
funds th~e 'Institution' rallier than a collection of projects and programs. lt is assuined that

mature NGOs, if we11-managed and founded on clear development principles, will have the sort

of impact that they and CIt>A espouse" (Smillie 1994: 192). This would seeiu to be a positive

step insofar as participating NOOs are given greater autonomy and independence in selecting the

parameters and policies adopted in their proj ects.
The second critique, which suggests that political limits are placed on the issue areas

where concessional funding is avail1able, has greae vali4ity ini the Canadian context.'5 The

Canaclian Peac4>uilding Initiative, for instance, which provides funding for short-termi

"innovative, rapid-respornse peacebuilding activities," also requires a significant element of

'Canadian content' to fiurther 4evelop "scoa priorities, or Canadian niche?" (CIDA, 1999a).

Moreover, Canada provides financial incentives for N(K>a to implement prgas in certan

political1y-motivated (alheit broad) sco - such as hwnanitarian relief or gender issues - by

changing the traditional "matohlng funds" requirements in favour of a higher percentage of CIDA

funding. Contracts tend to be on a short-terni basis, as the maximum length of 18 rnonths for

peacebuilding initiatives ilusrae
The fiual issue raised earlier concerrna evaluation of NGO activities. In 1994, CIDA

bega plnnig is 'rsuls-bsedmanaemet' RBM assessinent strategy, which it claims
sees t fid a"pagmticbalnc be-wen te se of qwlitative and quantitative inios"

(CIA 99b) 16Hoevroporint o 'luprit'thnkngwoul4 bec t'cl fthe BM

siceilinlue dtemiin aualreatonhps dscibn o masrig hngs;deinn

relsi xetdrsls dntf14porm eeiire; oioigpors;lann

lessns;and epotin reslts(CID 190b)

2. AECnd


