazon forest	Smithsonian de Pesquisa Tropical and
	04/11/02		of Greenpeace Brazil: William
			Laurence and Andy Tait
	Gazeta	Study reveals environmental damage of	Federal University of Tocantins (UFT)
	Mercantil	Agriculture in Araguaia	and WWF Brazil
	22/05/03		
	O Estado de	Amazon experiences the highest forest loss	National Institute of Space Research
	Sao Paulo	since 1995	(INPE); spokesperson of Instituto de
	26/06/03		Pesquisa Ambiental da Amazonia
			(IPAM)
	New York	Relentless Foe of the Amazon Jungle:	
	Times	Soybeans.	
	17/09/03		
			128

During this period, voices leading the criticism against the uncontrolled expansion of the soybean were mostly from local NGOs and opinion leaders. "Os ambientalistas" (the environmentalists) were the figures most usually called upon in media accounts as prominent carriers of the critics on the issue.

Among the discernible sources most frequently cited in media accounts, we found mostly local NGOs and Research Institutes such as: INPE, IMAZON, IPAM, ISA, Greenpeace Brazil and WWF Brazil (See table 22 above).

Table 23 -Summarized Content of WWF's Mobilizing Frame

 23 

	Main & Middle Categories
	Representation	
	Issue	. Expansion of soybean plantations caused forest conversion, loss of
		biodiversity and land erosion.

Table 24 -WWF Influence Strategy Synthesis of Results
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		Phase 1: Promoting	Phase 2: 2006-(ongoing)	Phase	3:	2011-
		the industry's shift			ongoing
		towards	a	Facilitating the adoption of better
		sustainable	mode	agricultural	practices	Standard
		(2003-2005)		implementation		Back to promoting
				Lobbying? , verification,…
				S1:	S2:	standard-	S3:	standard
				Standard-	implementation	and	promotion:
				definition	enforcement/verification
					Enforcing compliance
	Influence	Persuade preferred	Facilitates dialogue among participating	Persuade consumers
	logic	industry actors to	stakeholders		to	demand
		join in the initiative			responsible	label
		and bring the rest of			products that they

Table 25 -Greenpeace Representations Summarized Content

 25 It is not for industry players to set the agenda, it is for NGOs to dictate to them how environment should be managed . Key segments of the chain are necessary parties in the solution . Soybean traders and retailers can become warrants and verifiers of environmental governance for the chain

	Main & Middle Categories
	Representation	
	Issue	. Soybean expansion destroys forests
		. Industry players are intruding into pristine forest areas
		. Their actions are "crimes" against forest
		. RTRS is not enough, more coercitive dynamics are needed to make
		industry players to follow the rules

Table 26 -Key Events of Greenpeace Influence Strategy

 26 April 29 th Sixty Greenpeace activists prevented a Cargill's soya shipment to dock in the port of Amsterdam. Protestors chained themselves to the conveyor belt and suction pump that Cargill used to unload the soya, while other activists painted "Forest Crime" on the 157 company's silos. May Cargill issues a statement undermining Greenpeace accusations and refusing to get into an agreement May 17 th Greenpeace unfurled a 300 square metre banner in a massive area of deforestation in the Amazon with the words 'KFC-Amazon Criminal'-in advance of Kentucky Friend Chicken's Annual General Meeting in Louisville, Kentucky the next day May 19 th Near twenty Greenpeace activists arrived in their ship, "Artic Sunrise" at Cargill's grain port in Santarém (Br) and climbed onto the facility, unfurling a banner reading "Fora!, Cargill Out!" Cargill workers reacted pushing Greenpeace campaigners around and using hoses with strong water pressure against them. After preventing soy operations for three and a half hours, Greenpeace campaigners were arrested by police. May 22 nd Greenpeace staged protests at Cargill's corporate headquarters in France and the UK. In France eighteen activists closed down a Cargill-owned factory. In UK, Greenpeace protestors dumped nearly four tons of soya at the entrance of Cargill's European Headquarters June Greenpeace and McDonalds advanced on organizing a "European Soy Customer Group" that will gather food manufacturers and retailers to July 24 th A restricted group of food retailers led by McDonalds and Greenpeace, pledge not to deal with traders unless they show they are not sourcing soya from areas being farm illegally in the Amazon. In parallel, Cargill initiated talks with Traders Association in Brazil to elaborate a response to Greenpeace and McDonald's move July 25 th Soy traders operating in Brazil accept to sign the agreement and pledge not to trade (or buy) soy originated after that date in deforested areas within the Amazon Biome October The Moratorium Working Group of signatories agribusiness and ENGOS is created to to ensure the implementation of the agreement on the field

	Timing	Key events
	events	
	2006	
	April 6th Greenpeace published a report, « Eating Up the Amazon », that detailed the soya
		encroachment into forest areas in the Amazon. All corporate actors across the chain
		are accused of contributing to Amazon destruction; special mentions are made against
		McDonalds and Cargill.
		The report was brought to newspapers and online media to get the public's attention
	April 6 th Greenpeace campaigners dressed as chickens protested at McDonalds restaurants and
		chained themselves to chairs in seven British cities
		Scores of restaurants were also fly-posted overnight with images of Ronald
		McDonald's wielding a chainsaw
		The same day, Keith Kenny, senior director of quality assurance from McDonald's
		Europe, reached out and called Greenpeace to negotiate

  Europe Greenpeace established the European Soy Consumers Group formed by the retailers and food manufacturers that agreed to sign the Soybean Moratorium at the end of the previous phase.

	Following McDonald's capitulation, others joined willingly, among them: Ahold, Carrefour, Nestlé,
	Tesco, Waitrose, and Sainsbury.

Table 28 Sample of Transcripts

  

	2011:
	July 2009
	"We recognize that much has been achieved"
	"We encourage the pace of progress to be maintained and support the extension of the moratorium for
	another year to help keep the momentum of activity and urgency"
	July 2010
	"The European Soy Customer Group applauds another year of positive progress of the Soy Working
	Group"
	"We feel confident that the Soy Working Group will continue to address the necessary challenges
	ahead to strengthen the moratorium"
	164

Table 29 -Greenpeace Influence Strategy Summarized Content
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		Phase 1: Forcing the	Phase 2: Facilitating implementation of
		signature of a Trade	monitoring scheme and Forcing compliance of
		Moratorium	(April-	the standard
		July 2006)		
					(Oct. 2006-ongoing)
					Facilitating	Forcing change
					change
		Peak	of	advocacy	Implementation	Standard verification
		campaign		of	monitoring
					mechanism	Implementation
		Forcing change	
		Confrontation (material	
		and symbolic damage	
		tactics)			
		Standard/Norm	
		"imposed"		
	Targets Retailers and Traders	Retailers	and	Producers
					Traders
	Tactics	Brand bashing		Segmented	Indirect, supply chain
					dialogue,	pressure,	chain	of
		Symbolic	damage	endorsement	coercion
		(spoof	advertising,	
		stunts,		media	
		advocacy)		
		Material		damage	
		(blocades, operations	
		irrumption)		

Table 30 -Summarized Content of FoE's Mobilizing Frame

 30 

	Main & Middle Categories
	Representation	
	Issue	. Soybean industry is intrinsically unsustainable
		. The export-led and intensive model of production impacts social realities
		both in the South and in consuming markets:
		. On the environment (deforestation, CO2 emissions,)
		. It destroys local livelihoods and impact on human health (it displaces rural
		communities, pesticide fumigations poison humans, animals factory farming
		in Europe relying on cheap soybean imports mistreat animals and produce
		contamination in surrounding areas)
		. It weakens food sovereignty of producing countries (the capital intensive
		model provockes unemployement, makes peasants to loose their way of
		living land, pollutes watersheds)
		. Current schemes of regulation (RTRS) are façades of sustainability that fail

Table 31 -The Key Events in FoE Influence Strategy 2007-2013 Time Key events Before 2007 _FoE's southern

 31 

offices began advocating internally in the organization for a more critical positioning concerning soybean issues and the development of the Roundtable led by WWF.

: Promoting 'soy-free' offer in the food market

  FoE Netherlands launched in December 2012 the campaign "Small-Hoof Print Campaing", which under the slogan of I love homegrown sought to stimulate the offer of "soy-free" products."What we are going to do now, our plan for later end of this year and the start of 2013 is that we are going to run a campaign that it's not focused on certification of soy whatsoever. Because all the big supermarkets are going to do RTRS anyway we don't really have hope that any of the big supermarkets or big companies are going to use Pro-terra soy now that everybody is using RTRS

	Chapter 5	Section 2: Findings/Friends of the Earth
	This campaign was conceived as a progression of precedent moves undertaken between 2007 and
	2011, and that have failed on gaining the support from corporate actors due to the strong competition
	led by the RTRS:	
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Phase 2

Table 32 -FoE Influence Strategy Summarized Content

 32 

		Phase 1: Forcing the	Phase	2:	Phase 2.1 (outcome):
		substitution of soybean	Promoting "soy-	Producing change (2013)
		imports (2007-2011)		free" offer in the
				food	market
				(2012-2013)
		Intensification	of	Direct targeting	Precedent moves failed,
		mobilization				the organization shift to
						work with small and
						medium food producers
		FoE withdraws support from WWF's project			for the establishment of an alternative market segment
	Targets Livestock segment and	Dairy	food	Small and medium food
		retailers		manufacturers,	manufacturers, consumers
				consumers	
	Tactics	Leveraging	for	Symbolic damage	Endorsement, symbolic
		government legislation	(petitions, spoof	gain tactics
				advertising),
		Public stunts, petitions,	material	gain
		delegitimization	of	tactics (buy-cott)
		RTRS label			

TABLE OF ANNEXES ANNEX 1: EXAMPLES OF SOME OF THE BEST-PUBLICIZED NGO ACTIONS TARGETING BUSINESS ANNEX 2: LIST OF INTERVIEWS ANNEX 3: WWF ROUNDTABLES IN AGRO-COMMODITY SECTORS ANNEX 4: LIST OF MOST FREQUENT WORDS IN KEY WWF REPORT ANNEX 5: LIST OF MOST FREQUENT WORDS IN KEY GREENPEACE REPORT ANNEX 6: LIST OF MOST FREQUENT WORDS IN KEY FOE REPORT ANNEX 7: WWF STRATEGY IN IMAGES Image

 OF 1-Rountable Meeting 2009 Roundtable Meeting 2009 Image 2-Meeting of RTRS Board of DirectorsMeeting of RTRS Board of Directors Image 3-RTRS Labelled Products RTRS Labelled Products Image 4-Infographic used in "Save the Cerrado" 2011 campaign Infographics Explaining Soy Moratorium to the Public Image 9-Extension of Soy Moratorium as explained by Greenpeace to the public Image 10-Infographic explaining the Problem/Solution in FoEN's latest Reports Image 11-FoEN atributes a 12,056 Cheese Order to Aurora, a Medium-Size Cheese Maker Image 12-Final Product endorsed with Campaign Logo Image 13-Image used to question Magnum "environmental" credential in social media Managing the Soy Boom Report (WWF, 2004)-Assisted by NVIVO

	No Dirty Gold global brazilian grosso yungas export Source: Annexs ANNEX 5:	date	to	Oxfam, Earthworks 38 35 23 23 16	Consumer awareness campaign Retailers agree to source gold from mining companies that are willing to 0,31% 0,29% 0,19% 0,19% 0,13%
	natural agricultural				35 22	submit to independent audits to ensure that they do not pollute, displace native 0,29% 0,18%
	cultivation rainforest				33 22	communities, infringe worker's rights, or damage delicate ecosystems. 0,27% 0,18%
	expected source				33 21	Consumers, in turn, can seek out retailers who are part of the 0,27% 0,17%
	The Roundtable for agriculture current		to	WWF, Unilever 32 20	No Dirty Gold Campaign. Development of a sustainable 0,27% 0,17%	Social, Economic and
	Responsible Soy atlantic large	date			32 20	certification 0,27% 0,17%	Environmental aspects of soy
						operations
	deforestation policies				32 20	0,27% 0,17%
	Unfriend Coal Campaign demand regions			Greenpeace, Facebook 32 20	Greenpeace targets Facebook to pressure it to adopt clean energy to power its 0,27% 0,17%	Environment, Climate change (renewable energies)
	better economic				30 19	servers 0,25% 0,16%
	countries pastures				30 19	0,25% 0,16%
	habitats based				29 18	0,24% 0,15%
	practices ecosystems				29 18	0,24% 0,15%
	business estimated				28 18	0,23% 0,15%
	forests farmers				28 18	0,23% 0,15%
	soybean market				28 18	0,23% 0,15%
	ANNEX 8: GREENPEACE STRATEGY IN IMAGES tons tropical	28 18	0,23% 0,15%
	Image 5-Brand Bashing McDonalds usual agro			28 17	0,23% 0,14%
	Image 6-Stunt at McDonalds Restaurants crop chiquitano		27 17	0,22% 0,14%
	Image 7-Greenpeace Blockades Cargill Facilities (2006) region future	27 17	0,22% 0,14%
	annual crops livestock mechanised Image 8-ANNEX 9: FOE STRATEGY IN IMAGES (2013) increase report	26 26 17 17 26 17	0,22% 0,22% 0,14% 0,14% 0,22% 0,14%
	adoption scale				25 17	0,21% 0,14%
	development soja				25 17	0,21% 0,14%
	farming states				25 17	0,21% 0,14%
	mato total				25 17	0,21% 0,14%
	producer amazonia				24 16	0,20% 0,13%
						230

LIST OF MOST FREQUENT WORDS IN GREENPEACE KEY REPORT

  

	Annexs			
		illegal largest meat	46 24 20	0,27% 0,14% 0,12%
	ANNEX 6:	grupo people development	45 24 19	0,26% 0,14% 0,11%
		area public	42 24	0,25% 0,14%
		Word	Count Weighted Percentage
	soya farmers social Source: Eating Up the Amazon Report (Greenpeace International, 2006)-assisted by NVIVO 351 2,05% 42 0,25% 24 0,14%
		bunge tonnes	40 24	0,23% 0,14%
		amazon	287	1,68%
		expansion frontier	40 23	0,23% 0,13%
		brazil	124	0,73%
		mcdonald products	40 23	0,23% 0,13%
		cargill	122	0,71%
		feed region	38 23	0,22% 0,13%
		land	113	0,66%
		states responsible	38 23	0,22% 0,13%
		mato	100	0,58%
		agricultural agriculture	37 22	0,22% 0,13%
		grosso	98	0,57%
		industry chicken	37 22	0,22% 0,13%
		deforestation	82	0,48%
		source federal	37 22	0,22% 0,13%
		rainforest	80	0,47%
		andré grown	36 22	0,21% 0,13%
		farm	74	0,43%
		february lands	36 22	0,21% 0,13%
		biome	70	0,41%
		hectares port	36 22	0,21% 0,13%
		world	67	0,39%
		market supply	36 22	0,21% 0,13%
		food	65	0,38%
		europe xingu	34 22	0,20% 0,13%
		maggi	62	0,36%
		valley accessed	32 21	0,19% 0,12%
		brazilian	60	0,35%
		also chain	31 21	0,18% 0,12%
		santarém	59	0,35%
		data crop	31 21	0,18% 0,12%
		state	58	0,34%
		european major	31 21	0,18% 0,12%
		forest	56	0,33%
		international march	30 21	0,18% 0,12%
		government	51	0,30%
		pará protected	30 21	0,18% 0,12%
		areas	50	0,29%
		companies slave	29 21	0,17% 0,12%
		destruction	50	0,29%
		farms export	28 20	0,16% 0,12%
		production	50	0,29%
		large fast	26 20	0,15% 0,12%
		environmental	49	0,29%
		road impacts	26 20	0,15% 0,12%
		indigenous	47	0,27%
		company legal	25 20	0,15% 0,12%
		global	46	0,27%
				233
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  The Only Responsible Soy is Less Soy" (Friends of the EarthInternational, 2008) 

	security importing	3 2	0,37% 0,25%
	small increase	3 2	0,37% 0,25%
	world increased	3 2	0,37% 0,25%
	Word activities increasingly	Count Weighted Percentage 2 0,25% 2 0,25%
	production agribusinesses indigenous	11 2 2	1,37% 0,25% 0,25%
	impacts agrochemicals industrial	10 2 2	1,25% 0,25% 0,25%
	companies biggest Source: "	9 2	1,12% 0,25%
	environmental biodiversity	9 2	1,12% 0,25%
	rtrs caused	9 2	1,12% 0,25%
	countries causes	8 2	1,00% 0,25%
	food certification	8 2	1,00% 0,25%
	increasing changes	8 2	1,00% 0,25%
	control cheap	7 2	0,87% 0,25%
	demand communities	7 2	0,87% 0,25%
	expansion concentration	6 2	0,75% 0,25%
	large consumption	6 2	0,75% 0,25%
	animal cultivation	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	farmers eggs	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	feed employment	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	land energy	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	local european	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	problems export	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	real farms	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	rural forests	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	scale governments	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	solutions groups	5 2	0,62% 0,25%
	crops herbicide	4 2	0,50% 0,25%
	displacement imported	4 2	0,50% 0,25%

In 2010 the GMO issue in Greenpeace agenda was reframe into a broader heading "Sustainable Agriculture"

In 2005 the Nuclear &Disarmament campaign came to be named solely 'disarmament' while the 'nuclear threat' came to integrate the agenda of the Climate Change campaign which was since then called "Climate & Energy"

Although, other organization's historicians state that Brower was actually removed from the Sierra Club Board because he was seen as too controversial and that its voiced opposition to nuclear issues could offend potential donors[START_REF] Suter | Friends of the Earth International[END_REF].

This specific Roundtable process started in 2001 with preparatory talks, and it was officially registered in 2003.
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SUMMARY CHAPTER 3

The aim of the present chapter was to show the methodological choices we undertook during our research project. We positioned under an interpretativist epistemological approach, prioritize a qualitative method under a case study format.

Methods of Data collection and treatment were discussed in Section 2 of the present chapter. We opt for a multi-source collection of data and adopt fundamental steps for data analysis as suggested by [START_REF] Miles | Qualitative Data Analysis: a sourcebook of new methods[END_REF]: data reduction, displaying and validation. Next chapter depicts the empirical setting and the different units of analysis chose. axes: 'climate change', 'forests', 'oceans', 'genetic engineering' 2 , 'nuclear' 3 , 'toxic pollution ' and 'peace and disarmament'. This operational axis have only changed marginally over the years, however the weight that some of them have taken over others constitute a valuable proxy to understand Greenpeace development and actions. Toxic chemicals and disarmament have experienced a decreasing trajectory in their share of Greenpeace spending since 2002, when climate change and forest came to dominate the agenda. These two items comprised nowadays about 50 percent of the total spending in campaigns (Greenpeace International, 2012).

Campaigns on these axes are centrally coordinated from Greenpeace International headquarters in Amsterdam; Although offices are given a relatively autonomy to adapt the messages to their local contexts, however the campaigns they undertake need to be first approved and streamlined with the global positioning of the organization [START_REF] Doyle | Picturing the Clima(c)tic: Greenpeace and the Representational Politics of Climate Change Communication[END_REF][START_REF] Ravignan | Greenpeace, entre contestation et négociation[END_REF].

Lastly concerning Greenpeace financial force, in 2012 it declared a global income of about 268 million euros. Supporters' subscriptions and donations represent about 94 percent of this budget as the organization declares not to receive money from governments nor companies-a principle established since the beginning as a statement of political independence (Greenpeace International, 2007a) 

Friends of the Earth

Friends of the Earth (FoE) was founded in 1969 in the USA by David Brower, a former World War II soldier that had made its entry into the environmental movement as the Executive Director of the Sierra Club, a conservationist group in USA, for more than ten years [START_REF] Suter | Friends of the Earth International[END_REF].

Friends of the Earth was born as a new form of organization, with a much more contestatary ethos than its conservationist counter-parts in the US environmental movement. FoE's historical accounts recall that Brower resigned from its Executive position at the front of the Sierra Club out of the frustration that the organization neglected to tackle nuclear issues, or even work internationally 4 CHAPTER 5: RESULTS
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This chapter presents the context and reports the results of the case study. The reader is reminded that the purpose of this study is to better understand how NGOs operate when seeking to prompt changes along industries.

Notably by enquiring: a) How individual NGOs' influence strategies evolve over time? (dynamics within) b) How NGOs relate to one when intervening over a common issue-field? (dynamics between) This chapter is organized into three major sections. The first section set the context of the case study;

we describe how the debates over the uncontrolled expansion of the soybean sector arose in the early 2000s until gaining transnational relevance when it was relayed by international NGOs in Europe.

After outlining the main entities most actively involved in the rising debates and the different phases of the overall mobilization targeting the soybean industry we passed onto Section 2. In this section we explore the different influence strategies towards industry actors as performed by three of the most prominent environmental NGOs involved in the soybean sustainability field; the World Wild Fund for Nature (WWF), Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth (FoE). These are analyzed according to different elements:

 Their entrance and reasons for entering the debates about soybean's sustainability issues,  The different representations conveyed about the issue and the desirable solution (mobilizing frame)

 The strategic repertoire they set up in order to attain the solution sought. We followed a dynamic perspective for the latter portraying the different evolutions of individual strategies.

Section 3 is reserved for the discussion of results. We particularly discussed about the patterns of convergence and divergence of the different solutions advanced by the sampled NGOs in order to determine whether these represent competing visions of the world and whether they reinforce or contradict each other. A second sub-section of the discussion section will be focused on establishing the identified dynamics within individual influence strategies.

COMPETING TO DEFINE THE TERMS OF SUSTAINABILITY?

Parallel counter-events were organized against this initiative. These were mainly formed by local grass-roots organizations claiming that their interests do not have a place in the RTRS negotiation table and that the model of production this initiative attempt to certify as "responsible" is intrinsically unsustainable

2006

May-Greenpeace International launches its campaign « Eating Up the Amazon » targeting major soybean players and obtain the signature of Soy Trade Moratorium two months later

2006

Numerous awareness campaigns are launched in Europe (Belgium, France and Spain). These are mostly undertaken by medium organizations in behalf, and jointly with, grassroots organizations from the South (Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia and Paraguay).

2007

Friends of the Earth International withdraws to the RTRS led by WWF and began advancing its own political agenda based on the regionalization of cereal production and the substitution of soybean imports to Europe.

Issue-raising and diagnosis:

The "uncontrolled growth" of soybean agro-industry as a (global) environmental issue (approx. 2000)

Preamble

Debates surrounding soybean are not new, during the 1980s soybean oil was already linked to health problems [START_REF] Fife | The Coconut Oil Miracle[END_REF], in the 1990s worldwide mobilization against the trade of genetically modified organisms (GMOs) put soybeans again in the spotlight as the crop was identified as the quintessential GM mutant crop. Besides, one of the leading companies in the industry, Monsanto, leading seeds and pesticides supplier of the soybean industry, was usually presented as the archetypical offending company [START_REF] Ansell | Protesting food: NGOs and Political Mobilization in Europe[END_REF][START_REF] Bird | Policies for Genetically Modified Crops in Developing Countries: The Role of Non-State Actors[END_REF][START_REF] Orse | Practical Guide: Strategic Partnerships: NGO-Entreprises[END_REF].

In the early 2000s, soybeans were back on the spotlight, this time accused of being one of the major drivers of tropical deforestation. The particularity of this emerging controversy is that it came to include all actors along the chain and eventually the limits of the issue came to include much more than deforestation. This time, the debates aimed at questioning the industry as a whole. In contrast to the arguments laid down at the beginning of the issue-raising period, where government entities were the most prominent subjects of criticism, the agency of the soybean industry becomes increasingly more apparent within the available collected documents of the time. The role of each segment of the chain in the deforestation dynamics is clearly outlined:

Episode I: Setting the alarm
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WWF:

Our analysis about the representations of the problem conveyed by WWF revealed that the organization questions mostly consequential aspects of soybean operations-those referring to the activities of the industry actors, leaving out more structural issues. In particular, special attention is put on underlying direct environmental impacts, which predominate in WWF's narratives over other social concerns or more macro-effects of soybean operations.

The organization conveys the idea that industry can be managed and that economic growth goes hand in hand with social and environmental sustainability. And, in general, that large-scale agriculture is possible in a socially and environmentally responsible way.

Thus, in order to revert the negative impacts caused by industry operations, WWF proposes the adoption of better agricultural practices by establishing a common standard for what would be labeled "responsible soybean" production. The way the organization will seek to achieve this solution is through the establishment of a standard-setting body, known as the Roundtable for Responsible Soy (RTRS), where civil society and corporate actors come together to define 'consensually' a set of voluntary guidelines covering environmental, economic and social features.

This institutional mechanism is intended as an 'inclusive' and 'mainstream' scheme working under the assumption that not only all business actors across the chain are necessary parties in the solution, but also that the wider their participation the stronger efficacy. Additionally, corporate actors are entitled the role of "standard-setters" where they will define the rules that would govern their own operations.

Firms are persuaded to join WWF-led Roundtable through prudential arguments that promote RTRS scheme as a pragmatic and business friendly initiative, with the benefic to serve also as a risk and quality management tool. Moreover, the organization makes use of engaging tactics comprising mainly standardized procedures for approaching Business actors, networking, dialogue and information workshops and seminaries.

In addition as the initiative is "voluntary", standard compliance will be ensured not by coercive means, as in traditional State regulation, but by means of market-based incentives. In this case, WWF proposed solution relies on the promise of material and symbolic gains (i.e., social recognition, product differentiation, market access) given by the attribution of a "responsible label" to those complying with the established criteria. The mechanism of verification of compliance is that of third party auditing.

To this point we can assert that the Roundtable project advanced by WWF is emblematic of so-called private voluntary governance arrangements, also known as non-state-market-driven governance

On the Dynamics between NGOs

Exploratory findings suggested that these different NGO-led projects develop in an interdependent and dialectical process where the organizations will build on each other's shortcomings and offer specific differentiations in regards to its counter-parts project. This finding supports theoretical propositions by [START_REF] Zald | Social Movement industries: Competition and Conflict among movement organizations[END_REF] whom suggest that social movement organizations often compete for symbolic dominance to have the best programs and tactics to accomplish their goals.

NGOs participating in the controversies around soybean sustainability are not in a situation of independence in the field but on the contrary they are affected by the action of its counter-parts and brought up to respond to them.

Concretely, our analysis point out WWF as the "focal" organization towards which the other two NGOs reacted to, positioning as the challengers. WWF enjoyed a dominant situation in the field as its project of promoting good agricultural practices through certification schemes earned great acceptance among corporate actors. However, this relative success simultaneously attracted fierce criticisms from its counter-parts based on fundamental disagreements on the extent and scope of the change advocated by WWF's project.

Greenpeace and FoE came to intervene in the field seeking to offer alternative projects to WWF-led Roundtable talks. Nevertheless, the way these two 'challengers' positioned in regards of the focal organization's project differs greatly.

First, Greenpeace questioned certain flaws in the process of the RTRS talks, not the project itself.

While converging in certain principles of the private governance advanced by WWF, Greenpeace disagrees on the modalities that would ensure it. Notably, Greenpeace considered the Roundtable talks led by WWF as "lengthy" and "bureaucratic" and thus unable "to provide timely results to halt deforestation on-the-ground" (Interview Greenpeace Netherlands, Sept 2009 and Greenpeace

International, March 2013).

Another aspect thoroughly criticized by Greenpeace in regards to the RTRS talks was the absence of 'coercive' mechanisms within WWF's initiative.

Based on these critics, Greenpeace differentiates its own project by establishing a fast-tracked process (in contrast to the lengthy consensus-based negotiations led by WWF) that integrates compelling mechanism for compliance to make up for the absence of "power" questioned in WWF project.

The first differentiation concerning the fast-tracking process would be enabled by Greenpeace's choice of imposing a unilateral designed "norm" upon targeted actors. Thus, in contrast to the lengthy

CONCLUSION

The concluding section suggests the major contributions of this study, evaluates its limitations and proposes perspectives of future research.

Limits and Perspectives

This dissertation has investigated the dynamics within the individual NGOs' influence strategies and the dynamics between NGOs when simultaneously intervening in a common issue field. The study has been aimed at enhancing knowledge in those two understudied aspects of NGOs' mobilization in corporate contexts.

A qualitative study was conducted looking at three different NGO interventions in a common empirical setting: the soybean industry. Three analytical levels were defined: representations, strategic repertoire and structural elements.

However, a number of important limitations need to be considered. First, the current study has only examined the NGO side of the story. It would have been ideal to integrate the companies perspectives in the research, this realization having emerged too late in the process research we did not count with the time or money to re-launch another round of interviews with corporate actors involved.

We tried to made up for this limitation by watching regularly the publication of companies' public statements, minutes meetings from the specific initiatives where companies participated, press articles and other academic works studying some of the initiatives led by Greenpeace and WWF (RTRS and Soy Moratorium). We are aware that these substitutes to the primary information that interviews could have provided it, limit some of our conclusions.

Further work, thus, needs to be done to understand « the other side of the story », that's Business perspective on the affair. In this regard, it would be interesting to investigate how private actors occupy this spaces « outside the market » and integrate it to its market strategies.

Second, our choice of approaching the field from a systemic perspective, analyzing the influence process in its complexity, by looking at representation, strategic repertoire and structures, did not allowed us to go deep into certain elements or particular initiatives. We stayed at the descriptive, exploratory level of a « how » type of question (how events occurred, what tools are deployed), covering only partially a « why », more explicative, type of questioning.
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This limit does that we provide only some elements of comprehension about the development and setting up of influence strategies. For instance, while we did provide some elements on the history, organizational culture and organizational structure of each of the organizations in Section 2, Chapter 4 (Empirical Setting), further exploration of the links and causalities between organizational features and the strategic choices that organization made need to be made. Thus, for example the influence of organizational restructuration within the NGOs i.e., changes at the managers-level, organizational culture, or linking the organizational structure of a NGO i.e., more or less centralized, federation, etc.-, to its particular stance are some possible clues for further research.

Third, our choice to bring about a better understanding of NGOs' mobilization through rich description of processes, and of the way they evolve, left the assessment and reasons of their efficacy out of the scope of our research. This aspect remains a black box in available literature, and one that deserves to be uptake by scholars interested in bringing new perspectives to the field of NGO-Business relations.

Four, we did not evaluate the impact of these strategies at the intra-level of the organization. A number of authors propose this as an interesting path of research. How do collaboration with the industry changes organizational patterns within NGOs? What tensions arise in complex organizational networks as those of International NGOs? In our case the strategies studied were representative of the whole NGOs' international network, but what would happen if two offices belonging to the same network engaged in contrasting strategies? A particularly interesting way to address this question would be through a research-action format within a particular NGO or an ethnographic approach immersion.

Concerning our research method, there are a number of methodological choices that would need to be reconsidered or revisited. A more complex discourse analysis of a lexical nature would have permitted a finer and more solid characterization of NGOs' representations and underlying beliefs. Having undertaken a theme-based content analysis, we were quite constraint to the type of information we could decipher.

Lastly, using an « organizational field » lens to study NGOs' interactions when simultaneously seeking to influence Business could shed more light on the « battles » between NGOs over sustainable standard-definition in global industries.
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Summary

Returning to the research questions posted at the beginning of this study, it is now possible to say that NGO-led projects develop in an interdependent and dialectical process, in a sort of competitive interaction where the organizations build on each other shortcomings to advanced its preferred norms in the field.

These findings shed some light on the relational dynamics between NGOs when advocating changes in the marketplace. Particularly, as much as of the available literature on NGOs' strategies is concerned with relations between NGOs and firms, or between large northern NGOs with smaller counterparts in the South, we shed light on horizontal, mostly competing dynamics between large transnational NGOs to gain symbolic dominance, as proposed by [START_REF] Zald | Social Movement industries: Competition and Conflict among movement organizations[END_REF].

Concerning dynamics within individual influence strategies we can say that conflict and collaboration are constitutive elements in NGO influence strategies. Most of the strategies studied took place along a confrontation-collaboration continuum or with different degrees of collaboration.

Dynamics within individual influence strategies took different forms:

-A progressive dynamic from confrontation to collaboration -A dual one: confronting with some segments of the industry and collaborating with others.

The current findings adds to raising scholar interest to bring in a interrelated and dynamic view on NGOs strategies in Business contexts [START_REF] Hond | The Sequential Patterning of Tactics: Activism in the Global Sports Apparel Industry, 1988-2002[END_REF][START_REF] Huijstee | NGOs Moving Business: An Analysis of Contrasting Strategies[END_REF][START_REF] Zietsma | Building chains and directing flows: strategies and tactics of mutual influence in stakeholder conflicts[END_REF]. Finally, these findings brought some empirical evidence to a conceptual model that to our knowledge had remained conceptual until today.
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ANNEX 1: EXAMPLES OF NGOs TARGETING BUSINESS

LIST OF TABLES AND FIGURES