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Abstract 

Within Europe regulatory pressure on multinational enterprises is increasing to ensure corporate 

accountability for human rights and environmental protection in global supply chains. The 

Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive marks a shift from voluntary to mandatory 

governance, with Article 14 requiring adequate grievance mechanisms. This study examines 

how Dutch NGOs adapt their strategies in response to these evolving regulatory frameworks, 

particularly the CSDDD and the proposed Omnibus. It contributes to the literature by analysing 

NGO strategy adaptation beyond agenda-setting, focusing on how they balance confrontation 

and collaboration to ensure corporate accountability in practise. A qualitative, inductive case 

study was conducted, using thematic coding supported by sensitizing concepts from Delalieux 

et al.’s (2024) virtue and fortuna-framework. Public documents of 17 NGOs were gathered and 

semi-structured interviews with seven Dutch NGOs were conducted. The results show that 

NGOs mobilise internal capacities in response to, mainly political, contextual constraints. 

Findings reveal three main strategies: lobbying and advocacy, narrative adaptation, and 

alliance-building. These strategies can be applied simultaneously and take both confrontational 

or collaborative forms, depending largely on internal capabilities and organisational identity. 

This research pioneers the viewpoint that NGOs actively shape, defend, and implement 

accountability frameworks through strategic adaptations in uncertain regulatory contexts. 
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1. Introduction  

Global supply chains are critical drivers of economic development but are also intertwined with 

environmental degradation and human rights violations. The reliance on voluntary governance 

mechanisms, for multi-national enterprises (‘MNEs’), such as reporting and codes of conduct, 

combined with ineffective public enforcement measures, has resulted in a persistent governance 

gap. Over the past years, there has been more attention for binding laws and regulations within 

the European Union (‘EU’) to ensure the protection of human and environmental rights in 

supply chains, such as the EU Deforestation Regulation (‘EUDR’), Corporate Sustainability 

Reporting Directive (‘CSRD’) and the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive 

(‘CSDDD’). Civil society organisations collectively enable such shifts from voluntary to 

mandatory corporate social responsibility (‘CSR’) legislation (Delalieux et al., 2024). The 

CSDDD came about most recently and serves as a potential key legislation for mandatory 

governance for MNEs by shifting corporate accountability from voluntary commitments to 

legal obligations. The CSDDD requires MNEs to identify, mitigate, and remediate human rights 

and environmental harms, including, for example, Scope 1, 2, and 3 CO₂ emissions. It is a 

European directive requiring transposition into national law by Member States at which point 

it will become fully enforceable. In the context of corporate accountability and remediation, 

Art. 14 CSDDD seems particularly interesting. It requires MNEs to establish a fair, publicly 

available, accessible, predictable, and transparent procedure for complaints by those who have 

legitimate concerns regarding actual or potential adverse impacts. This reflects a broader trend 

towards the systematisation and legalisation of corporate complaint mechanisms through 

legislation, which may contribute to raising the standard and ensuring greater uniformity across 

companies within its scope. This may influence strategies of non-governmental organisations 

(‘NGOs’) and the ways they try to ensure corporate accountability. As NGOs play a key role in 

monitoring, pressuring, and engaging with MNEs, a clearer understanding of how NGOs adapt 

their strategies to regulatory shifts is necessary. Litigation can for instance be a tool for NGOs 

to enforce corporate accountability, also regarding CO₂ emissions, as illustrated by the Dutch 

Milieudefensie v. Shell-case. One the one hand, the CSDDD and specifically Art. 14 could limit 

the need for NGOs to apply pressure and rely on litigation to ensure corporate accountability. 

On the other hand, if the MNEs do not properly react to the complaint, there is even more reason 

for NGOs to enforce accountability, possibly in courts, with the CSDDD as a legal basis, 

strengthening litigation as an enforcement tool. It remains to be seen whether, and if so, how, 

such mechanisms influence the strategies of NGOs and their use of litigation. Especially since 

there is a lot of uncertainty around the CSDDD due to the Omnibus-package, a set of legislative 
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proposals introduced by the European Commission to amend existing sustainability laws, 

including the CSDDD. NGOs are assumably adapting their strategies in anticipation of it. This 

highlights an underexplored area of research that is novel and relevant, especially considering 

how recent the CSDDD got approved and is currently under reform with the Omnibus-package, 

namely how NGOs adapt their strategies to ensure corporate accountability considering 

regulatory shifts from voluntary to mandatory governance. Groundwork literature has examined 

how civil society organisations as NGOs have affected their environments, including legislation 

(Delalieux et al., 2024), and MNE behaviour (Bruijn et al., 2024); and even how NGOs are 

affected by regulatory restrictions themselves (Fransen et al., 2021; Fransen & Dupuy, 2024). 

NGOs often temper their advocacy under restrictive conditions, such as repression and 

regulatory restrictions, foreign funding restrictions, surveillance, and intimidation; and 

administrative and legal barriers (Fransen et al., 2021) and advocacy-related legal restrictions 

even reduce the presence of rights-focused international NGOs (Fransen & Dupuy, 2024). 

These studies have explored the role of NGOs in enabling regulatory change and the effects of 

restrictive environments on their operations, but they have paid limited attention to how NGOs 

strategically adapt when regulatory shifts target MNEs rather than civil society itself. This 

research addresses that gap by examining how Dutch NGOs adapt their strategies within 

evolving mandatory regulatory frameworks, such as the CSDDD, in the context of promoting 

corporate accountability for human rights protection and environmental protection in global 

supply chains. This research moves beyond acknowledging the importance of NGOs (Teegen 

et al., 2004), zooms in on NGOs as adaptive actors within institutional change (Abbott et al., 

2016), and examines how NGOs act politically and adapt their strategies within evolving 

governance frameworks (Scherer & Palazzo, 2011). This extends the literature beyond firm-

centric analyses and the way NGOs influence their context, as it considers how NGOs adapt 

their own strategies for ensuring corporate accountability. In order to shed light on the way 

NGOs adapt their strategies in response to regulatory changes concerning corporate 

accountability, this research seeks to understand how NGOs balance confrontation and 

collaboration amongst others in their interactions with MNEs, leveraging emerging mandatory 

governance frameworks to enforce human rights and environmental standards. Ultimately, this 

research addresses the central research question: How do Dutch NGOs adapt their strategies to 

ensure corporate accountability in response to evolving regulatory frameworks on mandatory 

human rights and environmental due diligence, such as the CSDDD? To address this research 

question, this research adopts a qualitative, inductive case study design to explore the socially 

constructed nature of NGO strategic decision-making. It adopts an NGO-centred theoretical 
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framework based on Delalieux et al. (2024), which interprets NGO strategy through the 

Machiavellian interplay between NGO’s internal capacities and the unpredictable and evolving 

regulatory environment. This virtue and fortuna-framework helps to explain how NGOs 

navigate the shift from voluntary to mandatory governance by adapting their strategies. The 

framework informed three central sensitizing concepts which support the analytical focus 

during the research without predetermining codes (Bowen, 2006). These sensitizing concepts 

are internal capacity mobilisation (virtue), contextual opportunities and constraints (fortuna), 

and NGO roles linked to accountability seeking (orchestrator, expert and advocate). Drawing 

on multiple data sources, such as NGO documents, publications, and interviews with their 

representatives, the study uses thematic analysis to identify and interpret patterns. Following 

Naeem et al.’s (2023) approach to inductive thematic analysis in qualitative research, this 

research aims for theory development capturing the adaptation of NGO strategies in relation to 

its real-life context within the current shifts from voluntary to mandatory governance 

frameworks. This research contributes to the existing literature while also making a social 

contribution as it offers valuable practical insights for NGOs and policymakers that need to deal 

with the shifting regulatory framework of today. It can support effective implementation of 

frameworks like the CSDDD and has the potential to encourage constructive dialogue on 

promoting corporate accountability between NGOs and regulators. The theoretical contribution 

to the academic debate lies within the more advanced understanding of NGO strategic decision-

making by extending beyond existing literature. It focuses on a “to confront or to collaborate”-

dilemma that NGOs face (Hyatt, 2009). Applying this perspective on Dutch NGOs in the 

context of the recent shifts from voluntary to mandatory corporate accountability within the EU 

is novel. After this introduction, chapter 2 sets out the theoretical background which provides a 

review of the relevant literature on NGO strategies in ensuring corporate accountability and 

responding to regulatory shifts. The chapter also expands on the concepts and theoretical 

framework that this research is built upon. Chapter 3 then explains the adopted methodological 

approach. This includes a justification for the research design and context, an overview of the 

data collection methods and analysis, and ethical considerations. Chapter 4 presents the research 

findings derived from the interviews and documents. In chapter 5, the discussion interprets 

these results in relation to existing theories and literature, critically evaluating the implications 

for understanding NGO strategies, while addressing the contributions and limitations of the 

research and outlining directions for future research. Finally, this thesis ends with references 

and appendices in chapters 6 and 7.  
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2. Theoretical background 

This chapter reviews the literature on the evolving role of NGOs in ensuring corporate 

accountability. It begins by outlining how NGOs historically relied on soft law and indirect 

influence to shape corporate behaviour. It then examines the shift towards mandatory regulation 

and how this alters the context in which NGOs operate. Particular attention is given to the 

tension between confrontation and collaboration in NGO strategies. While existing research 

recognises the importance of NGOs in shaping and responding to governance frameworks, less 

is known about how they strategically adapt to regulatory shifts. This review therefore lays the 

theoretical foundation for understanding NGOs as adaptive actors in times of regulatory change. 

 

2.1. Literature background review 

The concepts central to this research are ‘NGO strategies’, ‘regulatory shifts’ and ‘corporate 

accountability’. This research examines the relationship between these three key concepts, by 

looking into how NGO adapt their strategies in response to regulatory shifts, in their efforts to 

ensure corporate accountability.  

 

2.1.1. NGO strategies 

Within this research the concept of ‘NGO strategies’ refers to the approaches and actions taken 

by NGOs to ensure corporate accountability in global supply chains, specifically regarding 

human rights and environmental protection. In this context, ‘NGO’ is defined as almost any 

private organisation that is independent from the government, does not challenge the 

government for power (i.e., is not a political party), and is non-profit, non-criminal and non-

violent. NGOs therefore include interest groups, pressure groups, lobby groups, private 

organisations, voluntary organisations, and some social movement organisations (Saunders & 

Roth, 2019). NGOs can detect problems, provide information, advocate to secure change, fill 

infrastructural and institutional voids and provide leadership for change (Vachani & Post, 2012). 

NGOs can even mobilise the public opinion regarding MNE environmental practices (Sarkis et 

al., 2010; Meixell & Luoma, 2015). Negative information about a company that is exposed by 

NGOs turns out to provoke more negative reactions than MNEs’ self-disclosure of the same 

information (Reimsbach & Hahn 2013). NGOs have played an important role in identifying and 

reporting unsustainable practices (Schrader et al., 2012) and in increasing transparency in 

supply chains (Awaysheh & Klassen, 2010). Their pressure is a significant factor in socially 

sustainable supply chains (Mont & Leire, 2009), having substantial impacts on governments 
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and MNEs in local, national, and global contexts (Teegen et al., 2004). The role of NGOs 

extends beyond that of a watchdog, into that of a collaborative partner to firms (Meixell & 

Luoma, 2015). Much research has been done on the collaboration between NGOs and MNEs 

(e.g., Islam et al., 2024, Morozov et al., 2024, Dahan et al., 2010) and the ‘governance triangle’, 

which also includes state actors (Abbott & Snidal, 2021), to effectively implement policies. 

MNE-NGO interactions are critical mechanisms to address human rights and environmental 

challenges. To sense and seize environmental opportunities, develop green capabilities, improve 

environmental performance, and respond to sustainability challenges MNEs and NGOs should 

cooperate (Bruijn et al., 2024). When partnering with MNEs, NGOs that advocate for social 

and environmental interests should make sure their strategies align with their values and keep 

their own accountability in check (Ghafran & Yasmin, 2025; Jordan & van Tuijl, 2000), due to 

potentially conflicting interests of MNEs (Baur & Schmitz, 2012). NGO strategies for pursuing 

corporate accountability through their (in)direct interactions with MNEs may include direct 

collaboration with MNEs, advocacy, lobbying, public campaigns, stakeholder engagement, and 

litigation. These strategies can roughly be categorised into 1) collaboration (e.g., engagement 

and support, voluntary codes, social auditing, and shareholder activism) and 2) confrontation 

(e.g., moral stigmatisation, naming-and-shaming, filing complaints economic pressure, and 

litigation) (Winston, 2002). 

 

2.1.2. Regulatory shifts 

The concept of ‘regulatory shifts’ within this research refers to changes in legal frameworks, 

policies, and enforcement mechanisms that regulate corporate accountability, particularly in 

global supply chains. It refer to the transition from voluntary CSR to mandatory governance, 

exemplified by legislation such as the CSDDD. ‘CSR’, in this research, is defined as MNEs 

aligning their operations with societal and environmental expectations and integrating 

voluntary commitments to social and environmental concerns (Bokor, 2024; Gjølberg, 2009). 

For a long time, NGOs could not force companies to do anything, they needed to mobilise 

consumers and governments to make a change (Winston, 2002). As MNEs are key actors in 

politics and regulatory systems, they shaped the rules of the game and initiated vague, voluntary 

‘soft law’ obligations for themself. These instruments are not always effective in ensuring 

environmental or human rights protection, leading to enforcement gaps without specific 

punitive consequences (Benjamin, 2025). Currently, there is a clear trend towards making 

human rights due diligence legally binding, moving from soft to hard law (Feigerlová, 2014; 

Krajewski, 2023; Deva, 2023; Villiers, 2022; Bueno & Bright, 2020; Joseph & Kyriakakis 
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2023). The regulatory components of the institutional context reflecting “the existing laws and 

rules in a particular national environment that promote certain types of behaviours and restrict 

others” (Kostova, 1999) are currently shifting. Voluntary CSR obligations as dialogue are 

gradually changing into mandatory CSR as legislation and civil society organisations are 

collectively enabling this shift (Delalieux et al., 2024). 

 

2.1.3. Corporate accountability 

Lastly, in this research, the concept of ‘corporate accountability’ is defined as the positive duty 

of MNEs to exercise due diligence in managing their human rights and environmental impacts 

and comply with human rights and environmental standards, ensuring responsible business 

practices across their global supply chains. This definition is based on Mohammed (2013) who 

describes corporate accountability as “the positive duty of due diligence to provide an account 

to society in the collaborative management of environmental, social, human and financial 

capitals”. Mandatory reporting incentivizes MNEs to align their behaviours to the expectations 

of their stakeholders (Masiero et al, 2020; Archel et al., 2009; Doshi et al., 2013), but is not 

sufficient to empower stakeholders in inducing organisational change toward more socially 

desirable behaviour (Cooper & Owen, 2007; Thijssens et al., 2015; Unerman & O’Dwyer, 2006; 

Masiero et al, 2020). NGOs have certain power in this context and without their demand for 

accountability, CSR disclosure by MNEs is likely to be limited (Gal et al., 2018). The 

responsiveness of MNEs to NGO activism varies across industries and companies, influenced 

by amongst others compliance costs, brand image, competitive dynamics, and personal motives 

of top management (Spar & La Mure, 2003). Human rights litigation might trigger firms to 

introduce human rights policies, having educational and regulatory effects besides its judicial 

function (Schrempf-Stirling & Wettstein, 2015). NGOs could use such enforcement regimes to 

their advantage. It is important to note that private and public enforcement mechanisms are not 

chronologically and logically on the same level. Public intervention is to some degree the 

consequence of NGOs pushing public regulation to emerge, for example by lobbying, and once 

the regulations are in place, NGOs enforce those rules and initiate litigations when necessary.   

 

2.1.4. Strategic adaptation in response to regulatory changes 

When regulations are established, they need to be implemented and enforced. NGOs have long 

been a main actor in policy implementation (Milward & Provan 2000; Salamon 2002) and are 

increasingly involved in implementing public policies as regulatory intermediaries (Ma & Yee, 
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2024; Abbott et al., 2017; Havinga & Verbruggen 2017; Peters 2014). For NGOs to do this 

effectively, they should align their strategic and survival interests with the broader regulatory 

objectives (Ma & Yee, 2024). Fransen & Dupuy (2024) show that advocacy-related legal 

restrictions reduce the presence of rights-focused international NGOs. Fransen et al. (2021) 

highlight that NGOs often temper their advocacy under restrictive conditions but does not 

address how NGOs respond to regulations for MNEs. They could collaborate more with MNEs 

or enforce these rules by litigation. Litigation against transnational corporations has increased 

over the years (Benjamin, 2025). NGOs went from private regulators, critics, and participants, 

advocating for CSR and monitoring business practices to legal experts, ensuring goals of 

regulations are met. They have become more formal actors within the regulatory ecosystem. 

NGOs are now experts in law, enforcement, and policy, leverage legal avenues, and engage 

more strategically with governments, courts, and businesses. Their roles are similar, but 

litigation has become strategically more important, focussing on legal accountability, and 

influencing the systemic implementation of CSR legislation (Delalieux et al., 2024). Most cases 

of strategic climate litigation are filed by NGOs and individual campaigners (Setzer & Higham 

2024). Such confrontational interactions are capable of shaping and spreading CSR (Van 

Huijstee, 2010). Some however argue that this may not effectively drive changes in MNEs’ 

behaviour as it can internalise negative externalities within companies and their supply chains 

(Touw, 2024). The literature shows the importance of NGOs and their different roles, depending 

on their contexts and strategies. There is however a lack of research on how NGOs adapt their 

strategies to the contemporary regulatory shifts to ensure corporate accountability of MNEs in 

supply chains. Therefore, it is relevant to research this subject, which in nature comes down to 

the question: “to confront or to collaborate?”. This dilemma that NGOs face stems from the 

dual nature of mandatory legal frameworks, which offer both enforcement mechanisms that are 

confrontational and opportunities for constructive engagement, requiring NGOs to navigate 

between confrontation and cooperation (Hyatt, 2009). This dilemma is amplified with 

mandatory regulations such as the CSDDD. NGOs will need to make strategic choices between 

confrontation, by filing a complaint or pursuing legal action, or collaboration by facilitating 

implementation. Applying this perspective to Dutch NGOs in light of the CSDDD political 

process is novel. This research addresses the identified gaps by examining how NGOs adapt 

their strategies in response to evolving regulatory frameworks, such as the CSDDD. It 

contributes novel insights about strategy adaption during uncertain times and problematises the 

static assumptions that the introduction of mandatory rules on corporate accountability 1) leads 

to NGOs initiating more litigation and 2) reduces the need for NGO involvement.  
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2.2.Theoretical framework of virtue, fortuna and accountability seeking roles 

This research draws on the theoretical framework developed by Delalieux et al. (2024), about 

the strategic positioning of civil society actors in the development of mandatory CSR 

legislation. In their framework, they draw on Machiavelli’s concept of the relationship between 

‘virtue’ and ‘fortuna’ in analysing how actors combine their internal strengths to respond to or 

shape unpredictable, external forces. Virtue refers to an actor’s internal capabilities such as 

expertise, networks, and resources, and fortuna to the unpredictable and shifting nature of the 

institutional context. Delalieux et al. (2024) identified multiple roles that social actors can 

adopt: the expert, who offers specific knowledge; the influence, who impacts the media and 

relationships; the advocate, who advocates, influences the agenda, and mobilises activities; the 

connector, who leverages relationships; and the orchestrator, who coordinates capacity and 

activities. These roles are not fixed, they depend on the virtue and fortuna. Specifically, three 

core roles of this framework are interesting for this study, namely the advocate (e.g., campaign 

or confrontational activities), the expert (e.g., lobbying activities or policy input 

recommendations) and the orchestrator (e.g., collective impact, coalitions). These roles are most 

closely linked to accountability-seeking practises, as they combine public pressure, expert 

legitimacy, and strategic coordination to influence policy and enforce responsible behaviour, 

whereas building networks or shaping public opinion is less directly tied to holding actors 

accountable. Delalieux et al. (2024) primarily focuses on the agenda-setting and policy making, 

which sensitises this research to how NGOs’ strategic identities and past involvement in shaping 

the regulations may influence their strategic adaptation to the new regulatory frameworks, 

whether through collaboration, confrontation, or a hybrid approach. Linking back to these roles 

helps analyse how NGOs strategically respond to or attempt to shape changes in corporate 

accountability regulation. This framework is well-suited to explain how NGOs navigate 

regulatory uncertainty. Internal capacity mobilisation (virtue), contextual opportunities and 

constraint (fortuna) and NGO roles linked to accountability seeking (orchestrator, expert and 

advocate) will serve as sensitizing concepts in the data analysis. They serve as an interpretive 

lens, rather than prescriptive variables, and provide perspective in interpreting the strategy 

adaptations of NGOs suitable with this qualitative research. This framework also informed the 

development of the interview guide, which includes questions on internal resources, external 

challenges, and accountability seeking roles.  
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3. Methodology 

This chapter outlines the research question and presents the methodological approach used to 

explore NGO strategy adaptation in response to changing regulatory frameworks. The study 

employs qualitative, inductive research using a case study design, which is well-suited for 

theory development around complex and socially constructed phenomena. Focusing on Dutch 

NGOs and their responses to the evolving legislation, specifically the CSDDDD, the research 

design enables an in-depth exploration of strategic decision-making within a shifting legal 

context. Through grounded theory methods, the study aims to uncover how NGOs navigate 

possible tensions between confrontation and collaboration as they adapt their strategies. 

 

3.1.Research design 

To address the research question “How do Dutch NGOs adapt their strategies to ensure 

corporate accountability in response to evolving regulatory frameworks on mandatory human 

rights and environmental due diligence, such as the CSDDD?"  properly, this research employs 

qualitative research with an inductive approach using a case study. Qualitative research is well-

suited to explain the social phenomenon of NGO strategy adaption and to focus on theory 

development by finding a structure around it (Flick, 2007). In this research, the specific 

phenomenon of interest is the way NGOs adapt their strategies to the currently changing 

regulatory frameworks to ensure corporate accountability. To find a structure around this recent 

phenomenon, which is socially constructed through interactions and interpretations, qualitive 

research is the best suited research method to make sense of NGOs responding to the changing 

regulatory environment. Given the focus on understanding evolving strategic decision-making 

within NGOs and the aim of new theory development capturing the complexity of real-life 

relationships among concepts, inductive research that is open to innovation with flexible 

orientation is conducted (Gioia et al., 2013). By tapping into the grounded theory development 

this research ultimately aims to discover, understand, and interpret what is happening in the 

research context (Bowen, 2006). To deepen the understanding of this contemporary and 

context-sensitive phenomenon of NGOs adapting to evolving regulations, the research design 

incorporates a case study (Symon & Cassel, 2012). As the effect of the changing regulatory 

environment on strategic decisions of NGOs is not clear-cut, the use of a case study design 

enables an in-depth exploration of how NGOs adapt within their specific context. This research 

design supports explanation building, leading to the generation of theoretical propositions, 

theory development, and causal insights for further research (Symon & Cassell, 2012).  
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3.2.Research context 

This research focusses on Dutch NGOs within the EU who engage in corporate accountability 

on human rights and environmental protection due diligence within global supply chains. The 

case study specifically relates to the strategic adaptations of NGOs to the political process of 

the CSDDD, as example of changing regulatory frameworks on corporate accountability, 

particularly regarding human and environmental rights. The central empirical focus is thus the 

strategic responses of Dutch NGOs to the political process of the CSDDD. The CSDDD is an 

EU legislative initiative aimed at embedding corporate accountability for human rights and 

environmental impacts into binding law. The proposal of the CSDDD showed a major shift 

from the previously dominant soft-law framework, such as the UN Guiding Principles on 

Business and Human Rights and OECD Guidelines, toward a legally enforceable framework 

where large companies and their subsidiaries need to conduct due diligence across their 

operations and value chains. This includes identifying, preventing, mitigating, and remedying 

adverse human rights and environmental impacts. Article 14 seems to be particularly interesting 

in the context of accountability. It requires MNEs to establish a fair, publicly available, 

accessible, predictable, and transparent procedure for complaints by those who have legitimate 

concerns regarding actual or potential adverse impacts. They must establish a grievance 

mechanism accessible to stakeholders who may be affected by their activities, such as workers, 

local communities, or civil society organisations. A political agreement on the directive was 

reached in 2024. Despite the watering-down of earlier proposals the agreement seemed to be a 

breakthrough in creating binding rules for corporate accountability. The directive officially 

entered into force on 25 July 2024, with a transition period of a year for Member States. 

However, the directive is not yet being transposed into national law, as its implementation is 

now subject to revision. In February 2025, the European Commission introduced the Omnibus-

proposal to amend key provisions of the CSDDD, amongst others, due to political pressure and 

business concerns. It proposed a narrowing of scope, removal of the EU-wide civil liability 

regime, postponement of application timelines, and a reduction in stakeholder engagement and 

supply chain obligations. As of writing, the Omnibus is still under debate and has not yet been 

formally adopted. The central empirical focus of this study is therefore the strategic responses 

of NGOs to this political process, which holds major implications for corporate accountability 

and civil society within the EU. NGOs have played an active role throughout the entire 

legislative process of the CSDDD, through lobbying amongst others, which is why it is 

interesting to investigate how they adapt their strategies in this process and how they anticipate 

acting on mandatory due diligence rules once the law is final.  
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3.3.Data-collection  

To build a comprehensive and triangulated understanding, this research draws on multiple data 

sources, namely documents and interviews. Triangulation can help to compensate for the 

limitations of any single method and enhance the quality of qualitative research (Flick, 2007). 

As the available input is abundant, a filtering process was necessary to make the output useful. 

First, contextual information was separated from academic literature and from verifiable data 

that can be directly analysed considering the research question. Contextual materials help to 

understand the broader regulatory and advocacy environment, such as regulatory texts and news 

articles, while empirical data inform the actual analysis. The data collection was guided by the 

sensitizing concepts. An overview of the collected data can be found in Table 1 below. The 

document analysis includes publicly accessible and traceable sources such as (annual) reports, 

publications by their research departments, press releases, statements, website blogs, articles, 

letters, and strategic plans. The semi-structured interviews were held with representatives from 

NGOs that engage with the CSDDD and promote corporate accountability. Inductive qualitative 

research benefits from direct engagement with people that can be considered ‘knowledgeable 

agents’ capable of articulating their own thoughts, intentions, and actions (Gioia et al., 2013). 

This also applies to the representatives of NGOs that are best positioned to explain what they 

do, why they do it and what the aim of their strategies in practise are. For the semi-structured 

interviews an interview guide was used (Flick, 2007), which can be found in Appendix 1.  
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Table 1. Data sources 

Type of data Specification NGO Number of pages 

Interviews Policy advisor ActionAid  19 pages of transcript 

Coordinator MVO Platform 12 pages of transcript 

Director OECD Watch 17 pages of transcript 

Project Lead Business, Conflict 

& Human Right 

PAX for Peace 21 pages of transcript 

Public Affairs Lead Europe Rainforest Alliance 16 pages of transcript 

Head of Policy Influencing Solidaridad 9 pages of transcript 

Researcher NGO8* anonymous 13 pages of transcript 

7 NGO interview transcripts  107 pages of transcript 

Documents External online documents such 

as (annual) reports, publications 

by their research departments, 

press releases, statements, 

website blogs, articles, letters, 

and strategic plans. 

ActionAid 766 pages 

Amnesty 328 pages 

Both ENDS 157 pages 

Code Rood 13 pages 

Extinction 

Rebellion 

156 pages 

Fossielvrij 7 pages 

Greenpeace 677 pages 

IUCN 54 pages 

Milieudefensie 307 pages 

MVO Platform 129 pages 

OECD Watch 360 pages 

Oxfam 267 pages 

PAX for Peace  393 pages 

Rainforest Alliance 169 pages 

Solidaridad 410 pages 

SOMO 440 pages 

Urgenda 445 pages 

17 collections of external NGO 

documents 

 5078 pages  
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3.4.Data analysis  

This research applies an informed coding approach, drawing on the sensitizing concepts, 

allowing for a theoretically guided but open-ended analysis of NGO strategy adaptation. 

Sensitizing concepts, as discussed by Bowen (2006), can be used as interpretive tools that guide 

the qualitative data analysis while allowing for flexibility still. These concepts help with 

recognising patterns and themes in the data while remaining open to new, emerging insights. 

Given the research focus on NGO strategy evolution in response to changing regulatory 

environments, initial sensitizing concepts include as mentioned internal capacity mobilisation 

(virtue), contextual opportunities and constraint (fortuna) and NGO roles linked to 

accountability seeking (orchestrator, expert and advocate). These sensitizing concepts are 

rooted in Delalieux et al. (2024) and they help in collecting and analysing the data around NGOs 

strategic choices and rationales behind them. They are not predefined codes but rather flexible 

interpretive tools, which support a more focused yet inductive reading of the material. This 

means that while these concepts did not define my codes, they showed me what to look for in 

the documents and observations; and what questions to ask in interviews. The data analysis is 

systematic and transparent. To this end, a coding table is included in the Appendix 2 and the 

data structure is included in Table 2 below, showing how themes were derived and how the 

transition from the collected data to my findings came about. The coding process followed a 

bottom-up logic, from data to theory with an informed coding approach rooted in grounded 

theory, combining inductive theme development with the theoretically informed sensitizing 

concepts (Bowen, 2006). The coding proceeded in three stages. In the first cycle, I performed 

descriptive open coding, labelling fragments across interviews and documents, where I included 

everything that might be of importance within the collected data. An exemplary open code is 

‘Emphasising economic dimension’ which was applied to the quote: "Studies have shown that 

companies which safeguard human rights are more financially stable than their competitors". 

The second cycle involved thematic coding, grouping similar codes under broader categories. I 

identified shared themes and reorganised the open descriptive codes by connecting categories 

and bringing codes together, such as ‘Reframing discourse under political pressure’ and 

‘Building civil-society coalitions’. Finally, I used pattern coding to develop three higher-level 

aggregated dimensions: ‘Strategic lobbying & advocacy’, ‘Strategic narrative adaption’ and 

‘Strategic alliance-building’. Here I brought everything together with just limited number of 

codes that show a pattern of NGO strategies. These correspond with the sensitizing concepts of 

internal capacity mobilisation (virtue), contextual opportunities and constraint (fortuna) and 

NGO roles linked to accountability seeking (orchestrator, expert and advocate) (Delalieux et 
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al., 2024), which were used as sensitizing concepts. The coding table (Appendix 1) shows the 

path from raw codes to first-order concepts, second-order themes and aggregate dimensions 

(Gioia et al., 2013). As the key aim is to explore how NGOs adapt their strategies within a 

shifting regulatory context, thematic analysis offered a suitable flexible yet systematic way to 

identify and interpret patterns across diverse qualitative sources. Naeem et al. (2023) proposed 

six steps for the thematic analysis and coding process that were also used in this research: 1) 

transcription, familiarisation with the data and selection of quotations, 2) selection of keywords, 

3) coding of the data, 4) development of themes, 5) conceptualisation through interpretation 

and 6) development of a conceptual model. The sensitizing concepts were used as a bridge 

between empirical data and the theoretic abstract. With the thematic analysis a comprehensive 

understanding was developed as themes emerged inductively from the data through descriptive 

and interpretive analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006). This allowed for more depth in understanding 

the meaning behind NGO strategies, which is most fitting to answer the central research 

question and aligns with the inductive goals of this research. 

Table 2. Data structure 

1st-order concepts  2nd-order themes Aggregate dimension 

Promoting binding legislation Pursuing binding & 

enforceable rules 

Strategic lobbying & 

advocacy  

Defending stronger legislation 

Emphasizing the need for liability and accountability 
Ensuring practical 

enforceable remedy & 

liability 

Framing courts and complaints mechanisms as 

necessary tools 

Advocating for victim legal empowerment  

Emphasising economic dimension  
Reframing discourse 

under political pressure 
Strategic narrative 

adaptation 

Responding to government budget cuts 

Adopting certain tones 

Naming-and-shaming Projecting 

confrontational 

narratives  

Demanding change publicly 

Confronting officials and decisionmakers 

Influencing officials and decisionmakers Building civil-society 

coalitions 

Strategic alliance-

building  

Co-ordinating with other NGOs and civil society 

Working with businesses Forging cross-sector 

coalitions Leveraging business support 

Mobilising citizens  Amplifying public 

pressure Starting petitions 



 17 

3.5. Research ethics 

This research adheres to established ethical standards for qualitative research and has been 

conducted in alignment with Radboud University's guidelines for research integrity. The data 

collected belongs to the University, and this project is embedded within the ongoing research 

programme on Responsible Organizing at the Organisational Development & Design (OD&D) 

department. The participants of the interviews are fully informed on the research purpose, and 

written consent has been obtained. Any sensitive information or personal data is anonymised 

where necessary, and all collected data is securely stored and used solely for research purposes. 

This research recognises the importance of researcher reflexivity (Flick, 2007). My role and 

background may have shaped the data and the interpretation of it. Therefore, throughout the 

research attention was paid to examining my own positionality and how my background, 

beliefs, and assumptions may influence the framing of interview questions, the interpretation 

of responses, and presentation of the findings. Rather than assuming a position of neutrality, I 

acknowledge that I as a researcher play an active role in the construction of gathered knowledge 

and the need to reflect on that. Throughout the research, I have reflected on potential sources 

of systematic bias in my observations and data analysis. I ensured internal validity, grounded 

and credible conclusions and made sure this research measures what it was set out to measure. 

Finally, this research avoided unacceptable research practices, such as data fabrication, data 

manipulation, plagiarism, misrepresentation of data, interests or qualifications, mismanagement 

of data and breaches of duty of care. 
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4. Findings 

This chapter presents the findings on how Dutch NGOs adapt their strategies in response to the 

evolving regulatory framework on corporate accountability, particularly in light of the CSDDD 

and its political process. The findings are based on a thematically structured analysis of a rich 

and diverse qualitative dataset consisting of both semi-structured interviews with NGO 

representatives and external NGO documents. The data were systematically open-coded using 

a grounded, inductive approach guided by three sensitizing concepts from Delalieux et al. 

(2024), as mentioned in the previous chapter. The sensitizing concepts functioned as analytical 

lenses that helped understand the underlying rationales behind NGO strategy choices. While 

Dutch NGOs actively mobilise internal capacity (virtue) to respond to regulatory changes, their 

strategic adaptations are very much shaped contextual opportunities and constraints (fortuna), 

such as shifting political majorities, sudden legislative reversals, and pressure on civic space 

and advocacy legitimacy. This section examines how NGOs interpret, navigate, and adapt to 

these broader contextual opportunities and constraints, which both enable and constrain their 

ability to ensure corporate accountability. Figure 1 shows a visualisation of the model 

constructed based on the findings of this. The model shows that the contextual opportunities 

and constraints (fortuna) influence the internal capacity mobilisation (virtue) and the interplay 

between virtue and fortuna shape the accountability seeking roles NGOs take on. These roles 

determine the strategies that NGOs adopt in practice. In the context of the evolving regulatory 

frameworks, most NGOs combine these strategies and adapt to the changes with hybrid 

strategies. These strategies can be both collaborative and confrontational. Which type of 

strategy NGOs take on is mostly guided by their internal capacities.

 
Figure 1. Model visualisation 

 



 19 

4.1.Strategic lobbying and advocacy 

Dutch NGOs unanimously agree that binding rules are needed to create impact for human rights 

and environmental protection. They perceive soft law instruments like the OECD Guidelines 

and UNGPs as normatively important but practically insufficient. The Head of Policy 

Influencing of Solidaridad mentioned that only voluntary agreements are not enough. As the 

Director of OECD Watch explained: "We promote binding rules because we think they have a 

greater chance of impact." The Coordinator of MVO Platform echoed this view: "We used to 

be more on the voluntary policy measure pressure (…) but that really doesn't put any effect. 

That has really achieved almost nothing." The Researcher of NGO8 acknowledged this, soft 

law mechanisms like the OECD guidelines and UN guiding principles “set things in motion, 

but ultimately did not lead to the real change we would like to see.” Dutch NGOs have 

unanimous frustration with the ineffectiveness of soft-law mechanisms and stressed the need 

for enforceable rules. As the Policy advisor of ActionAid emphasized: "That was the whole 

point of us wanting law – to hold companies accountable in front of a judge." In 2019 

Greenpeace stated already: “EU-wetgeving is cruciaal in strijd tegen wereldwijde verwoesting 

natuur” and in 2021: “(…) stoppen met betrokkenheid bij ontbossing moet geen vrije keuze 

zijn, maar een plicht”. NGOs such as Milieudefensie and ActionAid advocate that 

environmental and human rights protections in supply chains must not be optional. 

Milieudefensie (2021): "Het is hard nodig dat er in Nederland en op internationaal niveau een 

wettelijke plicht komt voor bedrijven om schendingen van mensenrechten en klimaatschade in 

hun productieketens te voorkomen en te verhelpen". Similarly, ActionAid (2017) argued that 

due diligence must be binding, not voluntary, and sanctions must be proportionate to company 

turnover, in a joint report. Several NGOs demonstrated investments in internal legal and policy 

knowledge over recent years, particularly in relation to upcoming EU legislation such as the 

CSRD, EUDR and CSDDD. Interviewees described deliberate efforts to professionalise their 

policy work and legal understanding. For example, OECD Watch who didn’t have a third wing 

on advising development of binding law at first. However, the willingness by governments to 

start to put this into binding law in a way that more explicitly looks at the OECD guidelines has 

prompted them to step up our own work in that regard. NGOs mobilise internal capacity to shift 

the policy paradigm from voluntary CSR to mandatory due diligence and demonstrate efforts 

to build and maintain essential internal knowledge by staying up to date on the legal and 

political developments. As the Project Lead Business, Conflict & Human Right at PAX for 

Peace mentioned, they “keep track of what's happening in the field”. Logically, the legislative 

development of the CSDDD was initially perceived as a long-awaited opportunity to anchor 
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corporate accountability in binding EU law. Several interviewees described the adoption of the 

directive by the European Parliament as a victory, among others the Head of Policy Influencing 

of Solidaridad who stated they celebrated the adoption of the CSDDD because it felt like a huge 

milestone. ActionAid was also really happy with the adoption of the CSDDD, “especially if 

you consider that this has been an ongoing debate since the 70s” their Policy advisor 

mentioned. However, the sudden intervention of the Omnibus in 2024 severely disrupted these 

expectations, calling for the need to change strategies. The Public Affairs Lead Europe at 

Rainforest Alliance explained this as follows: “I was not expecting that extent of modifications. 

(...), it's changing a lot because instead of focusing on implementation, now we are starting 

over with a whole process of negotiations, you know and really in a degraded downgraded 

environments. (…) we're really trying to save the core elements (…) and we're not even sure 

how to save them so. It's not the same degree of engagement and advocacy we need to change 

strategies.” Multiple interviewees reported a strategic sense of disorientation in response to the 

Omnibus, especially due to the major downscaling to tier one. MVO Platform puts it best under 

words in their position paper of April 2025: “Afzwakken naar tier 1 creëert een papieren tijger 

zonder wettelijke prikkels voor bedrijven om verder te kijken dan hun neus lang is.” The 

political reversal was seen as not only weakening the directive’s substance, but also 

undermining civil society’s years-long advocacy efforts. The Policy advisor of ActionAid is not 

happy about this: “it's shit. Because we thought we had a law and now we don't have a law 

anymore.” NGOs needed to recalibrate expectations and develop strategies for advocacy again, 

but in a different way. This shows how their strategies are circumscribed by the unpredictability 

of institutional processes, reflecting the concept of contextual constraints (fortuna). Especially 

the fact that civil liability was taken out, as mentioned by the Policy advisor of ActionAid, was 

perceived negatively amongst most NGOs. Most were pleading for more liability and 

accountability for years, to ensure redress and empower victims of environmental and human 

rights violations. “Particularly alarming are the amendments envisioned to civil liability 

provisions, due diligence obligations, and climate transition plans, among others”, Amnesty 

(2025) underpins in their blog. Dutch NGOs find that liability and the possibility to hold 

businesses accountable are crucial, despite the relatively good liability framework within the 

Dutch legal system because corporate accountability needs to be enforceable in all jurisdictions. 

Especially when it comes to MNEs with global supply chains. After all, "if you don’t have 

liability, then it’s just companies self-regulating how they see fit” the Policy advisor of 

ActionAid mentioned. The Researcher of NGO8 agreed and even acknowledged the need for 

litigation “you do need more than just complaint mechanisms or mediation mechanisms”. You 
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also need a supervisor of the law, and in some cases also a judge, he mentioned. In practise, 

only a few NGOs that are more radical start lawsuits, such as Milieudefensie, Greenpeace and 

Urgenda. Milieudefensie mentions in their Algemeen Beleidsplan 2016-2025: “Juridische 

middelen kunnen op verschillende manieren worden ingezet om verandering af te dwingen en 

ruimte voor alternatieven en oplossingen te creëren. (…) van het indienen van zienswijzen tot 

het voeren van rechtszaken om beleid af te dwingen, bedrijven aan te klagen en ruimte voor 

alternatieven en oplossingen te bieden.” Other NGOs choose to guide or stimulate complaint 

filing, such as ActionAid and OECD Watch. The Director of OECD Watch explains: “we're 

still largely in favour of courts, but when implemented effectively and properly, a mediated 

solution, of course, that's why mediation exists in the world, can result in better outcomes for 

infected people.” Overall, all Dutch NGOs plead for victim empowerment and redress because 

currently its too complex for “the average sugar farmer from Guatemala to go to the Dutch 

courts (…) without getting support from civil society organisations there” the MVO Platform 

Coordinator explained. IUCN (2022) also advocates for access to justice “De Europese 

wetgevers moeten ook de bepalingen over civiele/burgerlijke aansprakelijkheid en toegang tot 

de rechtspraak verbeteren” in a joint statement of which, amongst others, Amnesty, the ECCJ, 

SOMO and Solidaridad are also signatories. In line with this, many NGOs view Article 14 of 

the CSDDD as a good tool, such as NGO8, but they are also unsure about its actual use and 

potential. MVO clarified: “that is obviously a very important part of the CSDDD for us, access 

to justice (…) and remedy. That's ultimately what you're doing with what you're doing it for. For 

the victims.” However, MVO Platform would not file such complaints themselves, but they 

expect some of their members to get into that. It is the question how much Art. 14 will actually 

change because, as ActionAid said: “the main standards for human rights due diligence are the 

OECD guidelines and the UN Guiding principles, and obviously the reference mechanisms and 

complaints mechanisms are part of that”, “so there's a lot of companies that already have some 

sort of grief and mechanism in place, especially the larger corporations.” There is thus still a 

lot of uncertainty. In sum, NGOs increasingly promote binding legislation as a more effective 

means to enforce corporate accountability compared to voluntary mechanisms. In response to 

weakened proposals, NGOs focus on defending and salvaging core elements of strong 

legislation, and they stress the importance of enforceable liability mechanisms to ensure 

companies are held accountable for harms. Courts and complaints mechanisms are framed as 

crucial enforcement tools to supplement existing due diligence obligations. Many NGOs 

advocate for the legal empowerment of victims, enabling them to access remedy with support 

from civil society, though few NGOs actually utilise these measures in practise. Both 
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confrontational (e.g., defending stronger legislation by critiquing weaker rules and seeking 

redress for victims) and collaborative (e.g., promoting binding legislation, liability, and 

accountability) lobbying and advocacy are possible strategic adaptions for NGOs in the context 

of evolving regulations. Strategic lobbying and advocacy is rooted in internal capability 

mobilisation (virtue) but is also highly responsive to contextual opportunities and constraints 

(fortuna). Dutch NGOs have shifted from supporting voluntary frameworks to actively shaping 

binding legislation, a transformation underpinned by their investments in legal expertise, 

technical competence, and policy networks. Organisations such as ActionAid, OECD Watch, 

and SOMO have enhanced their internal capacities by working on researching effectiveness of 

laws, evidence-building, and policy engagement to influence the content of the CSDDD. This 

mobilisation of the expert as accountability seeking role reflects NGOs’ strategic ambition to 

co-create regulatory norms. However, the extent and direction of their lobbying efforts are 

shaped by external political developments, particularly the shifting momentum of legislative 

processes. The dilution of the CSDDD through the Omnibus Regulation triggered a 

recalibration, pushing many NGOs from proactive law-shaping to reactive defending and 

safeguarding the rules.  

 

4.2.Strategic narrative adaptation  

Dutch NGOs have been found to strategically adapt their narratives in response to changing 

political realities, funding constraints, and public discourse. This strategy can be a mechanism 

to retain influence and legitimacy in a shifting and often hostile political landscape. A key trend 

is the shift from normative, rights-based arguments to more economically framed justifications. 

The Researcher of NGO8 said: "We tried to be a bit more constructive and progressive in the 

Netherlands, while in other countries a more critical and harsh tone was used." The Director 

of OECD Watch added: "We've thought about whether we need to change our messaging 

potentially to make it less progressive.” Also, the Public Affairs Lead Europe at Rainforest 

Alliance explained: "So we need to change our arguments. Do we need to focus on economic 

impacts? (…) We're trying to look for arguments that are more into the economic situation of 

companies." Besides that, some NGOs are concerned about the potential economic harm from 

due diligence as the Director of OECD Watch mentioned about southern NGOs. Additionally, 

NGOs acknowledge that traditional human rights framings no longer resonate with 

policymakers. The Public Affairs Lead Europe at Rainforest Alliance stated: "Human rights 

violations, that was definitely part of our narrative, but now we really need to insist more on 

the economic dimension." This shift reflects narrative adaption. Amnesty (2024) emphasised in 
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their blog that companies safeguarding human rights tend to be more financially stable, 

showcasing the economic benefits of due diligence. According to MVO Platform (2025) 

sustainable business is the earning power of the future. These companies see business 

opportunities in this, and, above all, they want to continue. This argumentation, that they used 

in a blog about a joint statement, shows both the economic dimension of due diligence and the 

business support it has. This rhetorical shift is not simply a change in tone, but a response to 

increasing political pressure and civic space restrictions. The increasing delegitimisation of 

NGO advocacy and lobbying in the Dutch political landscape and the fact that lobbying with 

government funds will no longer be allowed, leads to marginalisation of dissenting voices. The 

Project Lead Business, Conflict & Human Right at PAX for Peace noted: "Development 

cooperation grants are going down tremendously (…) you really have to start prioritising on 

what you can still do and what you can't do anymore." Similarly, the Director of OECD Watch 

observed: "They have to curtail what they talk about based on funding restrictions." “Some civil 

society will think about engaging with government less for the time being and keeping 

themselves or getting more progressive and advocating a different kind of economic model”. 

Not all NGOs pursue moderation, some NGOs indeed get more progressive such as 

Greenpeace, Code Rood, Extinction Rebellion, Milieudefensie, and Both ENDS. These NGOs 

retain or even intensify their confrontational advocacy and messaging. Greenpeace (2021) 

stated in their annual report that they fight uncompromisingly for what is needed to curb the 

climate and nature crises. Milieudefensie directly went to 29 major polluters and asked them 

for a climate plan in 2022. Code Rood (2020) called out fossil companies, stating that they only 

change their marketing, not their behaviour. There are also NGOs in-between, like Oxfam that 

favours constructive dialogue, yet reserves the right to name and shame when necessary. In 

sum, some NGOs reframe their messaging to highlight economic arguments in order to maintain 

political traction under growing pressure. Budget cuts force NGOs to reprioritise and engage 

less with governments. To remain politically relevant, some NGOs adapt their tone and 

messaging to align with the dominant political discourse by moderating their rhetoric to 

preserve access and credibility. Others lean into confrontation and adopt confrontational 

strategies to hold companies accountable and provoke public debate. Others actively demand 

change through public campaigns and media to increase visibility or by directly confronting 

decisionmakers with demands to uphold or strengthen due diligence legislation. Both 

confrontational (e.g., naming-and-shaming, demanding change publicly and confronting 

officials and decisionmakers) and collaborative (e.g., emphasising economic dimensions and 

softening their advocacy tones) narrative adaption are possible strategic adaptions for NGOs in 
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the context of evolving regulations. Strategic narrative adaptation is primarily driven by 

contextual opportunities and constraints (fortuna) but is enacted through NGOs’ internal 

capability mobilisation (virtue). In response to increasing right-wing scepticism, shrinking civic 

space, and a shift toward economically framed policymaking, many Dutch NGOs recalibrate 

their public messaging to retain political access and societal legitimacy. Organisations such as 

Rainforest Alliance and MVO Platform now frame due diligence in terms of competitiveness, 

legal clarity, and business opportunity, rather than solely as a moral or rights-based imperative. 

The ability to navigate this shift depends on internal capacities such as organisational reflexivity 

and communication expertise. This dimension illustrates the variations of the advocate as 

accountability seeking role: NGOs with policy access and institutional legitimacy tend to 

moderate their messaging, while more activist groups like Extinction Rebellion, Code Rood, 

and Milieudefensie maintain or intensify a confrontational, rights-based framing. These 

divergent narrative strategies are shaped by each NGO’s identity, role history, and internal 

capacities. Strategic moderation can enhance influence, but it can also carry internal tensions 

around mission dilution, as some NGO interviewees seemed to express discomfort with 

downplaying their normative missions to secure political traction. 

 

4.3. Strategic alliance-building 

Dutch NGOs widely recognise the value of building alliances, especially in uncertain times. 

The Public Affairs Lead Europe at Rainforest Alliance stated: “We always work in coalitions. 

We try to join forces.” These alliances can take several forms. First, within the civil society 

ecosystem, NGOs join forces with like-minded organisations, trade unions, and networks such 

as ECCJ or MVO Platform comprising 23 civil society organisations that coordinate advocacy 

on corporate responsibility, which was described as a “unified voice” by their Coordinator. 

These networks act as platforms for knowledge sharing, strategy alignment, and joint 

statements, such as the coordinated responses to the vote on the CSDDD or the Omnibus 

proposal. Joint statements illustrate how NGOs combine legal and political messaging to protect 

the core of the CSDDD. Second, NGOs attempt to gain and maintain access to policymakers 

and government officials. Even when political support becomes uncertain. “We maintain good 

contacts with officials in the hope they at least do listen to our concerns”, the MVO Platform 

Coordinator mentioned. Solidaridad (2022) also mentioned in their progress report that they are 

collaborating with Dutch Embassies and leveraging participation in Power of Voices (PoV) 

consortia to retain influence. Furthermore, Greenpeace (2024) stated in their blog that even the 

mere threat of legal action in 2021 influenced the Dutch coalition agreement on nitrogen 
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reduction targets. Third, cross-sector coalitions with businesses are increasingly and 

strategically prioritised by Dutch NGOs. NGOs reported that support from progressive 

businesses can amplify their advocacy and lend legitimacy to policy demands. As the Policy 

advisor of ActionAid explained: “It’s also super important for our advocacy work that 

businesses actually speak out in favour of legislation.” The Coordinator of MVO Platform 

acknowledges this: “At the moment, the political climate is such that politicians are very 

interested in the opinions of companies. And then it would be very beneficial if we could also 

have a progressive business community's voice heard.” The Director of OECD Watch noted 

that their voice is even stronger if they have business engaged as well. “So, wherever we can 

find a common ground, we do try to act on it with joint statements” Their statements help the 

governments prioritise different things. NGOs described collaborating with companies, such as 

Zeeman, Tony’s Chocolonely, ASN Bank, or Unilever, particularly on shared interests like 

gender, living wage, or sustainability in supply chains. The Head of Policy Influencing of 

Solidaridad mentioned working directly with companies to discuss sectoral implementation as 

well, because the work is not done when legislation is adopted, it’s only clear what the legal 

text is. “(…) then the preparation and implementation work starts (…), should there be sector 

guidance or not, how are companies in practise going to do that?” Finally, NGOs seek to 

mobilise public support with strategies that include petitions, public campaigns, and citizen 

mobilisation. Groups such as Greenpeace, Extinction Rebellion, and Milieudefensie mobilise 

hundreds of thousands of citizens, often combining digital campaigns with direct action or real-

life protests. Extinction Rebellion (2019) highlights the importance of mobilising a critical mass 

for systemic change. Greenpeace (2021) mobilises hundred thousand of citizens and shows the 

power of petitions: “onze petitie werd maar liefst 1.2 miljoen keer getekend”. In sum, Dutch 

NGOs use institutional channels and relationships to influence policymakers through sustained 

engagement. Civil society organisations coordinate closely through networks to amplify their 

collective voice in legislative processes. NGOs also collaborate with businesses to ask for 

support, counterbalance corporate oppositions, strengthen their advocacy and align on 

sustainable legislation implementation. Citizen mobilisation is used by NGOs as a powerful, 

more confrontational tactic to increase public pressure and societal legitimacy, by launching 

petitions to engage the public and demonstrate widespread support for their legislative 

demands. Both collaborative (e.g., building coalitions with civil-society, officials and 

decisionmakers or businesses) and confrontational (e.g., amplifying public pressure through 

mobilizing citizens and starting petitions) alliance-building are possible strategic adaptions for 

NGOs in the context of evolving regulations. Strategic alliance-building is rooted in internal 
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capability mobilisation (virtue) but is also highly responsive to contextual opportunities and 

constraints (fortuna). It allows Dutch NGOs to scale their advocacy, enhance credibility, and 

diversify their influence tactics. It is a way to overcome internal capacity limits and external 

constraints by pooling strengths. By aligning with progressive businesses, government actors, 

and the public, NGOs enhance their leverage over policymaking. At the same time, coalition-

building is a form of political resilience as it ensures that advocacy efforts remain effective 

despite budget cuts, legal uncertainty, or political hostility. NGOs use the alliances not only to 

scale their influence but to maintain operational continuity in unstable contexts. This strategic 

behaviour reflects all three accountability-seeking roles of orchestrator, expert and advocate as 

described by Delalieux et al. (2024). NGOs perform as orchestrators when managing coalitions, 

as experts when advising on implementation, and as advocates when engaging the public or 

protesting regressive policy shifts. The findings underscore the importance of strategic alliance-

building as adaptive mechanisms in times of institutional flux. 

 

4.4.Overarching findings  

To remain effective, NGOs continuously adapt their strategies. Overall, Dutch NGOs adapt their 

strategies through a combination of strategic lobbying and advocacy, narrative adaptation and 

alliance-building. These adaptations reflect their internal capacity mobilisation (virtue) in 

response to contextual opportunities and constraints (fortuna) presented by evolving regulatory 

frameworks, particularly the CSDDD and its reform under the Omnibus Regulation, while they 

are pursuing corporate accountability for human rights and environmental protection 

obligations with accountability seeking roles (orchestrator, expert and advocate). This is also 

shown in Figure 1. Internal capability seeking refers to how NGOs mobilise legal knowledge, 

policy expertise, and organisational resources to exert influence. Contextual opportunities and 

constraints include civic space shrinkage, funding reductions, deregulatory political climates, 

and regulatory ambiguity. NGOs with strong policy and legal expertise, networks, prior access 

to policy processes and institutional access tend to adapt their strategies pragmatically, engaging 

with policymakers or progressive businesses to influence implementation. They act as experts 

or orchestrators, translating normative goals into politically viable arguments to influence 

implementation processes. While this strategic adapting can cause internal tension, it reflects a 

pragmatic response to evolving regulatory contexts. In contrast, NGOs with activist roots or 

fewer institutional ties often maintain a system-critical, rights-based framing. They act as 

advocates, favouring confrontation through litigation, protest, or public pressure. For these 

actors, regulatory uncertainty, such as the current CSDDD withdrawal, reinforces rather than 
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softens their stance. This applies to utilising litigation as well, with upcoming mandatory 

regulations, litigation is not the default NGO strategy but rather a last-resort enforcement tool 

that not many NGOs have used or are planning to use. Litigation costs a lot of time and money, 

of which MNEs have more than NGOs do. More NGOs are active in helping in filing 

complaints, among which PAX for Peace and Both ENDS. Article 14 of the CSDDD is 

welcomed as a step toward improved access to remedy. Yet concerns remain about its 

implementation, especially regarding accessibility for vulnerable stakeholders. Besides that, 

complaint mechanisms already exist and seem to be ineffective in most cases as well. NGOs 

would like to see themselves playing an intermediary role, helping rights-holders file 

complaints and gather documentation, however, their capacity to do so is strained and most 

NGOs therefore stick with advocacy and research. While litigation offers legal leverage, its 

actual application remains limited by both resources and only very outspoken and 

confrontational NGOs reach for this strategy (e.g., Milieudefensie, Urgenda and Greenpeace). 

The extent to which NGOs adopt more radical or mainstream strategies depends on how they 

mobilise their internal capacities in response to the changing regulatory context, their 

organisational identity, and previous roles. Across all three dimensions, NGOs shift and vary 

between collaborative and confrontational strategies depending on their internal capacity 

mobilisation (virtue), which is also shown in Figure 1. Some NGOs engage closely with 

policymakers, co-develop guidance with companies, or support implementation mechanisms. 

Others focus on remediation, litigation, protest, or public naming-and-shaming. The three 

dimensions of NGO strategies lobbying, narrative adaptation, and alliance-building are 

interconnected responses shaped by the dynamic interplay between internal capacity 

mobilisation (virtue), contextual opportunities and constraints (fortuna) with NGOs flexibly 

adopting accountability seeking roles (orchestrator, expert and advocate) within evolving 

regulatory environments. In this light, NGO strategy is best understood as a process of 

continuous adaptive calibration. They are co-constructors of corporate accountability, shaping, 

defending, and reframing the regulatory field in which they operate. Rather than leading to one 

uniform response, the shift towards mandatory governance creates differentiated strategies, as 

NGOs reposition themselves between collaboration and confrontation depending on their 

identity, what they are internally capable of and what they aim to influence. Though each NGO 

follows a path shaped by its own strengths, they are united in their call for corporate 

accountability, by demanding change through binding due-diligence and victim remediation. 
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5. Discussion 

This study shows how NGO strategies in seeking corporate accountability are shaped by a 

dynamic interplay internal capacity mobilisation (virtue), contextual opportunities and 

constraints (fortuna). As the regulatory landscape of human rights and environmental due 

diligence continues to evolve, particularly in the context of European legislation such CSDDD, 

which served as the case study of this research, it becomes increasingly important to understand 

how NGOs adapt to these shifts. NGOs navigate between confrontation and collaboration 

depending on their resources, prior roles, and how they interpret the political moment. This is 

not only relevant for academic debates on governance and regulation, but also for the future of 

rights-based and sustainable global supply chains. This chapter brings together the main 

findings by discussing their interpretation, contribution to knowledge, practical implications, 

methodological limitations, and avenues for further research. 

 

5.1.Interpretation of the findings 

The findings of this study show that Dutch NGOs engage in a dynamic process of strategic 

adaptation, characterised by both collaboration and confrontation in response to evolving 

regulatory frameworks such as the CSDDD and the Omnibus. This confirms and expands 

existing literature on NGO strategies and their role in ensuring corporate accountability 

(Winston, 2002; Delalieux et al., 2024; Meixell & Luoma, 2015). As anticipated in the 

literature, NGOs indeed pursue a diverse set of strategies ranging from lobbying and coalition-

building to litigation and public campaigns. However, this research contributes a more nuanced 

understanding of how and why NGOs shift between these strategies by examining the 

interaction between internal capacity mobilisation (virtue) and external constraints (fortuna). 

Specifically with regards to accountability seeking roles. Building on Delalieux et al. (2024), 

the findings show that NGOs do not operate from fixed roles but shift between the roles of 

advocate, expert, and orchestrator, depending on the regulatory and political landscape. This 

supports their view of NGOs as diverse actors. However, while Delalieux et al. primarily focus 

on civil society influence during the agenda-setting phase, this study adds empirical insights 

into the post-adoption phase of regulatory implementation, revealing how NGOs adapt their 

strategies mostly defensively and moderately in light of the uncertainties of political and 

legislative contexts. The findings also challenge the static assumptions found in earlier literature 

that increased legal enforceability (e.g., through due diligence laws) would automatically lead 

to greater litigation by NGOs (Schrempf-Stirling & Wettstein, 2015; Benjamin, 2025). Instead, 

litigation remains a last-resort strategy, pursued only by highly resourced or system-critical 
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NGOs as Milieudefensie or Greenpeace. This diverges from the more confrontational tone 

found in literature on strategic litigation (Setzer & Higham, 2024) and suggests that most NGOs 

opt for advocacy and policy influence due to limited financial and human resources. This 

highlights a significant gap between formal legal opportunities (e.g., (strategic) litigation and 

Article 14 CSDDD) and practical NGO capacity to seize them, underscoring the importance of 

aligning access to remedy mechanisms with NGO capabilities. Moreover, while earlier studies 

such as Baur & Schmitz (2012) and Ghafran & Yasmin (2025) warn about the risks of 

collaboration between NGOs and MNEs, this research finds that NGOs with strong legal-policy 

expertise strategically and successfully engage with companies without necessarily 

compromising their values. Rather than falling into a dichotomy of co-optation versus 

confrontation, NGOs engage in strategic alliance-building. This reflects what Delalieux et al. 

describe as the orchestrator role and reaffirms the growing relevance of NGOs as regulatory 

intermediaries (Abbott et al., 2017; Ma & Yee, 2024). Interestingly, this study also builds on 

and expands the work of Fransen et al. (2021) and Fransen & Dupuy (2024), who found that 

NGOs temper their strategies in restrictive contexts. The findings here confirm that Dutch 

NGOs experience mounting constraints due to political fragmentation, funding cuts, and civic 

space shrinkage and adjust their tone. Yet, rather than disengaging, many reposition themselves, 

from policy shapers to defenders of their institutional legitimacy, reflecting a deeper structural 

adaptation. Furthermore, this study offers an empirical answer to the unresolved question raised 

by Fransen et al. (2021) about how NGOs respond when it is MNEs, not NGOs themselves, 

who are being regulated. The findings suggest that the regulatory shift to mandatory CSR does 

not diminish the relevance of NGOs, as might be assumed, but instead diversifies and intensifies 

their strategic involvement. This includes support in complaint filing, implementation guidance, 

and co-development of regulatory interpretation. NGOs thus emerge not only as watchdogs or 

litigators, but as co-constructors of accountability regimes. Finally, this research contributes to 

the theoretical understanding of NGO strategy by empirically applying the virtue–fortuna 

framework to contemporary regulatory shifts. By showing how NGOs mobilise internal 

capacities (virtue) in response to shifting contextual opportunities and constraints (fortuna), the 

findings illustrate that NGO strategies are best understood as context-sensitive rather than static 

role expectations. The adaptive strategies identified, lobbying and advocacy, narrative adaption, 

and alliance-building, reflect deeper organisational identities, histories, and power dynamics 

within the regulatory field. In sum, this study substantiates previous literature on NGO 

strategies while providing novel insights into the micro-level processes of strategic adaption 

under conditions of legal ambiguity and political constraint. It shows that the confrontation–
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collaboration-dilemma is not as black and white and in the light of binding laws, both methods 

work best when they align with NGOs internal capacities and fit the contextual constraints.  

 

5.2.Contribution to scientific and theoretical knowledge  

This research was theoretically motivated by the recognition that while civil society actors are 

widely acknowledged as important drivers of regulatory change (Delalieux et al., 2024; Abbott 

et al., 2016), much less is known about how these actors respond to such changes once they 

occur. First, this study extends the virtue and fortuna-framework by showing how NGOs adapt 

strategies when expected regulations are weakened or delayed after initial adoption, by 

illustrating how civil society actors continue to shape, negotiate, and resist within regulatory 

environments beyond initial policy formation and advocacy. Second, the research challenges 

and refines the traditional dilemma in NGO literature of confrontational and collaborative 

strategies (Winston, 2002; Hyatt, 2009). Rather than positioning NGOs as either oppositional 

watchdogs or cooperative partners, the findings show that NGOs engage in hybrid strategies. 

NGOs can adopt multiple roles (advocate, expert, orchestrator) depending on external context 

and internal capacity (Delalieux et al., 2024) and within those roles they can act both 

confrontational and cooperative. This complexity is fairly overlooked in literature that frames 

NGO behaviour as reactive or linear (Bruijn et al., 2024; Fransen et al., 2021). This focus on 

strategic adaptation in the face of legal erosion is increasingly relevant in the current European 

context, where civic space is shrinking, and deregulatory pressures are mounting. Third, this 

study empirically confirms that the transition from soft to hard law does not make NGOs 

obsolete as sometimes implicitly assumed in governance literature that emphasises state 

capacity once binding rules are in place (Feigerlová, 2014; Joseph & Kyriakakis, 2023). On the 

contrary, NGOs remain crucial actors in translating, defending, and enforcing these laws. The 

finding that litigation remains an exception, rather than the rule, challenges assumptions that 

binding rules empower NGOs to become more confrontational. Instead, many NGOs invest in 

advocacy, knowledge building, and coalition work, as litigation is complex, costly and takes a 

lot of time. This shows the persistence of ‘soft strategies’ even when hard laws emerge. 

 

5.3.Practical implications 

Based on the findings, several recommendations can be made. Given their limited capacity, 

NGOs should prioritise their activities based on their internal capabilities and invest in the 

potential impact of those capabilities. When they have the capacity, certain NGOs should focus 

on forming the bridge between victims and MNEs and take on an intermediary role, for example 
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by guiding smallholders and rights-holders through complaint processes, especially where 

access to such processes is limited. Finally, NGOs should tailor their advocacy language as 

most are already doing. However, they should use both economic and rights-based arguments 

depending on the audience to create (political) traction without causing internal integrity 

frictions. Policymakers, such as the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the European 

Commission, should ensure NGO advocacy remains eligible for funding and not restrict it by 

political framing or budget cuts. They should include NGOs in developing regulations, 

guidance, and monitoring tools and need to ensure improvement of grievance mechanisms and 

co-create clear, accessible standards for complaint procedures with civil society input.  

 

5.4.Limitations and directions future research 

This study presents several limitations that should be acknowledged and suggest areas for 

cautious interpretation. A key limitation of this research was the challenge in securing 

interviews with more confrontational and litigation-oriented NGOs such as Milieudefensie, 

Urgenda, and Greenpeace due to time and political constraints within the NGO sector. 

Consequently, the study lacks first-hand insights into strategies such as strategic litigation and 

naming-and-shaming. Although public sources were used, the absence of direct interviews 

restricts the empirical depth and nuance of the findings, which are therefore cautiously 

contextualised to ensure validity. Furthermore, the study was conducted during ongoing 

regulatory changes, limiting its temporal validity and its ability to assess NGO strategies during 

the implementation phase of the CSDDD. Finally, reflecting on my own role as a researcher, I 

acknowledge the influence of my academic background and personal orientations that may have 

shaped how I selected and interpreted the data, framed interview questions, and did the coding. 

While I engaged in reflexivity throughout the process and applied triangulation of sources, 

complete neutrality is neither assumed nor claimed and there is a potential interpretive bias. Out 

of these limitations several avenues for possible future research emerge. First, given the 

regulatory uncertainty during data collection, longitudinal research is needed to assess how 

NGO strategies evolve after the final implementation of the CSDDD, including NGOs’ roles in 

complaint mechanisms such as Article 14 CSDDD. Second, studies that include actors like 

Milieudefensie and Greenpeace to better capture litigation-based strategies would be 

interesting. Third, cross-country comparisons to examine how national and European political 

and civic conditions shape NGO strategies. Fourth, future research could address NGO 

collaborations with business under mandatory frameworks in more detail. Lastly, examining 

NGOs’ roles in complaint mechanisms such as Article 14 would complement the current study. 
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7. Appendices  

 
Appendix 1. Interview guide  

 

Interview guide [NGO] (ca. 30–45 minutes) 

 

Introduction  

"Thank you for taking the time for this interview. My research focuses on how Dutch NGOs 

strategically position themselves during the transposition of the Corporate Sustainability Due 

Diligence Directive (CSDDD). I’m particularly interested in how NGOs respond to the 

upcoming binding regulations and the possibilities for litigation and ensuring corporate 

accountability. Everything you share will remain confidential and will be anonymized in my 

thesis."  

 

Getting to know the interviewee and the organisation  

• Could you briefly introduce yourself and your role within [NGO] Nederland?  

• What do you see as [NGO’s] core purpose within the broader NGO field?  

• How does [NGO] distinguish itself from other Dutch NGOs working on corporate 

accountability, sustainability?  

• In your view, what unique contribution does [NGO] make in debates on business and 

human rights?   

 

Collaboration and networks  

• Which networks or NGOs does [NGO] collaborate with around the CSDDD?  

• How do you view the role of NGO coalitions such as the MVO?  

• Do you see differences in strategy, focus, or tone between NGOs?  

• Does [NGO] bring a particular angle or expertise into this collaboration?  

• Are there NGOs with whom [NGO] deliberately does not work on this issue? Why?  

• Are international partners or networks (e.g., [NGO] International, ECCJ, CIDSE) 

influencing your current strategy?  

• What role do you think civil society should play in the next phase of the CSDDD 

transposition?  
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• How do NGOs interact with the other field actors, for example, if they have relationships 

with unions, corporations and govts. What do these relations look like and what are the 

goals?  

• With whom and in what ways does [NGO] collaborate? What intentions and strategies 

do they have?  

 

Position toward the CSDDD  

• How would you describe [NGO]’s current position regarding the CSDDD?  

• Which of [NGO]’s core values are reflected in your vision of this directive?  

• Which elements of the directive do you consider strong, and which problematic?  

• Has [NGO] contributed to lobbying, consultations, or public campaigns related to the 

CSDDD?  

• Does [NGO] play a role in the Dutch implementation or transposition process?  

• Are there specific clauses or formulations in the directive that you’ve criticized, for 

instance regarding gender, accountability, or enforcement?  

• Has [NGO] already considered or planned to use Art. 14 CSDDD (as a strategic tool)?  

• Has [NGO] made public statements or participated in media debates about the 

directive?  

• What opportunities does [NGO] see arising from the CSDDD?  

• Does [NGO] see itself as having a monitoring role after the CSDDD is implemented?  

 

Perception of institutional and contextual uncertainty (constraints) 

• How do you perceive the CSDDD and its transposition process: predictable or 

uncertain? Why?  

• Are there internal discussions or doubts within [NGO] about the impact of this law on 

your work?  

• Does this legislation shift [NGO]’s role or position in the civil society landscape?  

• How does [NGO] deal with the uncertainty around national implementation?  

• How does your organization stay informed about the changing legal and political 

context?  

• Do you observe any specific ‘triggers’ of uncertainty (e.g., changes in political will, 

positions of other EU Member States)?  

• Has the uncertainty around timing or content affected your internal planning or 

strategy?  
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• Do you think other NGOs—perhaps with different focus areas—experience this 

uncertainty differently than [NGO]?  

• What internal resources (expertise, networks, reputation for example) does [NGO] rely 

on the most to navigate regulatory changes like the CSDDD?  

• Do you feel [NGO]’s past role in voluntary governance initiatives affects how it now 

acts under mandatory regulation?  

• Has the shift toward mandatory regulation (e.g., the CSDDD) affected how [NGO] 

frames its public identity or core mission?  

  

Strategic choices and internal capabilities  

• Has [NGO] consciously adjusted its strategy in response to this directive?  

• Could you describe the strategies you’re using toward:  

Policymakers? Companies? Other NGOs?  

• Has [NGO] internally reflected on or redefined its role during the CSDDD legislative 

process?  

• Are there strategies from previous legislative advocacy (e.g., IMVO covenants or EU-

level campaigns) that you are reusing or deliberately avoiding now?  

• How does [NGO] decide and make the trade-offs internally about what actions to take? 

(or when to change ‘levels’ from dialogue/collaboration to formal complaint 

mechanisms or even litigation)  

 

Strategic changes 

• Has [NGO]'s messaging or advocacy language changed in cases it can rely on binding 

legal frameworks?  

• How have you observed NGOs adjusting their advocacy or operational strategies in 

response to the evolving EU regulatory landscape, particularly the CSDDD?  

• In your experience, what are the main opportunities and challenges NGOs face when 

aligning their strategies with mandatory due diligence frameworks such as the 

CSDDD?  

 

Accountability seeking  

• Do you see a trend in NGOs shifting from voluntary standards-based advocacy towards 

more litigation or regulatory engagement in light of binding EU legislation?  



 42 

• How do you assess the potential impact of Article 14 of the CSDDD, which imposes a 

duty on NGOs and other stakeholders to notify companies of adverse impacts, on NGO 

strategy and leverage?  

• Are there downsides to incorporating art. 14? Do you foresee any risks that the 

notification requirement in Article 14 could create new constraints or capabilities for 

NGOs, especially those working with vulnerable communities? 

• Could the notification obligation shift the dynamic between NGOs and companies? For 

example, might it create formalised channels for dialogue, or could it risk restricting 

public campaigning or naming-and-shaming tactics? 

• How do you see the relationship between the OECD Guidelines for MNE and the 

CSDDD evolving?   

• In what ways does [NGO] support NGOs in navigating the interplay between soft law 

instruments like the OECD Guidelines and hard law frameworks like the CSDDD?  

• Do you believe that the CSDDD will strengthen NGOs’ ability to hold companies 

accountable?  

• Do you expect that litigation will become a more frequent part of [NGO]'s strategy 

toolkit under the CSDDD?  

• Are you involved in advising NGOs on how to prepare for monitoring and enforcement 

phases of the CSDDD, and if so, what kind of capacity-building do you prioritise?  

  

Possible follow-up questions  

• "Could you give an example of that?"  

• "What did that look like in practice?"  

• "What was the biggest challenge in that situation?"  

• "And how did the organization respond to it internally?"  
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Appendix 2. Coding table 
Quotes 1st-order 

concepts  

2nd-order 

themes 

Aggregate 

dimension 

“So, we promote binding rules because we think they have a greater chance of impact”.  

OECD Watch, 2025 - interview 

Promoting binding 

legislation 

Pursuing 

binding & 

enforceable 

rules 

Strategic lobbying 

& advocacy 

“We used to be more on the voluntary policy measure pressure. Because part of the voluntary policy is that 

the Netherlands promotes OECD guidelines. Yes, that's all very nice and all, but that really doesn't put any 

effect. That has really achieved almost nothing, so it's more that we still mention that and certainly adjust 

that message a bit, but it also depends on who you talk to”.  

MVO Platform, 2025 – interview 

“(…) promoting binding legislation and selectively supporting powerful soft law standards and frameworks 

such as recommendations guidelines and codes of conduct that can pave the way for hard rules and laws.”  

SOMO, 2024 – webpage - document 

“It is critical that due diligence be binding, not voluntary, if it is to be effective, and that sanctions and 

liabilities constitute a meaningful deterrent, relative to the turnover of the company.”  

ActionAid, 2017 – joint publication – document 

“EU-wetgeving is cruciaal in strijd tegen wereldwijde verwoesting natuur”.   

Greenpeace, 2019 - blog – document 

“(…) stoppen met betrokkenheid bij ontbossing moet geen vrije keuze zijn, maar een plicht.” 

Greenpeace, 2021 - annual report – document 

“Het is hard nodig dat er in Nederland en op internationaal niveau een wettelijke plicht komt voor bedrijven 

om schendingen van mensenrechten en klimaatschade in hun productieketens te voorkomen en te 

verhelpen.”  

Milieudefensie, 2021 - blog – document 

"(…) we're really trying to save the core elements that we can save and we're not even sure how to save them 

so."  

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview 

Defending 

stronger 

legislation 

“(…) we'll actually say, what a pity that this point and this point and this point have been weakened so 

much”.  

NGO8, 2025 – interview 

“De reikwijdte van de wet is te smal zoals die op dit moment is opgesteld door de Europese Commissie en 

de Europese Raad”.  

Amnesty, 2023 - blog – document 

“The EU risks turning its landmark due diligence law into a box-ticking exercise. SOMO’s research unpacks 

how the Omnibus amendments (…)”  

SOMO, 2025 - blog – document 

"(…) that due diligence legalises harm through its emphasis on mitigation. (…) companies will still do bad 

things and just seek to mitigate around the edges and now they'll do it legally under a due diligence 

legislation.”  

OECD Watch, 2025 – interview 

“Particularly alarming are the amendments envisioned to civil liability provisions, due diligence obligations, 

and climate transition plans, among others.”  

Amnesty, 2025 – blog – document 

“Critically constructive, I would say. Well that we did want to move forward with it, because obviously 

you've had sort of discussions of okay… What is the point at which we say, okay, but this is too low a 

standard, so we pull our hands off this. Say constructively as in that we that we did just engage with 

policymakers to pull this further, say to make sure it comes?”  

PAX for Peace, 2025 – interview 
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“Those years took a slightly harder tone and put a bit more emphasis, really on human rights violations, 

environmental damage. MVO-platform too, by the way, but a bit more on that that there that that should be 

prevented. That the law is important for that and also said something about access to rights and for victims.”  

NGO8, 2025 – interview 

“Dit wetsvoorstel is een stap in de goede richting, maar onvolledig.”  

Greenpeace, 2021 – blog – document 

“Afzwakken naar tier 1 creëert een papieren tijger zonder wettelijke prikkels voor bedrijven om verder te 

kijken dan hun neus lang is.”  

MVO Platform, 2025 – position paper – document 

“Zonder bindende verplichtingen gaan bedrijven geen verantwoordelijkheid nemen – iets wat de rampen van 

de afgelopen jaren pijnlijk duidelijk hebben gemaakt. Denk aan instortende textielfabrieken, dambreuken in 

de mijnbouw en pesticidevergiftiging op plantages.”  

Oxfam, 2025 – blog - document 

Emphasizing the 

need for liability 

and accountability  

Ensuring 

practical 

enforceable 

remedy & 

liability 

"Civil liability was taken out. (…) So, it’s been a busy time in the last couple of months to try and respond 

to everything and also in Dutch Parliament, a lot of debates are going on around the OMNIBUS proposal 

right now. So, it feels a bit like we're doing the same show and all over again that we were doing two years 

ago as well”.  

ActionAid, 2025 – interview 

"(…) here was also a strong provision on civil liability. So, you know all the elements that ensure that a 

judicious look and really be implementable and enforceable and have teeth, basically they were there.” 

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 - interview 

"And that was the whole point of us wanting law. To be able to hold companies accountable in front of a 

judge."  

ActionAid, 2015 - interview 

“Our goal is to ensure that companies can be held accountable and legally liable for human rights violations 

and adverse effects across the value chain”. 

SOMO, 2025 - webpage – document 

“Milieudefensie kondigt in 2018 samen met advocaat Roger Cox een rechtszaak aan tegen Shell. De 

gedachte is dat ook bedrijven zich aan het klimaatakkoord van Parijs moeten houden. Klimaatzaken zijn een 

manier om tot een nieuwe norm te komen: want wat ons betreft geldt dit voor alle grote bedrijven.”  

Milieudefensie, 2024 – blog - document 

"(…) if you don’t have liability, then it’s just companies self-regulating how they see fit (...)"  

ActionAid, 2025 - interview 

"(…) you do need more than just complaint mechanisms or mediation mechanisms, but also a supervisor of 

the law. And in the yes in some cases also a yes judge."  

NGO8, 2025 – interview 

Framing courts 

and complaints 

mechanisms as 

necessary tools 

“(…) we're still largely in favour of courts, but when implemented effectively and properly, a mediated 

solution, of course, that's why mediation exists in the world, can result in better outcomes for infected 

people.”  

OECD Watch, 2025 – interview 

“NCP complaints (called “specific instances”) can be a useful tool to fight for justice. (…) NCPs can make 

recommendations to encourage better company practice and determinations on whether the company’s 

conduct met or fell below the Guidelines’ standards. These recommendations and determinations can lead 

later to remedy and reform.”  

OECD Watch, 2024 - guide – documents 

“File that case with the grievance mechanism with the company and then depending on the response of the 

company, show that they're either complying with due diligence or not. If not, then they can bring a case to 

national authority.”  

ActionAid – interview 
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“(…) the system of OECD National Contact Points that, according to him, give “teeth” to the UN Guiding 

Principles”.  

MVO Platform, 2016 – summary of conference discussions – document 

"(…) we do hope (…) that civil society organisations are allowed to assist the victims in these proceedings. 

(…) that is really totally impossible for - well, I'm just saying - the average sugar farmer from Guatemala to 

go to the Dutch courts to get even, without getting support from civil society organisations there.”  

MVO Platform, 2025 – interview 

Advocating for 

victim legal 

empowerment 

“That the law is important for that [preventing environmental damage] and also said something about access 

to rights and for victims.”  

NGO8, 2025 – interview 

“For the last 20 years, PAX has been (…) standing by victims in their struggle for justice and remedy,” PAX 

for Peace, 2025 – webpage – document 

“In 2015, Both ENDS and Forum Suape submitted a complaint to the Dutch National Contact Point (NCP) 

for the OECD Guidelines alleging failure of Atradius DSB and Van Oord to comply with the OECD 

Guidelines in relation to the Suape case.”  

Both ENDS, 2024 - publication – document 

“Zodat [vissers] een meer gelijkwaardige positie krijgen en voor hun rechten kunnen opkomen.”  

Both ENDS, 2020 – blog – document 

“To ensure the right to an effective remedy, the CSDDD addresses some, though not all, practical and 

procedural barriers to justice for victims of adverse impacts.”  

Oxfam, 2024 – joint publication – document 

“Article 22 should be improved to remove the barriers to justice and fully enable impacted rightsholders and 

stakeholders to seek redress in courts.”  

Rainforest Alliance, 2024 – publication - document 

“De Europese wetgevers moeten ook de bepalingen over (…) toegang tot de rechtspraak verbeteren.”  

IUCN, 2022 – joint statement– document 

“Deze wet is een stap voorwaarts in de bescherming van mensen tegen misstanden. Slachtoffers van 

mensenrechtenschendingen die (mede) zijn veroorzaakt door in de EU actieve bedrijven of hun 

toeleveranciers, krijgen hiermee makkelijker toegang tot rechtsmiddelen via rechtbanken in Europa” 

Amnesty, 2024 - blog – document 

“Deze richtlijn zou de toegang tot de rechter enorm kunnen verbeteren, maar de wetgeving lost bestaande 

belemmeringen zoals hoge kosten en een gebrek aan toegang tot informatie niet op. Daardoor is de kans 

groot dat slachtoffers geen toegang tot de rechter krijgen.”  

Amnesty, 2023 - blog – document 

“Het Climate Litigation Network (CLN) is een internationaal project van Stichting Urgenda. Wij 

ondersteunen organisaties, gemeenschappen en individuen die een rechtszaak aanspannen om nationale 

overheden te dwingen hun ambities op het gebied van klimaatmitigatie op te schroeven.”  

Urgenda, 2025 – webpage - document 

“(…) see how we can make it work for victims of corporate abuse.”  

ActionAid, 2025 – interview 

"So, we need to change our arguments. Do we need to focus on economic impacts? (…) we're trying to look 

for arguments that are more into the economic situation of companies. And actually, some companies really 

support this because we also work with the cocoa coalition (…)”  

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview  Emphasising 

economic 

dimension  

Reframing 

discourse 

under political 

pressure 

Strategic narrative 

adaption 
“(…) many southern NGOs can be concerned about the potential economic harm from the due diligence.” 

OECD Watch, 2025 – interview 

"(…) the arguments around rights holders making sure to fight against child labour, forced labour that really 

resonated before. They don't resonate anymore with the decision makers we talk to. It's all about 

competitiveness, making sure that there are not too many requirements from companies. So, we need to 
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change our arguments. (…) Human rights violations that was definitely part of our narrative, but now we 

really need to insist more on the economic dimension.” 

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview 

“Shell’s structuur is compleet gericht op geld: zolang Shell geld verdient aan het vernietigen van de planeet, 

zal er geen sterke drijfveer voor het bedrijf zijn om te stoppen met het winnen van fossiele brandstoffen en 

het uitbuiten van werknemers.”  

Code Rood, 2021 - blog – document 

“Studies have shown that companies which safeguard human rights are more financially stable than their 

competitors.”  

Amnesty, 2024 – blog - document 

“Vasthouden aan duurzame wetgeving is belangrijk voor de bedrijven onder dit statement. Enerzijds omdat 

ze al miljoenen euro’s hebben geïnvesteerd. Anderzijds is duurzaam ondernemen het verdienvermogen van 

de toekomst. Deze bedrijven zien hierin businesskansen en willen vooral door.”  

MVO Platform, 2025 - blog – document 

"Development cooperation grants are going down tremendously (…) you really have to start prioritising on 

what you can still do and what you can't do anymore. So that's also a very fundamental question, is that the 

entire civil society is being cut out."  

Pax for Peace, 2025 – interview 

Responding to 

government 

budget cuts 

“Some civil society will think about engaging with government less for the time being and keeping 

themselves or getting more progressive and advocating a different kind of economic model (…) they have 

to curtail what they talk about based on funding restrictions”.  

OECD Watch, 2025 – interview 

“(…) with the financial constraints on stakeholder engagement. Well, that does worry us.”  

MVO Platform, 2025 – interview 

“(…) it's difficult to work on legislative process again because I think many NGOs had not planned to do 

that. And they had restricted funding or, you know, they lost some funding. So, it's yeah, it's more difficult.”  

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview 

"(…) but we've thought about do we need to change our messaging potentially to make it less progressive" 

OECD Watch, 2025 – interview 

Adopting certain 

tones 

“So, we tried to be a bit more constructive and progressive in the Netherlands, while in other countries a 

more critical and harsh tone was used (…)”  

NGO8, 2025 – interview 

“We strijden compromisloos voor dat wat nodig is om de klimaat- en natuurcrises in te dammen. Dat 

betekent minder ellenlange onderhandelingen en meer disruptieve actiemethodes, zoals grote demonstraties 

en rechtszaken.”  

Greenpeace, 2021 - annual report – document 

“Ambition 1: Increase our effectiveness through campaigning and stakeholder engagement (…) align our 

corporate communication.”  

ActionAid, 2017 – strategy 2017-2028 – document 

“(…) we do have to adapt the way we talk about business and human rights to the ruling parties because 

they are able to make a majority. (…)  we remain outspoken (…) focused on the violations and on why we 

need this legislation on the violations that happen in supply chains, but we also try to counteract arguments 

that are being made by businesses.  

ActionAid, 2025 – interview 

"Wij zullen KLM’s huidige uitingen tegen het licht houden, en KLM scherp in de gaten blijven houden bij 

nieuwe reclamecampagnes."  

Fossielvrij, 2024 - blog – document 
Naming-and-

shaming 

Projecting 

confrontational 

narratives   “8 oktober: acties bij grote bedrijven, waaronder ABN AMRO en Vattenfall.”  

Extinction Rebellion, 2019 – annual report– document 
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“Oxfam Novib wil met bedrijven altijd eerst de dialoog aangaan. Als Oxfam Novib het toch nodig oordeelt 

om bedrijven publiekelijk aan te spreken op hun beleid of handelen, zal Oxfam Novib ze vooraf informeren.”  

Oxfam, 2004 – code of conduct - document 

“Niet alleen Shell, maar alle grote vervuilers moeten zich aan het klimaatakkoord van Parijs houden. Daarom 

stappen we rechtstreeks naar 29 grote vervuilers en vragen hen om een klimaatplan. De brief verschijnt ook 

in Het Financieele Dagblad”  

Milieudefensie, 2024 - blog – document 

“Klimaatcrisis-Index: bedrijven langs de meetlat”  

Milieudefensie, 2024 - blog – document 

“Shell in Nigeria Shell en andere multinationals winnen olie in de Nigerdelta. Door grootschalige 

olielekkages leven de bewoners van het gebied in grote armoede.”  

Amnesty, 2025 – webpage - document 

“Shell: A criminal enterprise?”  

Amnesty, 2025 - blog – document 

“De Europese Commissie laat vandaag haar ware gezicht zien. De Commissie kiest voor grote vervuilende 

bedrijven in plaats van mensenrechten, milieu en klimaat.”  

Milieudefensie, 2025 - blog – document 

“PAX uses its findings to engage directly with financial institutions and to mobilise consumers, e.g., through 

the Fair Finance Guide. The Guide informs the general public about how banks, insurance companies and 

pension funds are performing with regard to human rights, and social and environmental issues.”  

Pax for Peace, 2022 – annual report – document 

“Waarom we Shell moeten ontmantelen en daar nu al aan beginnen (…) Fossiele bedrijven die beschaamd 

worden veranderen hun marketing, niet hun gedrag.” 

Code Rood, 2020 - blog – document 

 

“Vrijwillig verantwoord ondernemen werkt niet, toont Nederlands bouwproject in de Filippijnen.”  

IUCN, 2023 – blog – document 

"Met onze acties en opiniestukken stellen wij het economische systeem aan de kaak."  

Extinction Rebellion, 2021 – communication strategy – document 

Demanding 

change publicly 

“Wij zetten acties en boodschappen van Extinction Rebellion op onze eigen media in de schijnwerpers, 

publiceren opiniestukken en voeren campagne in commerciële media.”  

Extinction Rebellion, 2021 – communication strategy – document 

“Zorgvuldig gecreëerde ophef kan de urgentie van de klimaat- en ecologische crises onder de aandacht 

brengen. Controverse neemt het neutrale midden weg en dwingt mensen een kant te kiezen: radicaal tegen, 

of radicaal vóór het leven?”  

Extinction Rebellion, 2021 – communication strategy – document 

“Our biggest shifts (…) more (…) campaigning and public debate”  

ActionAid, 2017 – strategy 2017-2028 – document 

“Both ENDS en partners eisen dat Shell de Nigerdelta schoonmaakt vóór vertrek”  

Both ENDS, 2025 - blog – document 

“SOMO WANTS: 1 To shape public discourse and opinion 2 To redefine the role of corporations through 

laws and regulations 3 To try alternative policies and practices.”  

SOMO, 2016 – strategic plan 2016-2020 – document 

“We roepen beleidsmakers in Nederland, de Filipijnen en andere landen op om onze eisen ter harte te nemen 

en de bedrijven en instellingen die de fout ingaan aansprakelijk te stellen voor de milieu- en 

mensenrechtenschendingen van baggerprojecten.”  

Both ENDS, 2024 - blog – document 

 

Confronting 

officials and 

decisionmakers 
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“As members of civil society, human rights and environmental defenders, trade unions and climate activists, 

we call on the European Commission (…) [We urge] President Ursula von der Leyen to: Uphold EU 

corporate accountability legislation”. 

Oxfam, 2025 - blog – document 

“We therefore urge the Council of the EU and the European Parliament, as a matter of urgency, to ensure 

that in the upcoming legislative negotiations, the Omnibus proposal is revised to ensure that any amendments 

seeking to weaken the CSDDD are rejected. “ 

Amnesty, 2025 – joint statement - document 

“Een coalitie van NGO’s, gesteund door 35.000 bezorgde burgers, daagt de Europese Commissie voor de 

rechter vanwege het besluit om fossiele vliegtuigen en schepen op te nemen in EU- wetgeving op het gebied 

van duurzame financiering, de EU Taxonomy”  

Fossielvrij, 2024 - blog – document 

“Milieudefensie, Vakbond FNV en de Nederlandse Vereniging Duurzame Energie roepen minister Jetten 

voor Klimaat en Energie op om te komen tot duidelijke criteria voor de uitgaven van het klimaatfonds.”  

Milieudefensie, 2022 – joint statement - document 

“Samen met ruim 220 NGO’s roept IUCN NL het Europees Parlement en de EU-lidstaten op om het voorstel 

te verbeteren om te garanderen dat de wet daadwerkelijk zal voorkomen dat bedrijven schade toebrengen 

aan mensenrechten, het milieu en het klimaat.”  

IUCN, 2022 – blog – document 

“11 juni: Tweede Kamer Actie. Vlak nadat de motie om een noodtoestand uit te roepen voor het klimaat en 

biodiversiteit werd weggestemd, protesteerden Rebellen tegen dit besluit tijdens de vergadering”  

Extinction Rebellion, 2019 – annual report– document 

"(…) maintain good contacts with officials in the hope they at least do listen to our concerns (…)" 

MVO Platform, 2025 - interview 

Influencing 

officials and 

decisionmakers  

Building civil-

society 

coalitions 

Strategic alliance-

building 

“We have trade unions as members, they have different inputs again, especially with the Social and 

Economic Council and they have a different position towards NGOs also towards the CSDDD also their 

contact with companies is different. As a platform, we are, say, a stakeholder of Foreign Affairs, but trade 

unions, yes, they have their own status.”  

MVO Platform, 2025 - interview 

“Uit gesprekken met politici weten we dat alleen al onze aankondiging van juridische stappen, in 2021, ertoe 

bijdroeg dat het kabinet in het coalitieakkoord zijn stikstofdoelen aanscherpte en een transitiefonds 

presenteerde.”  

Greenpeace, 2024 - blog – document 

“The RECLAIM Sustainability! Consortium continues to participate in meetings organised in the framework 

of Power of Voices (PoV), together with all the relevant Dutch Embassies”.  

Solidaridad, 2022 – progress report – document 

MVO Platform offers a unified voice; “MVO platform, it is a Dutch NGO network with 23 Dutch civil 

society organisations committed to corporate social responsibility, and right now the legislative process is 

our main file”.  

MVO Platform, 2025 - interview 

Co-ordinating 

with other NGOs 

and civil society 

"(…) we always work in coalitions. We try to join forces (…)" 

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview 

“Connect to other NGOs and maybe share approaches or strategies together.”  

OECD Watch, 2025 – interview 

“Joint press statement of Fairtrade International, the Fair Trade Advocacy Office, Rainforest Alliance, and 

Solidaridad on the EU's vote to approve the Corporate Sustainability Due Diligence Directive.”  

Rainforest Alliance, 2024 - joint statement – document 
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“a broader network of NGOs that is coordinated by the ECCJ (…) they also coordinate the national networks 

of human rights NGOs that are working on corporate justice, due diligence, et cetera.” 

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview 

“Gezamenlijke verklaring Omnibus: deregulering ten koste van mensenrechten, arbeidsrechten en milieu”  

Oxfam, 2025 – joint statement - document 

“Gezamelijke verklaring van het maatschappelijk middenveld over de voorgestelde richtlijn inzake passende 

zorgvuldigheid in het bedrijfsleven op het gebied van duurzaamheid.”  

IUCN, 2022 – joint statement – document 

“Milieudefensie sluit zich aan bij een grote coalitie van maatschappelijke organisaties die campagne voert 

voor een wet op Internationaal Maatschappelijk Verantwoord Ondernemen (IMVO).”  

Milieudefensie, 2024 – blog - document 

"So, we joined forces with the solidarity advocacy office (…)”  

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview 

“(…) a network of civil society organizations, of companies committed to sustainability. Of researchers, 

professors, and knowledge institutions, and we're going to see church organizations.”  

ActionAid, 2025 – interview 

“(…) we also link up with other parties that have a heavy voice. Certain aspects, like het College van de 

Rechten van de Mens, we have contacts with academics, the national contact for our guidelines. So those 

are other institutions that foreign affairs and the government also definitely listen to, so we do try to persuade 

those as well.”  

MVO Platform, 2025 - interview 

"(…)  we have a lot of contact with ASN Bank, Tony’s, Zeeman..." “(…) founded based on the idea of 

making a social impact, such as, for example, Tony Cholonolely or Yoni.”  

ActionAid, 2025 – interview 

Working with 

businesses 

Forging cross-

sector 

coalitions 

“Cocoa companies, they are very… they're quite eager to work on advocacy and proactive and positive 

advocacy. So yes, we're working quite a lot with them.” “(…) they turn to certification schemes to support 

the implementation.”  

Rainforest Alliance, 2025 – interview 

“In 2024 we engaged with 64 companies on implementing sustainable sourcing and trading practices, market 

connections, inclusive business models, and technology, inputs, and financial services across their value 

chains.” 

Solidaridad, 2024 – annual report – document 

“Should there be sector guidance or not, how are companies in practise going to do that. So that's also what 

we work on with companies or we talk about with companies. How are you preparing?” “(…) there is a lot 

of work that that we can do as an as an NGO together with companies together with farmers.”   

Solidaridad, 2025 – interview 

"(…) our voice is even stronger if we have business engaged as well. So, wherever we can find a common 

ground, we do try to act on it with joint statements. It does help our statements help the governments prioritise 

different things."  

OECD Watch, 2025 – interview 

Leveraging 

businesses support 

“Multi-stakeholder initiatieven zijn sterker. Veel bedrijven hebben zich aangesloten bij de Responsible 

Jewellery Council.”  

Solidaridad, 2018 - blog – document 

“(…) it's also super important for our advocacy work that businesses actually speak out in favour of 

legislation of course.”  

ActionAid, 2025 – interview 

“(…) we are at least trying to get support for that with and from companies”.  

MVO Platform, 2025 - interview 
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“NS, TenneT, Verstegen, Stedin, Triodos Bank en tientallen grote en kleine bedrijven roepen in een 

gezamenlijk statement de Europese Commissie en het Nederlandse kabinet op om door te gaan met 

duurzame wetgeving. (…) Tot de ondertekenaars van het statement behoren ook bedrijven als Tony’s 

Chocolonely, Schijvens, Port of Amsterdam, Dopper en Transdev. Internationale bedrijven zoals Unilever, 

Mars en Nestlé uitten eerder al soortgelijke standpunten.”  

MVO Platform, 2025 – joint statement – document 

“Steeds meer mensen roeren zich, van honderdduizenden scholieren wereldwijd tot onze eigen ‘Grootouders 

voor het Klimaat’.”  

Urgenda, 2025 – publication - document 

Mobilising 

citizens  

Amplifying 

public pressure 

“Citizens raise their voices to demand an economy in which goods originating from the Global South are 

produced sustainably.”  

Solidaridad, 2024 – annual report – document 

“We mobiliseren 600.000 mensen Met hoe meer mensen we zijn, hoe moeilijker het wordt voor de politiek 

en vervuilende bedrijven om ons te negeren.”  

Milieudefensie, 2025 – webpage - document 

“Heel Nederland moet mee gaan doen. Daarom mobiliseren we honderdduizenden mensen om, op hun eigen 

manier, bij te dragen aan een groene en eerlijke toekomst.”  

Greenpeace, 2021 - annual report – document 

“Elke rebel telt. Met zijn allen kunnen wij onze koers wijzigen voor alle bewoners op aarde. Sluit je aan bij 

Extinction Rebellion, kom in opstand voor het leven en eis een leefbare toekomst voor iedereen!”  

Extinction Rebellion, 2021 – communication strategy – document 

“Het mobiliseren van 3,5% van de bevolking, de kritische massa die nodig is om een systeemverandering te 

bewerkstelligen.”  

Extinction Rebellion, 2019 – annual report– document 

“This year, over three million people signed the European citizen’s initiative calling for suspension of 

negotiations on the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP) between the European Union and 

the United States, and rejection of the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) between the 

EU and Canada.”  

SOMO, 2016 – strategic plan 2016-2020 – document 

Starting petitions 

“Oxfam aired a radio commercial, asking audiences to sign Oxfams petition targeting both supermarkets.” 

Oxfam, 2018 – blog - document 

“Milieudefensie start daarom vandaag ook een petitie gericht aan minister Hoekstra van Financiën.” 

Milieudefensie, 2025 – blog - document 

“De petitie wordt uiteindelijk meer dan 40.000 keer ondertekend.”  

Milieudefensie, 2024 – blog - document 

“(…) onze petitie werd maar liefst 1.2 miljoen keer getekend”  

Greenpeace, 2024 - blog – document 

 “273.000 supporters tekenden 406.621 keer een petitie”  

Greenpeace, 2021 - annual report – document 

“Met deze stevige wet kan Nederland aan Europa laten zien hoe het hoort. Dat wil jij toch ook? Teken onze 

petitie!” 

Amnesty, 2023 – blog - document 

 

 


