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Executive summary  
 

In June 2017, the GPE Board requested the Secretariat to operationalize the GPE Multiplier, an innovative finance instrument that provides an 

incentive and the financial resources to catalyze more and better investment in education. It requires countries to show at least US$3 in new and 

additional external funding for education to unlock US$1 from the Multiplier grant (1:3 or additionality requirement). To mobilize this funding, 

countries work with a range of co-financing partners, this includes private foundations, an impact bond, a concessional loan from a bilateral or a 

multilateral donor or a regional development bank. 

This review is in response to the Board’s request to the Finance and Risk Committee in September 2020 to make an objective assessment on the 

evidence of Multiplier’s success to date. To this end, the review focuses on three key areas: i) Multiplier’s financial additionality (whether it 

mobilized more funding or mobilized funding more quickly), ii) Multiplier’s policy additionality (its development impact on the projects 

supported by the funds mobilized) and iii) Multiplier process (guidelines, requirements and transaction costs,) 

The review uses qualitative and quantitative data gathered from a structured desk review of 32 grants or grant applications.  This includes 

documents submitted by countries to the Secretariat (Expressions of interest (EOI), supporting documents from countries and co-financiers and 

applications). It also includes documents that capture Secretariat’s own assessment of country EOI and applications such as Quality Assurance 

Reports, review memos, summary, and top notes. In addition, qualitative data was collected through interviews of key stakeholders from a diverse 

sample of 10 out of the 32 countries. The stakeholders interviewed included: Education ministry focal points, coordinating agencies, grant agents, 

lead co-financers, and Secretariat country leads. 

Overall, the review finds that the Multiplier is associated with two kinds of additionality: financial additionality and policy additionality.  First, in 

terms of financial additionality, the multiplier is associated with unlocking more funding or bringing funding more quickly in almost all countries 

in the desk review of documents submitted by the countries to the Secretariat and Secretariat’s own assessment. However, the absence of a 

counterfactual and mixed evidence from interviews and other data suggest that the multiplier does not induce financial additionality in every 

context. Second, the review finds that the Multiplier more consistently supports policy additionality such as influencing the placement of co-

finance (where and how it is used) in relation to GPE’s goals.  

Multiplier’s financial additionality 

The key criterion defining additionality is that the co-financing is unlikely to have been mobilized for education or mobilized as quickly if the 

Multiplier were not available. The Multiplier guidelines state that in the absence of a counterfactual (“what would have happened if the GPE 
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Multiplier were not available”), the evaluation of additionality should be based on a negative definition: an instrument is not additional if it is 

announced, agreed, committed, or disbursed strictly independently of the GPE Multiplier. 

The desk review of documents submitted by the countries to the Secretariat and Secretariat’s own assessment show that the Multiplier is 

associated with unlocking more funding or bringing funding more quickly in almost all countries in the relevant sub-sector. In 5 out of 32 countries, 

the Multiplier also helped accelerate the timing of the funding to the country. On average, the Multiplier is associated with 5 times more co-

financing compared to the Multiplier grant amount, with the average funding ratio being higher when the co-financier is a multilateral 

development bank compared to a bilateral or private foundation co-financier.  

However, association does not necessarily imply causality. To establish causality, it would be important to establish a credible counterfactual. 

Establishing a genuine counterfactual that is “what would have happened if the Multiplier were not available”, is hard in almost all cases in the 

desk review data. If the co-financier came into the country or sector after the Multiplier was announced, it would be easier to link the co-finance 

to the Multiplier. However, in most countries, the co-financier associated with the Multiplier was already active in the sector/sub-sector. Based 

on the desk review, in 31 out of 32 countries, the funding is additional to what the donor was already providing, which is the most frequent 

pathway of mobilizing co-finance through the multiplier. This is followed by redistribution of funding from non-education sector to education 

sector in 9 out of 32 countries. In most cases, the co-funding mobilized is associated with supporting or extending an established program or a 

program already designed or in the making. That is, most programs supported by the co-finance were not entirely new or created solely to unlock 

the multiplier. Although the finding that in most cases the co-financier already exists in the country and has ongoing programs does not preclude 

the possibility that the funding mobilized can be additional (due to the Multiplier), it reiterates that establishing a counterfactual is not as 

straightforward as in a case where the co-financier was to come to the country or sector/sub-sector or start an entirely new program after the 

Multiplier was announced. The interviews provide us more information to better understand the role played by the Multiplier. 

The stakeholder interviews shed more light on the role of the multiplier in mobilizing the co-finance. Interviews of external stakeholders from a 

sample of 10 countries indicate mixed evidence on multiplier’s role in inducing financial additionality. In 5 out of 10 countries sampled for 

interviews, stakeholders attributed the co-finance mobilized from at least one co-financier relatively clearly to the multiplier. For instance, i) the 

co-financier requested additional funds from the headquarter to unlock the multiplier or ii) negotiated more funds for education sector out of a 

fixed sum allocated for the country or iii) joined the education sub-sector essentially to unlock the multiplier. 

In the remaining 5 countries, stakeholders’ attribution to multiplier’s role in inducing financial additionality is less clear.  Their narratives indicate 

that the co-financier’s package for the education sector was already implicitly developed or under development. In such cases, the multiplier 

made the co-financing more concessional for the country by reducing the effective rate of interest or expanded the program’s scope, which was 

an incentive for the co-financier and the country to unlock the Multiplier.  
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Very limited Official Development Assistance (ODA) data shows that countries with the multiplier grant are associated with an increase 

in financing from the lead co-financier to the education sector and sub sector compared to countries in the pipeline of the multiplier application 

process. Again, the finding indicates association and does not necessarily imply that the multiplier caused the co-finance to be mobilized. Since 

countries self-select to apply for multiplier grant, the timing and country-specific effects are hard to disentangle from the multiplier’s influence.     

 

Nevertheless, it is clear from the interview findings that the multiplier added value in at least one way in almost every country in the form of policy 
additionality (as defined below) and is considered valuable by the countries and co-financiers. Stakeholders shared different ways in which the 
Multiplier’s presence added value, including determining the placement of co-finance. The Multiplier helped bring the co-financing to a sub-sector 
of interest to GPE, or to a disadvantaged population, implying a potentially higher rate of return as well as greater equity, or it made a loan 
concessional that government was unlikely to borrow for the education sub-sector.  These responses suggest that in the absence of the multiplier, 
the co-financing may have been placed differently in terms of sub-sector, disadvantaged population, terms of loan and willingness to borrow by 
government, among others.  
 

Multiplier’s policy additionality  

Alongside its financial additionality, it is also important to consider the multiplier’s policy additionality, which focuses on the extent to which 

multiplier helped improve the development processes and impact of the project/program associated with it. This could either be through more 

focus on disadvantaged groups, more harmonized funding, or multiplier’s influence on the country dialogue, among others. This dimension can 

help us understand Multiplier’s additionality in the country at a policy level, beyond its financial value-add. 

As mentioned earlier, the Multiplier consistently supports policy additionality in every context such as influencing the placement of co-finance 

(where and how it is used) in relation to GPE’s goals. Triangulation of external stakeholder interview and desk review data shows that in all 

countries, the multiplier is associated with one or more types of policy additionality. Specifically, for the 10 interview sample countries, after 

triangulating stakeholder responses and desk review data, the review finds that the multiplier: 

I. Influenced better donor coordination in 6 out 10 interview sample countries 

II. Supported more/inclusive dialogue between the government and co-financier around funding priorities in 5 out of 10 interview sample 

countries  

III. Encouraged more harmonization of funding in 3 out 10 interview sample countries  

IV. In all interview sample countries, the multiplier helped determine the placement of co-finance in relation to at least one or more GPE 2020 

priority areas: learning, equity and system strengthening  
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Multiplier’s policy additionality is not limited to these pathways and can take other forms depending on the context. For instance, in Cote d’Ivoire, 

it helped strengthen public-private partnerships by bringing in funding to the education sector from the private sector. This is particularly important 

as the private funding is partly conditional on mobilization of additional resources from other donors, including the Multiplier Similarly, in Gambia, 

it helped build government’s capacity to attract more funds from the co-financier in the long run. 

To further understand the Multiplier’s role in encouraging harmonization, the review looked at data from indicator 30 of GPE2020 Results 

framework. This indicator measures harmonization, that is, the extent to which there is coordination between technical and financial partners to 

improve national systems. Project and sector pooled funding are ways to ensure greater harmonization of external assistance among partners 

around priorities set out in national sector plans1.The analysis shows that Multiplier grants are more likely to be in a harmonized funding modality 

(sector pooled or project pooled) compared to regular ESPIGs (Education Sector Plan Improvement Grants). Further, after controlling for variables 

such the grant agent, size of grant and fragility status of countries, Multiplier grants continue to be positively associated with a more harmonized 

modality.  They are 20 percentage points more likely to be in a harmonized funding modality compared to ESPIGs, although this finding could be 

related to other factors, as noted below.  

The co-financing requirement of the multiplier grant application could be one factor to explain this finding. The guidelines state that the clearest 

evidence of co-financing is when it is delivered through a common funding mechanism in support of the education sector plan such as a pooled 

fund2. However, this pattern could also be because older ESPIGs might be less likely to be harmonized. In addition, the choice of grant modality 

could be a function of countries applying for the Multiplier grant. Stakeholders interviews also show that country context, established practice in 

the country or sector, and co-financier and grant agent preferences are factors that determine the choice of funding modality.  

In 5 out of 10 countries, the Multiplier supported more or inclusive dialogue between the government and co-financier around funding priorities. 

The interviews show that the Multiplier can also influence the dialogue within different ministries to help leverage more funding for the education 

sector. For instance, in 3 out of 10 countries, government focal points shared that the process of leveraging the co-financing and multiplier grant 

led to more dialogue or better coordination among different ministries within the country and helped in lobbying with the ministry of finance.  

However, interview data also shows that the Multiplier may be perceived as a grant “leveraged by the co-financier”, especially in cases where the 

co-financier and grant agent are the same (56% of the 32 desk review countries). This may have an unintended impact of the country dialogue 

 
1 The indicator measures different funding modalities and defines them as follows: Co-financing refers to a funding mechanism where funding is coming from different source agency funds to support 
a common project. Whereas sector pooled funding refers to a diverse group of grant or credit modalities with varying instruments/mechanisms to support implementation of an endorsed ESP. 
Multiple contributing partners deliver funds in a coordinated fashion to support implementation of the ESP, or specific parts thereof.  Finally, stand-alone as a funding mechanism is unilateral, or in 
other words, not pooled with any other sources of financing. 
2 Underpinned by the principles of aid effectiveness, GPE anticipates that the local education group will use the following order of preference when choosing a modality for ESPIG support: budget 
support (general or sector), pooled funding; and stand-alone project.  (Footnote 20, Multiplier Guidelines 2020) 
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around funding priorities becoming less inclusive. Thus, in such cases it is important to closely monitor the dialogue around funding priorities at 

the country level to ensure all partners in the LEG are included. 

 

 

Multiplier process: Transaction costs, guidelines, and requirements 

This review also looks at the Multiplier process to understand the transaction costs or the time taken to complete various stages of the Multiplier 

application process, and the experience with guidelines and requirements to access the Multiplier grant. 

Data on the time taken to complete various stages of the Multiplier application process is used to examine the transaction costs associated with 

obtaining the grant. On average, the time taken to complete the application process is longer than expected. In the guidelines, the time from EOI 

submission to EOI approval is expected to be 42 days, and from EOI approval to application submission is expected to be 9-12 months.  However, 

the review finds that the average time taken from EOI submission to approval is 75 days and from EOI approval to application submission is about 

11 months or 331 days.  

Smaller grants and Multiplier only (compared to Multiplier-ESPIG) grants are associated with longer time to complete the application. This could 

be due to two reasons. First, smaller grants are likely to be in smaller countries with capacity constraints. Second, larger grants tend to be combined 

with ESPIGs, which implies some steps of the quality assurance review could have already been completed. 

After 2018, there has been a 53 percent decrease in the total time taken from EOI submission to grant approval. The average total time taken from 

EOI submission to grant approval for countries that submitted their EOIs in 2017 or 2018 was 676 days and in 2019 or 2020 was 315 days. About 

9 percent of this decrease in the total time taken came from decrease in time between EOI submission to EOI approval stage, while 91 percent 

came from decrease in time between EOI approval to grant approval stage. The decrease suggests that some changes in the application process 

implemented in 2018 may have contributed to reducing the time taken. One such change was in the EOI approval process in 2018 when the 

Secretariat could go directly to the GPC (Grants and Performance Committee) for EOI approval, eliminating the step to get an additional approval 

from the Board.  

During the interviews, stakeholders suggested that the process of applying for the multiplier grant was experienced as heavy or somewhat 

heavy/somewhat light as opposed to light in terms of the time and resources involved. Currently, there is no way to systematically capture the 

amount of time countries are taking to negotiate co-financing from other development partners prior to submitting their EOIs. Thus the number 

of days in our analysis only reflects the transaction costs for the Secretariat grant approval process once the country has submitted its EOI. 
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The EOI process requires countries to provide a narrative to show that the co-financing leveraged is new and additional. This means “proving” 

through supporting documents and letters from co-financiers that the funding leveraged through the Multiplier was unlikely to have been 

mobilized for education or mobilized as quickly if the Multiplier were not available. Stakeholder interview data shows that, providing this narrative 

can be hard for countries, especially if the potential co-financiers have already existed in the country and have ongoing commitments. When 

describing their experiences of showing that the application met the additionality requirement, some of the words stakeholders used in at least 5 

out of the 10 countries in the interview sample included “difficult”, “overkill”, “tricky”, “causing uncertainty and anxiety”.  Simplifying what is 

needed to show financial additionality would make it less onerous for countries applying for the Multiplier grant.  

The following quote from a stakeholder interview succinctly captures the issue of proving additionality (paraphrased), “Since the Secretariat wants 

proof of additionality in the EOI, but at the same time wants the EOI to be credible, there is a moment in time when the source of co-financing 

must go from being “unidentified” to “identified”. For the country level actors, and to country leads, it really isn’t clear how this is supposed to 

work. If donors are adhering to the development effectiveness agenda, they will ensure predictability of financing. Donors who do this would tend 

to be disqualified from the Multiplier additionality methodology in that their financing would have been “identified” in a timely manner.” More 

clarity in terms of practical and concrete examples in the Multiplier guidelines on how the additionality requirement can work in different contexts 

would be useful for country partners in preparing their Expression of interest. This practical guidance could focus on various scenarios such as i) 

the potential co-financier already exists in the country with a commitment that may have implicitly been agreed upon but not announced or 

committed before the Multiplier and in such cases how can countries meet the additionality requirement or ii) potential co-financiers in smaller 

countries may have already committed most of their resources, with limited additional resources available to meet the 1:3 requirement.  

Key recommendations 

Based on the summary of findings above, this review puts forth the following three recommendations:  
 

I. Additionality requirement:   

➢ Simplify: Proving financial additionality needs to be made easier for countries. Overall, the Secretariat should explore ways to 

simplify the minimum that countries need to show to meet the financial additionality requirement in a low transaction way. For 

example, the Secretariat should explore whether it can simplify and minimize/reduce the requirement to show evidence that 

financing would not have been mobilized without the Multiplier beyond the country providing confirmation that the co-finance 

is not already committed, agreed, or announced or disbursed independently of the Multiplier, and providing a clear narrative 

relating the co-finance to the Multiplier.   
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➢ Align to country context: In contexts where the evidence regarding financial additionality is less clear, the Secretariat should 

explore ways to help countries meet the requirement, by taking the potential for policy additionality into account. This would 

make it less burdensome and therefore easier for countries to access the grant.  

 

➢ Clarify: The Secretariat should provide concrete examples to grant agents and co-financers to clarify how financial additionality 

can be demonstrated in different scenarios. This is particularly important in cases where the co-financiers already work in the 

country and have ongoing strategies and commitments towards the sector/sub-sector. In such cases, it may be challenging to 

provide clear narratives around Multiplier’s additionality. 

 

 
 
 
 

II. Transaction costs  

➢ The Secretariat should explore ways to reduce the current 75 days average from EOI submission to EOI approval. In addition, 

wherever possible, the Secretariat should continue encouraging combining Multiplier with other GPE grants such that internal 

quality assurance processes can be aligned to save transaction costs.  

 

III. Country dialog 

➢ The Secretariat should ensure the Local Education Group dialog is inclusive and equitable driven by country priorities. This is 

particularly important in cases where the grant agent and the co-financier are the same. 

Background, purpose, and scope of this review  
 

In June 2017, the GPE Board requested the Secretariat to operationalize the GPE Multiplier, previously called the Leverage Fund3. The GPE 

Multiplier is an innovative finance instrument that provides an incentive and the financial resources to catalyze more and better investment in 

education. It works alongside other sources of external funding and can be invested as a grant or used to lower the interest rate on concessional 

 
3 BOD/2017/12 DOC 18 and BOD/2017/06-15 
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lending, for example from multilateral development banks or bilateral donors. It can also work alongside other, non-traditional sources of 

development finance, including private capital.4 

The objective of the multiplier which also differentiates it from a regular ESPIG is that accessing the Multiplier ESPIG requires countries to show 

that at least US$3 in new and additional external funding for education has been mobilized or mobilized more quickly to unlock US$1 from the 

Multiplier ESPIG (financial additionality). Together with more financing, the Multiplier Education Sector Plan Implementation Grant (ESPIG) 

provides support to the implementation of national Education Sector Plans (ESPs) or Transitional Education Plans (TEPs) to create stronger 

education systems capable of delivering improvements in equity and learning. It builds on an evidence-based planning process and inclusive policy 

dialogue, and leverages financing of national priorities identified in the ESP/TEP endorsed by developing partners.  

The multiplier grant is designed for results-based financing by ensuring stronger quality standards for educational planning, programming and 

monitoring, and by providing specific incentives to focus resources on achieving improved performance in equity, efficiency and learning outcomes, 

and to go beyond past trends in these areas. The grant application process and grant monitoring modalities aim to add value to sector 

developments by enabling inclusive partnerships that engage governments, donors, civil society, teachers, philanthropy, and private sector. It is 

also expected that work supported through the Multiplier ESPIG be aligned with GPE’s strategic goals, collectively supported by GPE partners and 

member countries.  

Since 2017, 35 countries have submitted their expression of interest for accessing GPE’s Multiplier grant, 22 grants have already been approved 

of which 16 are active5. In September 2020, as a part of rolling out GPE’s new operating model, the Board requested the Finance and Risk 

Committee (FRC) to make an objective assessment of the evidence of Multiplier’s success to date6. To this end, this review draws on the lessons 

from the previous rapid analysis (2018), country level evaluations (2019-20) and extends it to a bigger set of countries to understand the lessons 

learned from countries’ experience of accessing and implementing the multiplier grant, and the degree to which it has been successful in its 

objectives.7 These lessons will inform the adaptation and implementation of the Multiplier grant going forward in GPE’s new operating model.  

The review includes a structured desk review of grant applications from 32 countries that have approved multiplier allocations and grants (between 

2017 and March 20218). This is combined with qualitative interviews with stakeholders from 10 out of 32 countries to understand their 

perspectives on success, challenges and improvements needed going forward. 

 
4 The Multiplier can work alongside grants from a private foundation, an impact bond, or a concessional loan from a bilateral donor or multilateral or regional development bank. 
5 Source: GPE Multiplier page (accessed on 4th of July 2021, the implementation figures are based on GPE Exchange as of 4th July 2021. However, note since the cut-off date for the evaluation is March, 
32 grants are a part of the desk review. 
6 BOD/2020/09 
7 As per the 2020-10-GPE-Multiplier Factsheet, “The GPE Multiplier is a new type of grant that enables countries to mobilize additional resources to strengthen their education systems and get more 
children in school and learning…..the Multiplier aims to mobilize additional funds to implement high-quality, long-term, country-owned ESPs.” 
8 Cut-off date for desk review documents and approvals included in this review is 8th of March 2021. 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/document/file/2020-09-GPE-Board-decisions.pdf
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The new operating model has launched several initiatives related to the Multiplier grant. These include: 1) GPE Match (private sector partners and 

foundations can help unlock a Multiplier grant with a ratio of 1:1), 2) Debt2Ed: debt forgiveness with the stipulation that funding that would have 

been spent on debt service should be invested in education, 3) Updated sector level requirements to be assessed in a more context-specific 

manner9. However, since these initiatives have not yet been rolled out or are in early stages of their roll-out, they are beyond the scope of this 

review.  

Framework for this review  
The following table describes the framework used for this review, which is divided into three broad areas: i) financial additionality, ii) policy 

additionality and iii) Multiplier related processes.  

Financial additionality is the Multiplier’s influence in bringing more and/or quicker funding to the education sector/sub-sector, that would not be 

mobilized otherwise, through the following pathways:  

i) More and/or quicker funding to the education sector/sub-sector either from existing co-financier providing more/quicker funding on 

top of what is already allocated to the sector/sub-sector or from a new co-financier. This in effect means more and or quicker funding 

for the country dedicated specifically to the education sector/sub-sector of interest to GPE  

ii) Redistribution of funding such that there is more and/or quicker funding available for the education sector/sub-sector of interest to 

GPE. This in effect means no additional funding for the country, but redistribution of funding towards a sector or sub-sector of interest 

to GPE 

Both pathways can contribute to financial additionality if they help bring more and/or quicker resources towards the education sector/sub-sector 

of interest to GPE that would not be mobilized otherwise. 

Policy additionality refers to the non-financial influence of the multiplier such that it can further improve the development outcomes of the project 

associated with it. These development outcomes can include i) more focus on disadvantaged groups through additional funding (thus improving 

the efficiency and equity dimensions) ii) more harmonized funding (an efficiency gain) iii) influence on country dialogue around prioritization and 

iv) other pathways depending on the context.  

Policy additionality as a concept is not new and is used by comparator international development institutions who have instruments like the 

Multiplier grant. For instance, International Finance Corporation (IFC), defines its “non-financial” additionality through its non-financial risk 
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mitigation (by enhancing the client’s image and credibility in international financial markets, and policy work (providing an improving investment 

climate in the country or sector through advice to governments from the World Bank and IFC), among others10. 

Finally, the third aspect of this review are process related aspects of the Multiplier i) how have the requirements to access the multiplier been 

working and what can be improved based on country stakeholder experience ii) how have the guidelines to apply for the multiplier grant worked 

and what can be improved iii) transaction costs that is the time taken from the submission of Expression of Interest to approval of the grant 

 

Table 1: Framework for the review 

Focus areas Pathways Incentives  

Financial 
additionality 
(more funding 
+ timing of 
funding) 

More (and/or could be 
quicker) $ for education 
sector/sub-sector 

• The donor provides more $ or provides it more quickly 
because of the multiplier, in addition to what was 
already allocated to the education sector/sub-sector  

• New donor for the education sub-sector 

What incentivizes co-financiers and countries? 

• Concessional  

• Fills funding gaps to scale up/broaden the 
scope of programs of their interest  

• Other reasons Redistribution: more 
(and/or could be quicker) for 
the subsector/program 
 

• The donor shifts $ or shifts $ more quickly from another 
(non-education) sector to an education sub-sector  

• The donor shifts $ or shifts $ more quickly from one 
education subsector to the subsector the multiplier 
supports 

Policy 
additionality 

• More focus on disadvantaged groups (higher rate of return/efficiency and equity dimensions) 

• Harmonized funding (efficiency gain) 

• Influence on country dialogue  

• Others 

Multiplier 
process  

• Requirements  

• Guidelines 

• Time taken for each step of the process (transaction costs) 

 

Methods of Data Collection and Analysis  

Data  
This review uses grant application data from 32 countries for the desk review, combined with stakeholder interviews from a subset of countries 

(10 out of 32) 

 
10 A detailed comparator on this is available in the Annex of Rapid analysis (2018) 
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• Desk review: A structured review of grant applications11 was conducted. Key application documents for all 32 countries with a multiplier 

grant or allocation were qualitatively coded to understand different pathways of financial and policy additionality12  

• Stakeholder interviews: Additional information on financial and policy additionality, country dialogue, clarity of guidelines, requirements 

and ease of process was collected through stakeholder interviews. The stakeholder groups that were interviewed from a sample of 10 

countries that accessed the multiplier grant include i) country leads (GPE Secretariat) ii) government focal points from Ministry of 

Education iii) grant agents iv) coordinating agents v) lead-co-financiers 

 

While all stakeholders were contacted for virtual interviews, the response rate varied by stakeholder group and depended on their 

availability to participate in the virtual interviews that were conducted in April and May 2021. During the interviews, respondents were 

assured that their responses were confidential, and results would be presented at an aggregated level and anonymized in the report.  

 

 

 Table 2: Response rate by stakeholder group 

Stakeholder group Response rate 

Secretariat Country lead 100 % (for all 10 out of 10 countries) 

Ministry focal point 60 % (for 6 out 10 countries) 

Grant agent 90 % (9 out 10, for 1 country GA had not been selected 
yet) 

Coordinating agent 80% (8 out of 10 countries) 

Co-financiers 70% (7 out of 10 countries) 

 

• Other quantitative data included i) indicator 30 data on harmonization which measures the proportion of GPE grants using: (a) co-financed 

project or (b)sector pooled funding or (c) stand-alone13  ii) Official Development Assistance (ODA) data14and iii) data to understand the 

time taken for each step of the multiplier application process.  

Columns 4-9 of the review matrix map the review questions to the data source used to answer each question (Annex 1).  

 
11 Expression of Interest (EOI), multiplier application package, letters supporting EOI packages, quality assurance (QAR) reports from stages 1-3, back to office reports, and review meeting memos, GPE 
grant coding data. 
12 For countries with approved EOI’s and active/implementing grants as of 8th of March 2021 (cut-off date for the desk review) 
13 Data from GPE Exchange was used for MLT, MLT ESPIG and ESPIG grants to make the comparison for grants approved between 2016-2020. Only countries where data for Indicator 30 was available 
were used in the analysis  
14 OECD data source. 

https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=crs1
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Sampling  
The sample of countries included in this review were based on the following rationale: 

• Desk review of documents available for all 32 countries15 : The total number of countries at any given stage of the multiplier process was 

32 in March 2021, which was the cut-off date for determining the sample for desk review.  This included 12 countries at the ‘EOI approved 

only’ stage and 20 at the ‘EOI and grant application approved stage.16 The distribution of countries at any given stage of the multiplier 

process by constituency, grant agent and coordinating agency is presented in Table 2 in the Annex. 

• For the follow-up interviews, 10 out of the 32 countries were selected. The sample was selected to roughly match the distribution of the 

total sample of 32 countries based on certain characteristics. The following table shows the distribution of the 10 interview sample 

countries based on the following characteristics i) stage of application (approved EOI only or approved EOI + grant), ii) region 

(constituency), iii) grant agent, iv) coordinating agency and v) lead co-financier17.   

• In selecting the sample, 5 EOI only countries18 were chosen since the EOI process is unique to the multiplier and differentiates it from the 

regular ESPIG process, making it critical to understand how the EOI process is working for countries that are still in the initial stages of 

their application and have applied for the multiplier more recently. 

 

Table 3: Sample of countries for interviews, by stage of application, region, grant agent, coordinating agency and lead co-financier 

 Stage of application Constituencies  Grant agent (GA) Coordinating 
agency 

Lead co-financer 

Number of 
countries by 
category  

EOI approved only- 5 
 
EOI + grant approved- 5 
 

Africa 1- 2 
Africa 2- 1 
Africa 3- 2 
Asia and Pacific- 4 
Latin America and Caribbean- 0 
Eastern Europe, Middle East and 
Central Asia- 1 
 

World Bank-6 
TBD (To be decided)-2 
Save the Children (SC)- 1 
SIDA-1 
 
 

UNICEF- 7 
USAID- 1 
Finland-1 
Not specified-1 
 

World Bank (International Development 
Association/ International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development)-5 
Jacob's Foundation-1, 
MRC-Holland Foundation-1, 
European Commission-1, 
Japan International Cooperation Agency-1,  
Korea International Cooperating Agency-1 
 

N (countries) 10 10 10 10 10 

 
15 listed in column 1 of Table 3 in the Annex 
16 As of March 2021 (cut-off date for sample for this study). Note as of 4th of July 2021, 35 countries have submitted their EOI’s/applications, of which 22 are approved and 16 are implementing 
(Source: ESPIG Datasheet on GPE Exchange) 
17 Table 2 in the Annex 
18 Note: As of 19th February 2021 (date of submission for the inception report) This includes Ethiopia that had submitted its application 12/15/2020, and was undergoing the approval process and was 
approved after the cut-off date for this report on 26th February 2021 (Source: GPE Exchange datasheet) 
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Method of analysis 
The review uses a mixed methods analysis that combines qualitative and quantitative data from three sources: desk review of grant and grant 

applications from 32 countries, stakeholder interviews from the sample of 10 out of 32 countries, and other quantitative data listed above. 

Wherever applicable and feasible, information from different data sources was triangulated.  

Note: A caveat on the interpretation of the results is that the available data allows us to infer the multiplier’s observed association with the 

variables of interest but not its causal impact.  

Discussion of findings  
Snapshot of the Multiplier grant  

Summary statistics and characteristics of funds mobilized in the 32 countries in the desk review: 

i. Total amount raised in co-financing in 32 countries19 is 1525.43 million USD 

ii. Total multiplier grant amount is 329.95 million USD 

iii. The average co-financing mobilized was about 48 million USD and average multiplier grant amount was about 10 million USD (Table 4).  

iv. The average ratio of the co-financing to Multiplier grant amount was 5:1. This means the co-financing mobilized was on average 5 times 

more than the Multiplier amount. The expected ratio as per the guidelines is the co-financing mobilized must be at least 3 times the 

multiplier amount.20 

  Table 4: Average co-financing and multiplier amounts, N=32 

Variable N Mean Min Max 

          

Co-financing amount (million USD) 32 47.67 6.65 250 

Multiplier amount (million USD) 32 10.31 1.00 25 

Funding ratio (co-financing amount (million 
USD)/multiplier amount (million USD)) 

32 5.04 
  

2.46 
  

25 

Number of co-financiers 32 1.91 
  

1 

 

7 

  Source: Desk review21 

 
19 As of 8th March 2021 
20 The US$3 in external funding mobilized for each US$1 provided from the Multiplier is unlikely to have been mobilized or mobilized as quickly for education if Multiplier funding were not available. 
21 Note that here and in the rest of the report, the sources of desk review include one or more of the following documents: EOI, Summary note, QAR 1, QAR 2, QAR 3, Program Document, Summary 
Excel sheets maintained by the finance team at the Secretariat and other supporting documents such as letters of communication between co-financiers, governments and GPE. 
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v. Funds became concessional when the co-financing included a loan: 12 countries (38 percent) have a loan and 7 countries (22 percent) 

have a loan plus grant compared to 13 (41 percent) that have grant only. 

vi. Funds in a harmonized modality: 3 countries (16 percent) have a sector pooled funding modality, 9 (47 percent) have project pooled and 

7 (37 percent) have stand-alone modalities based on Indicator 30 data available for 19 countries.22 The funding modality of co-finance 

mobilized is discussed further in section 3. 

vii. Funds in Partner Countries in Fragile and Conflict-Affected situations (PCFC): 11 out of 32 countries (34 percent) are PCFC and 21 (66 

percent) are non- PCFC countries.23 

viii. The average funding ratio is higher when the co-financier is a multilateral development bank (MDB) compared to bilateral co-financier, 

which in turn has a higher average funding ratio compared to private foundation co-financiers (Table 5).  

ix. The average funding ratio is higher when the co-financing instrument is a loan or mix of loan and grant compared to grant only (Table 5).  

x. Non- PCFC status countries have a higher average funding ratio compared to PCFC status countries (Table 5). 

 Table 5: Average co-financing amount, multiplier amount and funding ratio by type of co-financier, instrument, and PCFC status for desk review countries 
  Co-financing amount 

(in $m) 
Multiplier 
amount 
(in $m) 

Funding 
ratio 

N 

Full desk review sample 47.67 10.31 5.04 
  

32 

By lead co-financier type         

Multilateral development bank (MDB) 58.46 12.17 5.47 21 

Bilateral 27.09 6.27 4.50 9 

Foundation 27.05 9.02 3.00 2 

By Instrument type         

Loan 68.04 13.71 5.43 12 

Loan + grant 40.89 8 5.98 7 

Grant 32.51 8.42 4.18 13 

By PCFC status         

No 48.01 9.38 5.76 21 

Yes 47.02 12.08 3.68 11 

 Source: Desk review 

 
22 For the remaining 13 countries the data on Indicator 30 is not yet available on GPE Exchange dashboard (countries still in the process of application approval) 
23 Note PCFC is what was earlier referred to as “FCAC” countries. Of the total countries that are eligible for the multiplier in 2018 (69), 41% (or 28) are PCFC (this is as per the list in Portfolio review in 
2018, Page 15). Co-financing to PCFC countries could be associated with a higher rate of return (Winthrop and Matsui, 2013). 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/gpe_annual_portfolio_review_2018_1.pdf
https://www.globalpartnership.org/sites/default/files/gpe_annual_portfolio_review_2018_1.pdf


 

18 
 

 

1. Multiplier’s financial additionality 
 

GPE Multiplier’s definition of financial additionality  

The multiplier grant was launched with the aim of providing an incentive and resources “to unlock” new co-financing for education programs. Its 

core requirement is for countries to show that at least $3 in new and additional external funding for education has been mobilized to unlock at 

least $1 from the Multiplier ESPIG.  According to the Multiplier guidelines 24 additionality is interpreted as the external funding mobilized that is 

unlikely to have been mobilized or mobilized as quickly for education if the Multiplier funding were not available. Therefore, the key criterion to 

assess whether a funding is “new and additional” is that it is unlikely to have been mobilized for education or mobilized as quickly if the Multiplier 

were not available. 

If the co-finance is mobilized and agreed upon or committed prior to or independent of the multiplier, it is not considered additional. The guidance 

on the evaluation criteria for additionality states that “because there is no clear counterfactual (“What would have happened if the GPE Multiplier 

were not available”), the evaluation of additionality should be based on a negative definition: an instrument is not additional if it is announced, 

agreed, committed, or disbursed strictly independently of the GPE Multiplier. If there is a clear and reasonable narrative relating increased resource 

mobilization to the Multiplier, the new external resources should be regarded as additional.”  

The internal guidance used to evaluate additionality illustrates a scenario when the co-finance mobilized is unlikely to be additional. “For example, 
consider a country eligible for a regular ESPIG of US$ 10 million to support its education sector plan. The same country might also be eligible for a 
further US$ 15 million from the GPE Multiplier. The country could use the GPE Multiplier funding to agree US$ 50 million in new borrowing from a 
regional or multilateral development bank. The key criterion is this funding would not have been mobilized or mobilized as quickly in the absence 
of the Multiplier. Additionality is impossible to prove: we do not know what would have happened if the Multiplier did not exist.  Instead, we 
evaluate this based on a negative condition: is it clear that the funding is not additional? In this example, if implementation for US$ 10 million of 
the concessional loan had already begun, then this money was not related to the availability of the Multiplier. Since it was not mobilized by the 
opportunity to co-finance alongside the Multiplier, it cannot be described as additional.”25  
 
 
 
 

 
24 Guidance for Grants and Performance Committee, December 2019 (pages 3-4). 
25 Guidance for Grants and Performance Committee, December 2019 
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What is the financial additionality associated with the multiplier? 
  

Summary of findings 

The Multiplier is associated with unlocking more funding or bringing funding more quickly in almost all countries based on the desk review of 

32 grant and grant applications. However, association does not necessarily imply causality. A genuine counterfactual (“what would have happened 

if the Multiplier were not available”) is hard to definitively establish in almost all cases. Findings indicate most co-financiers were already present 

in the sector/sub-sector in the country.  

The most common pathway of mobilizing co-finance through the multiplier is that the funding or co-finance is in addition to what the co-

financier was already providing to the sub-sector.  In most cases, the funding mobilized is associated with supporting or extending an established 

program or a program already designed (or in the making). That is, the programs supported by the co-finance were not entirely new or created 

solely to unlock the co-finance. Both these findings suggest the counterfactual is hard to establish in a definitive manner.  

Interviews of external stakeholders from 10 countries suggest mixed evidence on the multiplier’s role in financial additionality. In half of the 

countries, stakeholders attributed the co-finance mobilized from at least one co-financier relatively clearly to the multiplier. In the remaining 5 

countries, attribution to the multiplier’s role in mobilizing the co-finance is less clear.   Finally, very limited data from the ODA show that an increase 

in financing to education sector and basic education sub-sector is associated with the multiplier. 

  

The following sub-sections describe these findings from the desk review and stakeholder interviews on various aspects of financial additionality. 

I. Sub-section 1.1 discusses results on the different pathways of mobilizing co-financing. The objective of this section is not to say whether 

or not the funding would have been mobilized without the multiplier, but to help us understand different pathways through which financial 

additionality of the multiplier is being achieved.        

II. Sub-section 1.2 presents results on the types of programs associated with the multiplier, whether a new program was specifically created 

to access the multiplier, or did it support a program that is already designed/established. The objective is to understand what happens 

programmatically with the co-finance leveraged through the multiplier.  

III. Sub-section 1.3 presents results from the desk review on multiplier’s financial additionality: whether funding would have been mobilized 

or mobilized as quickly without the multiplier.  

IV. Sub-section 1.4 presents results from the stakeholder interviews on financial additionality: whether funding would have been mobilized or 

mobilized as quickly without the multiplier according to the stakeholder interviews from 10 out of 32 countries 
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1.1 What is the pathway of the co-funding mobilized through the multiplier? 
With the purpose of understanding different pathways of mobilizing co-financing associated with the multiplier, interviewees were asked to select 

one or more of the following scenarios that were applicable to their country context. The desk review for the 32 grant and grant applications were 

also coded to understand which of the following scenario(s) apply in each country.  

a) new donor/co-financier for the education subsector  

b) redistributed- co-financier shifts funds or shifts funds more quickly from another (non-education) sector to an education sub-sector 

c) redistributed- co-financier shifts funds or shifts funds more quickly from one education sub-sector to another sub-sector the multiplier supports 

(For example, if the donor was initially considering higher education, but because of the multiplier shifted to primary education),  

d) co-financier provides more funds or provides funds more quickly because of the multiplier, in addition to what was already allocated to the 

education sector/sub-sector 

 

Summary of finding: Based on the desk review of the narratives presented in the EOIs and Secretariat’s assessment of additionality in the summary 

note, in most countries (31 of the 32) the pathway of funding mobilized through the multiplier is additional to what the co-financier was already 

providing to the sub-sector.26 This pattern of finding is confirmed from the stakeholder interviews for countries in the interview sample. Note that 

the findings in this sub-section reflect the pathway through which co-finance is mobilized, and don’t say anything about the role of the multiplier 

in mobilizing the co-finance which is discussed in sub-sections 1.3-1.4. 

In addition, as per the desk review, other pathways of ‘additional’ co-funding, although to a smaller extent, were as follows:  

- Funding redistributed from non-education sector to education sub-sector (9 out of 32) 

- Funding redistributed from one sub-sector to another that the multiplier supports (basic education27) within education sector (1 out of 

32) 

 

 

 
26 At least for one of the co-financiers listed in the EOI. These were donors that already existed in the country prior to the multiplier and were contributing to the education 
sector and sub-sector in the country. The desk review assessed this based on the list of development partners and their programs in previous years that are outlined in the QAR. 
Specifically, Annex 1 of QAR 3 for countries that have submitted their multiplier application lists the major interventions by development partners along with the year of the 
intervention. 
27 Basic education is as per GPE2020 
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Figure 1A: Pathway of co-financing (based on desk review)       

                                                                   
Source: Desk review, Table 4 in the Annex shows country level data. 

Figure 1B: Pathway of co-financing (based on stakeholder interviews) 

 
 Source: External stakeholder interviews triangulated at country level. 
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In almost all countries (31 out of 32) the co-funding is in addition to what the co-financier was already providing to the education sector or sub-

sector (Figure 1A). For example, in Nepal, the EOI states that “After GPE announced the possibility to apply for the multiplier fund, the MoE 

initiated consultations with development partners to identify additional funding for the School Sector Development Plan (SSDP)....The multiplier 

has provided tools to MOE to re-enter discussions with development partners to identify additional funds”. Similarly, in Maldives, the EOI indicates 

that "The original allocation from the World Bank for the ECHED(Enhancing Employment through Human Capital and Entrepreneurship 

Development) project was only US$ 10 million. However, after GPE’s communication to the Government of the possibility of the Multiplier, the 

MOE initiated consultations with the Development Partners (namely the World Bank and UNICEF) to look into possibilities of identifying additional 

funding for the ESP. Influenced by these consultations and the complementarity of issues identified in the ESA, and the goals of the ESP with the 

proposed World Bank financing, it increased the allocation for the ECHED to US$ 20 million." 

In 9 out of 32 countries, co-funding was redistributed from non-education to education sub-sector supported by the Multiplier. In most cases it 

was not explicitly re-distributed, rather it could have potentially gone to other sectors. For example, in Moldova the EOI states that “following 

GPE’s support in 2019 for the country’s ESA, the country recently started the ESP development process of а new lопg-tегm Education Sector 

Strategy fоr 2021-2030.” Further, “EU had already contributed funds towards general budget support to the government. After the multiplier was 

announced, MOE has tried to make a case to the government to allocate these EU funds to the education sector (decision TBD). The other partners 

UNDP, UNFPA, UNICEF, AUF presented their interests to mobilize funds in support of the multiplier after becoming aware of the possibility of the 

multiplier….the Multiplier was the prime incentive for the country to start its negotiation with EU and other development partners to allocate 

funding to the education sector. The allocation of funds will support the Ministry’s effort to modernize the sector, based on the ESP.” In Cambodia, 

according to the EOI “the government chose to allocate this IDA funding to the education sector in part due to the consideration that it would 

unlock additional resources through the GPE multiplier fund.” 

(Note for the reader: more than one scenario/pathway can apply to countries, as in the case of Moldova and Mozambique. Since this assessment 

was done based on the desk review of documents, it entails a level of subjectivity and therefore, should be interpreted as depicting trends of 

funding pathways rather than exact numbers. Table 4 in the Annex shows the country-wise pathways of funding based on the desk review.) 

These findings from the desk review are confirmed in the stakeholder interviews. In 9 out of 10 countries, stakeholder responses show that the 

pathway of co-financing is that it was added on to what the co-financier was giving to the sub-sector (Figure 1B). In addition,  

• In 1 country, donor joined a new sub-sector within education sector. 

• In 2 countries funding was redistributed from non-education to education sector.  

• In 1 country, funding was redistributed from one sub-sector to another (basic education) that the Multiplier supports within education 

sector.   



 

23 
 

1.2 Is the co-finance associated with a new program created specifically to unlock the multiplier or is it providing concession to an 

already established (or in the making) program with the multiplier? 
 

To understand the types of programs associated with the multiplier, interviewees were asked: i) if the availability of the multiplier grant from the 

GPE led to the development of a new program (for example, a co-financing partner developed a 15 M dollar program in country X to unlock GPE’s 

5M multiplier grant allocation. This would imply that the program that was developed most likely to unlock the multiplier.)  

Or 

ii) did the multiplier grant help provide concession to an already established program by the co-financer? (For instance, a 35M program in country 

X will more likely be approved if the co-financer has an additional 5M through GPE multiplier grant allocation. In this case the multiplier made it 

easier/cheaper for the program to come through which was at the border of meeting the needs of one or more parties involved.) 

The desk review also attempted to answer this question. The purpose of the question is to assess the extent to which the co-financing contributed 

to new programs created to unlock the multiplier compared to enabling (the materialization of) programs designed (or in the making i.e., pre-

baked) prior to the multiplier. The responses can help us better understand the financial additionality of the multiplier:  

In cases where new programs are created to unlock the multiplier, it is more likely the co-finance was mobilized specifically to unlock the multiplier. 

Whereas in other cases where the multiplier is associated with enabling programs already designed or in the works, it can be less clear if the co-

finance was mobilized specifically to unlock the multiplier, although it still does not preclude the possibility that the co-finance was mobilized to 

unlock the multiplier. In such cases it may be more likely that the multiplier helped determine how and where the co-finance is used or vice-versa. 

Summary of finding: The desk review shows that in most countries (84 percent or 27 out of the 32) the multiplier is associated with providing 

concession to either an already established program (extending its scope or a new program that was already designed or in the making). On the 

other hand, in about 9 percent of the countries (3 out of 32), the program associated with the multiplier is new. 28 This pattern of finding is also 

supported in the stakeholder interviews. 

A key takeaway is that most programs associated with the multiplier are already established/designed/in the making or extended versions of 

existing programs. Therefore, the multiplier seems to be playing the role of providing concession to an already established (or in the works) 

program or extending the scope of a program by getting added together with more funds from the co-financier rather than leading to the 

development of an altogether new program.  

 
28 For the remaining 2 countries, the decision around the exact program is in early stages, i.e., there was no indication in the EOI about the program that will be supported  
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Table 6: Types of programs associated with the multiplier (based on the desk review and interviews) 

 Based on desk review Based on stakeholders’ interviews 

Category Number of 
countries  

Examples Number of countries  Examples 

Multiplier providing 
concession to  
 

i) either an 
already existing 
program 
extended in 
scope with 
same and/or 
new 
components  

 

16 out of 32 Ghana, the existing program had an increased focus on 
quality of education in low performing basic education 
schools and strengthening equity and accountability.  
 
In Cambodia it is a value-add to an already established 
program supported by the co-financier i.e., extending a 
program beyond secondary education to general 
education, from early childhood through secondary 
education. 

7 out of 10 
 

In one country the project for minorities spanning 
several sectors was going to happen anyway, it 
was underfunded, and government was looking 
for more funding, and the multiplier helped bring 
funding (co-financing) to the project’s education 
component. 
 
In another country, the co-financier continued 
the work already established prior to the 
multiplier extending in scope. 

i) or a new 
program that 
was already 
being planned/ 
designed prior 
to multiplier 

11 out of 3229 In Uzbekistan, the program, “Improving Pre-Primary 
Education Project” is new and had already been planned 
prior to the multiplier. 
 
In Mozambique, it is a new operation of the World Bank, 
the lead co-financier, and was already planned prior to the 
multiplier. 

2 out of 10 In another country the multiplier accelerated the 
materialization of a program that was being 
designed. 
 

ii) Multiplier 
supporting new 
program with 
no clear 
evidence that 
program was 
designed prior 
to the multiplier  

3 out of 3230 In Moldova, the EOI indicates that funds will support 
implementation of the new ESP. “The allocation of funds 
will support the Ministry’s effort to modernize the sector, 
based on the ESP.  The proposed GPE Multiplier grant will 
be an additional financing for the implementation of the 
new ESP, with a focus on basic education.”  
(Co-finance funds are with the government and were to be 
confirmed if these will be secured for education sector and 
program at the time of the review.) 
 

1 out of 10 - 

Source: For columns 2 and 3, source is desk review. Note that in the desk review the distinction between the type of program, whether it has already established and/or new components was not 

always clear in the program documents, hence the results in columns 2 and 3 should be treated as trends as opposed to exact numbers. For columns 4 and 5, source is stakeholder interviews 

triangulated at country level. 

 
29 In 10 out of 11 countries, the countries applied for a new ESPIG and combined the multiplier grant and the co-financing to support the same program (except in Sudan where EU funding was 
channeled to a different program which was complementary to the program supported by the combined ESPIG and multiplier). 
30 These are MLT only countries. The other 2 countries are Tajikistan and Honduras where the availability of the multiplier and the co-financing led to the development of a new program. 
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Stakeholder interviews: This question was also asked during stakeholder interviews to help triangulate the data with the desk review findings. 

In most countries (9 out of 10), stakeholders’ responses associated the multiplier with supporting an already existing program or a program already 

in the making (Table 6).  

Moreover, in all 10 of the countries the stakeholder responses didn’t seem to suggest that the co-financed program was created specifically to 

unlock the multiplier. Most of the responses are in favor of the multiplier supporting an existing program and/or new components of an existing 

program thereby expanding the scope of a program. Therefore, from the stakeholders’ perspective, in most countries the co-financed program 

was not created specifically for the multiplier, but the multiplier helped the co-financier do different or additional things with the co-finance.  

The finding that the multiplier tends to help co-financier add to programs that are already existing or in the making can be explained in part by the 

multiplier application process that encourages countries that are eligible for both a regular ESPIG and a Multiplier grant to align the timing and 

applications for both grants31 The multiplier by design encourages consolidation rather than fragmentation of funding across programs. From an 

aid effectiveness perspective, the finding shows that the multiplier is not leading to fragmentation or development of smaller and separate 

projects, but rather encouraging consolidation. 

1.3 Would the funding have been mobilized or mobilized as quickly if the multiplier was not announced: Desk review findings  
 

Summary of finding: The desk review shows that in all 32 countries, the multiplier grant is associated with more funds mobilized. 
 

As per the Secretariat’s assessment in the summary note, in all countries the EOI to access the Multiplier was endorsed and respective country 

allocations were approved. In 7 out of 32 countries, the Secretariat even asked for further clarifications from countries before endorsing the 

EOI.32  However, it is important to note that association does not necessarily imply causality. To establish causality, it would be useful to 

establish a credible counterfactual to understand what would have happened if the Multiplier were not available. The findings in sections 1.1 

and 1.2 suggest the counterfactual is difficult to establish. Most donors were already active in the sub-sector and most programs funded by the 

co-finance were in the making or extensions of existing programs. Although this finding that in most cases the co-financier already exists in the 

country and had ongoing programs does not preclude the possibility that the funding mobilized is due to the Multiplier, it suggests establishing a 

 
31 GPE Multiplier guidance, October 2019 (page 2). 
32 In the Secretariat’s assessment summary note, 25 of the 32 (78%) were countries marked with a green flag that is there was a clear and reasonable narrative relating increased resource mobilization 
to the Multiplier. In the remaining 7 countries (22%) marked with a yellow flag in the Secretariat summary note, the case for co-financing mobilized and its link with the multiplier was assessed as less 
clear for at least one of the co-financiers listed in the EOI. However, based on further clarifications requested by the Secretariat, EOIs to access the Multiplier were endorsed and the country 
allocations were approved for all 7 countries. According to the summary notes for these countries: recommended decision was endorsed/endorse with clarifications for 6 of the 7 counties and 
request clarifications for 1 of the 7 countries. i) Cote D’Ivoire was endorsed for up to US$ 13.03 million based on additionality assessment, ii) endorse but more clarity was requested for Guatemala 
and Yemen, and iii) recommended decision for Zambia: request clarifications. 
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counterfactual is not as straightforward as in a case where the co-financier was to come to the country or sector/sub-sector or start an entirely 

new program after the Multiplier was announced. Stakeholder interviews discussed below shed more light on the role of the multiplier in 

mobilizing the co-finance. 

Nature of multiplier co-financing: greater volume of financing, greater speed of financing, or both 

Summary of finding: The desk review suggests that while in most countries the multiplier grant is associated with an increased volume of co-

financing mobilized, only in a small number of countries it also helped accelerate the timing of this co-financing.  

In a small number of countries (5 out of 32), in addition to mobilizing a higher amount of funds, the multiplier also helped accelerate the process 

of securing this co-financing for the countries (Figure 2).33 For example, in Guyana, the Expression of Interest (EOI) states “without the multiplier, 

more of the IDA allocation may have gone towards alternative sectors, and funding to the sector may have not materialized or been delayed till 

next IDA round” Similarly, in the Philippines, the EOI states “the Multiplier by providing supplemental finance on grant terms has helped to 

accelerate and secure IBRD funding for education” (EOI) 

Figure 2: Nature of co-financing mobilized (volume versus timing) 

 
Source: Desk review  

 

 
33 These countries are Guyana, Philippines, Lao PDR, Vanuatu and Honduras. 
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1.4 Would the funding have been mobilized or mobilized as quickly if the multiplier was not announced?  
During the interviews, co-financiers and other stakeholders were asked about the role of the multiplier in mobilizing the co-finance. These 

interviews indicate mixed evidence on the multiplier’s role in mobilizing the co-finance. Triangulation of country stakeholders’ responses show 

that in 5 out of 10 countries, stakeholders attributed relatively clearly the role of the multiplier in getting additional funds to the sub-sector from 

at least one co-financier.34  

• In 2 of the 5 countries, the co-financier went to headquarter to request more funds to unlock the multiplier 

• In 2 other countries the co-financier negotiated more funds for education out of a fixed sum allocated for the country 

• In the fifth country, the co-financier joined the sub-sector essentially to unlock the multiplier 

In the remaining 5 countries (out of 10), attribution to the multiplier’s role in mobilizing the co-finance was less clear. The narratives indicated 

the co-financier’s package was already implicitly developed or under development. However, the multiplier made the financing more 

concessional for the country or expanded its scope, which was an incentive for the co-financier.  

 

The multiplier adds value in different ways in different countries. In the interviews, stakeholders shared different ways in which the multiplier’s 

presence in the country added value, including by helping to determine the placement of co-finance (Table 7 and Box 1).  The narratives indicate 

that the multiplier added value in at least one way in almost every country and is therefore, considered desirable by the countries and co-financiers. 

For example, it helped bring the co-financing to a different sub-sector, or disadvantaged population, or made a loan concessional that government 

was unlikely to borrow for the sub-sector.  These responses suggest that in the absence of the multiplier, the co-financing might have been placed 

differently in terms of sub-sector, disadvantaged population, terms of loan and willingness to borrow by government, among others. Multiplier’s 

non-financial value add is further discussed in Section 2 on Multiplier’s policy additionality. 

 

 

 

 

 
34 It is important to note that even though section 1.1 on the pathways of co-financing shows that in 9 out 10 interview sample countries, the co-financing associated with the multiplier was on top of 

what the co-financier was already providing in the sub-sector, it does not say anything about the (causal) role of the multiplier in mobilizing this additional co-finance. The objective of the current 

section is to understand the extent to which the funding mobilized can be attributed to the availability of the multiplier according to the stakeholders. 
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Table 7: Stakeholders’ narrative on the Multiplier’s value add in response to the questions about financial additionality 

 
 

Types of value-add multiplier helped bring 

Country 1 Helped bring concessional loan from MDB to sub-sector which encouraged government to borrow, expanded scope to foundational sub-sectors 

Country 2 Created greater confidence among private sector co-financiers by adding legitimacy 

Country 3 Filled a funding gap, expanded scope to disadvantaged group, helped negotiate terms of co-finance from loan into grant  

Country 4 Helped co-financier negotiate with government more allocation for education sector from a given envelope for country 

Country 5 Helped bring concessional loan from MDB to a sub-sector that government might not have borrowed for otherwise, and expanded scope to disadvantaged population 

Country 6 Incentivized co-financier to join harmonized modality, and another to restore support via harmonized modality 

Country 7 GPE Multiplier contributed to increasing co-financier’s support to the country 

Country 8 The co-financier got a seat at the table and became involved with LEG due to the multiplier 

Country 9 Influenced co-financier’s long-term investment in the country by helping create infrastructure for future investment 

Country 10 Helped strengthen co-financier’s collaboration with country due to discussions under the Multiplier 

Source: External stakeholder interviews triangulated at country level. 

 

The interviews finding mixed evidence on the multiplier’s role in mobilizing the co-finance is supported by a similar finding from prior country level 

evaluations (CLEs) in a very small number of countries.35The evaluations in three countries found that the co-finance had been approved for the 

education sector prior to the Multiplier, although the Multiplier helped accelerate the timing of co-finance. The synthesis report from the CLEs 

describes the findings on additionality as follows: “In the three countries that had already received a GPE Multiplier at the time of the CLE (Nepal, 

Senegal and Zimbabwe), the mechanism likely influenced the timing of sector financing provided by other development partners. In all three 

countries, the external funds had already been approved for use in the education sector prior to the Multiplier application. Nevertheless, GPE 

considers external funding ‘additional’ if it is mobilized or mobilized more quickly due to the Multiplier. In all three countries, consulted 

stakeholders indicated that the leveraged external funds might not have been made available as quickly had it not been for the Multiplier. As such, 

the external funding met the Multiplier’s additionality criterion.” (Page vii). Note however that because only 3 out of 28 countries part of the CLEs 

had received the Multiplier, the sample size was very small. 

 

 
35 Country level evaluations Synthesis Report  
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Finally, very limited Official Development Assistance (ODA) data shows that countries with the multiplier grant are associated with an increase 

in financing from the lead co-financier to the education sector and sub sector compared to countries in the pipeline of the multiplier application 

process. Again, the finding indicates association and does not necessarily imply that the multiplier caused the co-finance to be mobilized. Since 

countries self-select to apply for multiplier grant, the timing and country-specific effects are hard to disentangle from the multiplier’s influence. 

For example, it is possible that some of the multiplier grant countries were developing an envelope of funds for the sector or sub-sector and 

decided to apply for multiplier-- a view which is also reflected in the interview findings in countries where stakeholders indicated the co-financier’s 

package was under development (Box 2, Annex 7 for detailed analysis). 
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Box 1: Perspectives on the Multiplier’s additionality  

1. “It would not be fair to say without the GPE multiplier this would not have happened.  But the prospect of having GPE multiplier has created excitement 

in (other donors) who were not so excited to contribute to a fund without being able to control it. GPE's multiplier being one of the biggest funders to this initiative 

added legitimacy.” 

2. “The support to the sector was in place. But the amount of financing for the overall program was small. So the program would have existed but in a reduced 

form and scope. The multiplier increased the scope and extended the program to disadvantaged population….... Convincing the government to finance activities 

for (disadvantaged population) is a challenge in most countries because of political economy. Having GPE on board, the support of partners and LEG definitely helped 

with the dialogue. And in trouble shooting problems for example, when (co-financier) was not willing to give all of the resources in grant form whereas the government 

wanted all of it converted into grants. We explored different modalities with GPE which was very supportive in making financial modality work for the government. 

So “out of the box” solutions can be brought together to ensure the country gets needed resources.” 

3.  “There are so many sectors that compete for resources because of the many needs of each group. The (co-financier) support to education was going to exist, and 

was independent of the multiplier. But the multiplier was a tool for us to go to headquarter and say that if we put additional xx dollars in the project, we will be able 

to leverage more resources. This is something very powerful.” 

4. “We cannot say the multiplier had an effect on overall sector financing. We would continue to finance education, so it will not affect us. However the important 

point is we would not have financed (lower) sub-sector and in particular [disadvantaged group]. The multiplier has helped the dialogue going in this area, to fund 

inclusive education.  So it has helped this aspect, but not the overall education sector financing per se.” 

5. “There was an envelope for the government …… The money was already there, we had to ensure with the government that there is enough for the 

social/education sector. When the news of the multiplier came, we spoke to the government… we wanted the government to focus on the social/education sector 

so the multiplier helped us convince the government to focus on education instead of (another sector).” 

6. “The package was already developed …… the multiplier is really a good complement to the (co-financier’s) financing because we can extend our program 

to (lower level) sub-sectors. And it also encouraged the government to borrow. Without strong (foundational) sub-sectors, how can we strengthen (higher level) 

sub-sector? The synergy/connection between sub-sectors is important and Multiplier allows for this.” 
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 Box 2: Results from the ODA data. What can we say on education financing to the multiplier countries? 

To further understand the extent to which the co-finance mobilized due to the multiplier was additional (as defined by GPE), we use the Official Development 

Assistance (ODA) country-level data to compare funding from the lead co-financier to total education and basic education in a country for two groups of multiplier 

countries, those that had multiplier grant approved by a cutoff year and others who had the grant approved after the cutoff year or approval was pending, defined as 

follows. Note that the cutoff year is 2019, the last year for which data is available. Because the Multiplier was launched in 2017, the sample size is very small; N is less 

than or equal to 12. The annex describes the analysis in detail. 

Group 1: Grant Approved countries: Countries where Multiplier application was approved no later than 2019 (N=5). 

Group 2: In Pipeline countries: Countries where Multiplier application was approved in 2020-21 or pending (N=7). Countries in this group were still to apply or in the 

process of applying in 2019. 

For each country, the funding from the lead co-financier to education sector and basic education sub-sector, respectively, in the year grant is approved is compared 
to the average of the respective funding in the past 3 years. 
  
Hypothesis: Change in funding from the lead co-financier to the basic education sub-sector relative to previous years is larger in Grant Approved countries 

compared to In Pipeline countries, in case of financial additionality due to the multiplier. Change in funding to education sector is also larger in Grant Approved 

countries compared to In Pipeline countries, in case of financial additionality due to the multiplier when the increase in funding to basic education sub-sector is not 

redistributed by the co-financier from another sub-sector within education. 

Findings:  Average change in funding Countries with the Multiplier grant approved are associated with a larger increase in funding to basic education sub-

sector and (a larger) increase in funding to the education sector from the lead co-financier compared to In Pipeline countries. In basic education sub-sector, the mean 

change in funding between the cutoff year and average funding in previous 3 years from the lead co-financier is 3.59 M (USD) in Grant Approved countries compared 

to 0.27 M (USD) in In Pipeline countries. The equivalent mean change in funding to the education sector is 12.32 M (USD) in Grant Approved countries compared to -

1.18 M (USD) in In Pipeline countries. The sample size is small to determine the statistical significance of results which should be treated as indicative at best.  

The finding indicates association and does not necessarily imply the multiplier caused the co-finance to be mobilized. Because countries self-select to apply for 

multiplier grant, the timing and country-specific effects are hard to disentangle from the multiplier’s influence. For example, it is possible that some countries in the 

Grant Approved group were developing an envelope of funds for the education sector and decided to apply for multiplier. The finding that the average change in 

funding to basic education sub-sector is smaller in comparison to the equivalent change in funding to the education sector in some Grant Approved countries seems 

to support this view, which was also reflected in the interviews in countries where the stakeholder’s indicated the co-financier’s package was under development.  

Country-wise change in funding Among Grant Approved countries, in Papua New Guinea (PNG) the funding to basic education sub-sector and education sector 

increased by the same amounts matching closely the narrative from the stakeholder interviews. Stakeholder interviews showed that the co-financier went back to 

headquarters to obtain funds to unlock the multiplier. The EOI states “The Government of PNG is planning to formally apply to the Government of Japan for the 

additional financing after the EOI is accepted. The Japanese government …… views the Multiplier as an essential component. This additional financing is currently not 

within the envelope of development aid provided by the Japanese government.” Triangulation of data from different sources consistently points to 

multiplier's relatively clear role in unlocking the co-finance in PNG. In three countries, Nepal, Senegal, and Zimbabwe, changes in funding to the basic education sub-

sector are small in absolute terms and smaller compared to the equivalent changes in funding to the education sector. It is possible that the co-financiers were already 

planning a larger envelope to the education sector in these countries prior to applying for the Multiplier. However, in both Nepal and Senegal, the co-finance is in 

sector-pooled funding modality. Since the funding for sector pooled is not earmarked, it is also possible the co-finance associated with the multiplier grant is reflected 

in the increase in funding to the education sector only (and not to the basic education sub-sector), and that the Multiplier did play a role in mobilizing the co-finance. 

Source: OECD CRS Aid Activity database. 
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2.Multiplier’s policy additionality 

 
2.1 Multiplier’s contribution to ESP priorities and GPE Strategic goals 
In addition to being associated with financial additionality, the multiplier grant could also have an impact in terms of policy additionality. Broadly, 

alongside mobilizing more funding, many actors also (or only) focus on improving the development impact of their funding. A previous rapid 

analysis of the GPE Multiplier conducted a benchmarking exercise of GPE’s definition of additionality. It stated “compared to best-practice in other 

institutions, the Multiplier’s roll-out has relied on a conservative approach of defining additionality as a purely financial measure. Comparator 

institutions do not apply a clear quantitative test to measure additionality such as the change in the level of funding over time. In several cases, 

additionality is not defined based on resource mobilization at all. Instead, it is based on the “value added” of bringing these institutions into a 

transaction (for example, an increase in “long-term sustainability” rather than an increase in resource mobilization).” For instance, an MDB may 

claim that its participation in a transaction increases the level of environmental or labor safeguards associated with the project.  

In GPE’s context, multiplier’s policy additionality can be defined as its influence on “how and where” the additional funding/co-financing is used 

in relation to GPE priority areas and country priorities.  For example, influencing the focus of the co-finance in specific thematic areas such as 

marginalized groups, thus improving the equity and efficiency outcomes of the project associated with the multiplier or improving harmonization 

and alignment of co-financing thus leading to potential efficiency gains in the use of funds. Other aspects of multiplier’s policy additionality can 

include influencing or fostering better country dialogue around funding priorities. 

As per the multiplier guidelines, one of the objectives of the grant is to provide support to the implementation of national Education Sector Plans 

(ESPs) or Transitional Education Plans (TEPs) to create stronger education systems capable of delivering improvements in equity and learning.36 

The multiplier grant must leverage financing of national priorities identified in the ESP/TEP endorsed by developing partners. The desk review of 

32 grant and grant applications and interviews with country stakeholders confirm that the multiplier meets this objective. This is also expected, 

as alignment with ESP and GPE priorities are assessed as a part of the Secretariat’s EOI review and quality assurance process before the 

multiplier grant approval. 

Specifically, for GPE priorities, once a grant is approved, it is coded into 16 broad thematic categories clustered around the GPE 2020 strategic 

goals37 : Learning, Equity and System. There are 5 themes for the learning objective, 7 themes for the equity objective, and 4 themes for the 

system strengthening objective. The graphs below compare how 70 grants (multiplier, ESPIG and Accelerated Funding (AF)) approved during the 

GPE 2020 period (CY2016-2020) do across these three objectives, and thematic categories. The graphs present all grants38 approved before 

 
36 Pg 2 of Multiplier guidelines 2020. 
37 Goal 1: Improved and more equitable learning outcomes, Goal 2: Increased equity, gender equality and inclusion, Goal 3: Effective and efficient education systems 
38 N=15 for multiplier grants, 36 for ESPIGs, and 19 for Accelerated funding (AF). These are the grants that are not sector pooled and were approved between CY16-20. 
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January 2021 that are not sector-pooled, since sector-pooled funds generally support entire ESP/education sector and GPE contribution is not 

earmarked in the pooled fund. 

Figure 3A: Themes supported in learning by grant type    Figures 3B: Themes supported in equity by grant type 

         

            Figure 3C:   Themes supported in system strengthening by grant type                                                                                                          
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Figure 3A-3C show that a higher percentage of Multiplier grants support activities related to children with disabilities as compared to ESPIG and 

AF. However, a lower percentage of Multiplier grants focus on out of school children compared to ESPIG and AF. Similarly, all Multiplier and ESPIG 

grants support activities related to teacher training, standards, curriculum and learning materials. Comparatively a higher percentage Multiplier 

grants focus on learning assessment systems and use of ICT compared to ESPIG and AF. Finally, all Multiplier grants support activities related to 

management capacity building (planning, monitoring and evaluation). Compared to ESPIG and AF, a higher percentage of Multiplier grants focus 

on management capacity building, EMIS.  

It is important to note that these differences in thematic focus could be a function of factors such as country context and co-financier funding 

priorities, and in the absence of additional data can at best be interpreted as the Multiplier’s association with the thematic areas but not its causal 

impact. Furthermore, this comparison is based on 70 grants, and the distribution may change if the N was larger.  

The desk review and interview data help illustrate some ways through which the multiplier grant can contribute to improving the development 

impact of the project associated with it: 

1) More focus on marginalized children (equity and efficiency): The thematic coding shows that a higher percentage (80%) of Multiplier 

grants support activities related to children with disabilities as compared to ESPIG and AF. The desk review shows that in at least 8 of the 

32 countries39 multiplier grants supported specific activities for other marginalized and disadvantaged groups (ethnic minorities, refugees 

and migrant children, out of school children, girls). Multiplier’s influence in bringing more financing to support marginalized children 

strengthens not only the equity dimension but also efficiency dimension of the project associated with it40. 

2) Strengthening public-private partnerships: For instance, in Cote d’Ivoire the prospect of financing through the Multiplier is likely to 

accelerate the realization of donations by philanthropic organizations and 13 companies in cocoa and chocolate industry. This is 

particularly important as the private funding is partly conditional on mobilization of additional resources from other donors, including the 

Multiplier. While this can be interpreted as an increased funding and hence possible financial additionality, the role of the Multiplier in 

helping secure a conditional funding from the private sector speaks to its potential of bringing different actors together to incentivize 

contributing to the education sector (policy additionality).  

3) Long-term additionality or sustainability: For one of the countries, the grant agent shared that funding from the multiplier was critical to 

increase the capacity of the government by investing in infrastructure. The investment was critical to attract more funds from the co-

financier and acted as an incentive to retain the co-financier’s commitment in the country in the long run. 

 
39 Sudan (refugees), Zambia (targets most disadvantaged districts to reach the most vulnerable children), Djibouti (out-of-school children, refugee children and children in migration”, increasing access 
for girls, especially in rural areas, and improved), PNG (The fixed part of the GPE Multiplier would fund the procurement and distribution of new math textbooks for the most disadvantaged 
elementary schools), Vietnam (education for ethnic minorities), Ethiopia (Multiplier grant to support scale up an existing program to integrate refugee populations), Mozambique (gender focus helped 
retain Canada’s commitment to sector pooled funding), Pakistan-Sindh (expanded the focus to 12 of the most disadvantaged districts) 
40 Research shows that investing in girls' education has a higher rate of return on average compared to boys in low- and middle-income countries. Similarly, investing in the schooling for 
disadvantaged groups has a potentially higher return, especially in the early years (Cunha and Heckman 2008, Psacharopolous and Patrinos 2018, OECD, 2012, Woessmann 2008). 
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4) Better donor coordination and dialogue: In Lao PDR, the multiplier helped Australia (co-financier) coordinate its additional funding with 

other key development partners in the country (JICA and World Bank) to improve the quality of both primary and pre-primary teachers 

across the country. Similarly, in Guatemala, the EOI shares the Minister’s statement on additionality, “The possibility of accessing the funds 

from the multiplier grant has fostered a sincere dialogue between the members of the Local Education Group, and at the same time, 

within their organizations, to maximize funding for the education sector.”  

 

These examples show that depending on the country context, Multiplier’s additionality is more than its financial value-add. The following table 

triangulates data from the country stakeholder interviews and desk review to show different forms of policy additionality associated with the 

Multiplier. The table shows that in each context, Multiplier can add value through its policy additionality in more than one way. In the interviews, 

in every sample country, stakeholders attributed relatively clearly the role of Multiplier in influencing at least one form of policy additionality. 

Table 8: Multiplier’s policy additionality in the ten interview sample countries41 

Country  Policy additionality (Triangulation of external stakeholder interview and desk review data) 

 Equity Learning System 
strengthening 

Encouraged 
harmonization 

Better donor 
coordination 

More/inclusive dialogue between the government and co-
financier around funding priorities 

1 ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓  

2  ✓  ✓ ✓  

3      ✓  

4 ✓ ✓ ✓   ✓ ✓ 

5  ✓ ✓     ✓ 

6 ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓  

7 ✓       ✓ 

8  ✓   ✓   ✓ 

9  ✓ ✓   ✓  

10 ✓ ✓ ✓     ✓ 

 

2.2 What has been the impact of the multiplier on country dialogue? 
The Multiplier grant, like other GPE grants intends to build on an evidence-based planning process and inclusive policy dialogue. To this end, the 

local education group provides a forum to ensure that the process of applying for the Multiplier grant is part of the broader sector dialogue, and 

that tasks are completed and decisions are taken in a transparent manner. The coordinating agency plays a key role in facilitating a constructive 

 
41 Note: 1) This table is based on triangulation of data from the external stakeholder interviews (CA, GA, co-financier, Ministry of Education focal point) and desk review of grant applications/EOI of the 
10 interview sample countries. Countries have been assigned numbers to maintain anonymity.2) Encouraged harmonization includes cases where the multiplier either led to the co-financier joining a 
more harmonized modality or encouraged a dialogue to move towards harmonization 
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dialogue throughout the application process. The desk review shows that the dialogue in most Multiplier countries has been transparent and 

inclusive, and in a few cases 42 the Secretariat’s quality assurance process recommended ways to improve the dialogue at the country level.  

To better understand the Multiplier’s specific impact on dialogue at the country level, country stakeholders were asked during the interviews to 

share their experience and if the Multiplier had any role in fostering more dialogue (inclusiveness, transparency and bringing more actors to the 

table). 

What is working? 

Country level and Secretariat respondents43 shared that the Multiplier fits into the existing sector dialogue due to an active Local Education Group 

(LEG) , and previously established practices from other GPE grants. Based on external stakeholder interviews, Table 8 above shows that in 5 out of 

10 countries, the Multiplier helped foster more and inclusive dialogue around funding priorities between the government and the co-financier.  

During the interviews, 3 out of 6 government focal points shared that the process of leveraging the co-financing and Multiplier grant led to more 

dialogue/better coordination among different ministries within the country and helped in lobbying with the ministry of finance. Thus, in some 

contexts the Multiplier grant process has helped foster more and better dialogue around funding priorities between the co-financiers, government 

and the LEG. However, as discussed below, in other contexts, the dialogue could be further strengthened, especially in countries the GA and co-

financier are the same. 

What can be further improved? 

During the interviews, coordinating agency (CA) respondents for 3 countries shared that the dialogue between Grant agent (GA) and CA could be 

further improved. Specifically, the respondents shared that there is a need for more transparency from the GA and government around priorities 

to get technical inputs from development partners and other members of the LEG in the country.  

To better understand why this could be happening, interview data from 3 out 10 countries shows that the multiplier could be “perceived as a grant 

leveraged by the grant agent”44, which could make other development partners hesitant to voice their opinion on priorities and focus of the 

funding. The power dynamics could be particularly skewed in cases where GA and co-financiers are the same, which was the case for at least half 

(56%) of the 32 countries in the desk review. In such cases, the development partners may feel even more reticent about voicing their opinion. In 

such contexts, it is critical to ensure that the dialogue around funding and priorities is inclusive and participatory.  

 
42 More participation by CSOs and other non-government groups (Tajikistan), reinforcing active LEG participation and/or conducting a JSR (Timor-Leste, Sudan, Djibouti), different views emerging on 
priorities despite a consultative process (Lao PDR). 
43 2 out of 6 government focal points, 3 out of 9 GA’s and 4 out of 10 Secretariat country leads (the response rate varied for each stakeholder group, since government focal points from 6 out of 10 
countries responded we report these numbers based on the total number of respondents for that group to avoid under or over representing a theme.) 
44 Interview data from Secretariat country lead interviews 
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3. Funding modality 
3.1 Is the multiplier associated with more or less harmonized funding modality? 
 

Indicator 30 of GPE’s results framework aims to measure harmonization, that is the extent to which there is coordination between technical and 

financial partners to improve national systems. Project and sector pooled funding are both ways to ensure greater harmonization of external 

assistance among partners around priorities set out in national sector plans. The indicator measures different funding modalities and defines them 

as follows:  

i) Co-financing (also referred to as project pooled) refers to a funding mechanism where funding is coming from different source agency 

funds to support a common project.  

ii) Sector pooled funding refers to a diverse group of grant or credit modalities with varying instruments/mechanisms to support 

implementation of an endorsed ESP. Multiple contributing partners deliver funds in a coordinated fashion to support implementation 

of the ESP, or specific parts thereof.   

iii) Finally, stand-alone as a funding mechanism is unilateral, or in other words, not pooled with any other sources of financing.45 

For the purpose of this report, indicator 30 data is used to understand the funding modality of multiplier grants. The application process to access 

the multiplier grant encourages harmonization of funds. Specifically, the Multiplier grant application guidelines state that the choice of funding 

modality for the Multiplier ESPIG should be underpinned by the principles of aid effectiveness. “Budget support is the preferred modality where 

conditions allow for full use of country systems. In countries with an operational joint financing mechanism (pooled fund), GPE financing will be 

expected to co-fund. In other instances, a project in support of the ESP/TEP may be the appropriate option where a more aligned modality is not 

considered to be viable. In the last case, it is encouraged to envisage co-financing mechanism”.46  

The Multiplier grant application guidelines have a co-financing requirement which states “the clearest evidence of co-financing is when it is 

delivered through a common funding mechanism in support of the education sector plan such as a pooled fund or delivered though the same 

modality as GPE funding in a single program.” Further, the guidelines state “in cases where the modality of the co-financing is not through (or, if 

not confirmed at the time of the EOI, is not likely to be through) the same program or funding mechanism, the EOI should justify the choice (or 

 
45 Source: Indicator 30 methodology sheet 
46 Page 7 of the updated Multiplier application guidelines June 2020. Further, the guidelines state (page 15) ”As part of the broader sector dialogue, the local education group determines the most 
appropriate way to channel the Multiplier ESPIG to the education sector, balancing risks with the need to optimize capacity development and country ownership.” Footnote on page 15 states that 
“Underpinned by the principles of aid effectiveness, GPE anticipates that the LEG will use the following order of preference when choosing a modality for ESPIG support: budget support (general or 
sector), pooled funding; and stand-alone project).” 
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expected choice) of modality. In particular, the EOI should explain why a different program/funding mechanism needs to be used. In addition, the 

EOI should indicate the scope of work to be funded by the additional financing. This should be complementary to the envisaged program to be 

funded by the Multiplier. (For example, by financing similar activities in different regions or for different grades).” Therefore, depending on country 

context, co-financier preference and established practice, as country examples show in the discussion below, the choice of funding modality can 

vary from the preferred modality which is sector or project pooled. 

Comparison of the funding modality of Multiplier grants and ESPIGs 

For the multiplier grants (MLT and MLT-ESPIG), the most frequent funding modality is project pooled (47 percent), followed by stand-alone (37 

percent) and sector-pooled (16 percent). Compared to ESPIG grants, the multiplier grants have a smaller proportion of stand-alone funding 

modality, larger proportion of project pooled modality and similar proportion of sector pooled modality. Figure 4 shows the distribution of funding 

modalities for the Multiplier/Multiplier-ESPIG grants compared to ESPIG grants approved from 2016 to 2021.47  

Figure 4: Funding modality by grant type, grants approved 2016-2021. 

 
Source: Indicator 30 data from GPE Exchange  

 
47 This includes active, pending and closed ESPIG grants for which Indicator 30 data was available on the GPE Exchange dashboard. 
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This suggests the multiplier grants have a more harmonized funding modality compared to regular ESPIGs, although the sample size is small 

especially for multiplier grants (n=19).48. Within the multiplier grants, all “multiplier-only” grants (MLT, n=4) are project pooled while Multiplier-

ESPIG grants (MLT-ESPIG, n=15) include sector pooled and stand-alone funding modalities. 

Factors likely to be associated with the funding modality of Multiplier grants and ESPIGs 

Indicator 30 data shows at least three factors, among others, that are likely to be related to the funding modality across grant types: i) Grant agent, 

ii) Size of grant and iii) Country context (represented here by PCFC status and size of grant (factor ii)).  

• When the grant agent is the World Bank, grants are more likely to be project or sector pooled compared to stand-alone (Figure 5A). A 

greater proportion of grants have World Bank as the grant agent in the case of multiplier grants (73 percent) compared to ESPIGs (46 

percent). 

• Larger grants are more likely to have sector pooled and project pooled modalities compared to stand-alone modality (Figure 5B). Country 

size is likely to be correlated with size of grant at least in the case for Multiplier grants.49  This implies that smaller grants are likely to be 

in smaller countries, which are less likely to have the capacity for sector-pooled or project pooled modality to operate. 

• PCFC status countries are more likely to have a stand-alone modality as they are less likely to have the conditions in place for sector-pooled 

or project pooled modality to operate (Figure 5C). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
48 According to the 2020 Results Report, Multiplier contributed to improved performance of this indicator to some extent. Eight Multiplier grants became active during fiscal year 2020. Out of these 
eight, three (Djibouti, Ghana and Uzbekistan) changed modality from stand-alone to co-financed i.e. previous grants for the same countries had been stand-alone projects but when they applied for a 
new grant, they opted for co-financed modality for their Multiplier grant. Similarly, in one case it changed from co-financed to sector-pooled (Senegal) when compared to a previous grant in the 
country. Three Multiplier grants (Maldives, Papua New Guinea and Tanzania – Zanzibar) are categorized as stand-alone as the co-financier(s) channel their funds to a different bank account than 
GPE’s, thus categorized as stand-alone as per the definition used for this indicator. The remaining one (Nepal) continues to use sector-pooled funding 
49 For the Multiplier grant, the maximum country allocation from the multiplier (MCAM) a country is eligible for is based on the size of its school-age population. Allocation ceilings are 1 M, 5 M, 10 M, 
15 M and 25 M USD for respective school-age populations of up to 200,000, over 200,000 up to and including 1 M, over 1 M up to and including 5 M,  over 5 M up to and including 10 M and over 10 
M. The correlation between the grant size (amount in USD) and MCAM is 0.50 for multiplier grants (MLT and MLT-ESPIG, N=20; Indicator 30 data). 
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Figure 5A: Funding modality by grant agent type, World Bank (WB) or non-WB              Figure 5B: Funding modality by grant size in million USD 

  
Source: Indicator 30 data from GPE Exchange. WB stands for the World Bank.                                                  Source: Indicator 30 data from GPE Exchange.  

Figure 5C: Funding modality by country context, PCFC or non-PCFC  

 
 
Source: Indicator 30 data from GPE Exchange.  
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Comparison of the funding modality of Multiplier grants and ESPIGs, after controlling for above covariates  

Although the sample size is small (N=57), after controlling for the grant agent, size of grant, and PCFC status, Multiplier grants are still positively 

associated with a more harmonized modality (sector/project pooled compared to stand alone) (Table 9). The sample in column 2 includes 

Multiplier (Multiplier/Multiplier-ESPIG, N=19) and ESPIG (N=38) grants.50 Although the multiplier grant is associated with a more harmonized 

modality, the modality outcome is more likely to be project-pooled compared to sector-pooled modality, since only 3 out of 19 multiplier grants 

use sector-pooled modality which is same as the percent of ESPIG grants that use sector pooled modality. 

Table 9: Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression: Dependent variable is funding modality 

Right hand side variables Funding modality (1 if sector or project pooled, 0 =otherwise)  

(1) (2) 

Grant amount (in USD) 0.000**  
(0.01) 

PCFC status (1 if PCFC, 0 otherwise) -0.141    
(0.25) 

GA (1 if WB, 0 otherwise) 0.315**  
(0.01) 

Multiplier grant (1 if MLT/MLT-ESPIG, 0 if ESPIG) 0.222+   
(0.09) 

N 57 

(Regression includes a constant term. p-value is in parentheses. ** indicates significance at 1 percent or below, + indicates significance at 10 percent or below) 

Discussion: The co-financing requirement of the Multiplier grant is likely to be a reason behind their more harmonized modality. In addition, the 

country context, including established practice and co-financier preference play a role in the choice of grant modality as suggested by the desk 

review and stakeholder interviews discussed below.  

The desk review shows among the 24 countries with summary notes describing the Secretariat’s evaluation of the co-financing criterion, 18 were 

assigned a “green” rating and 5 were assigned a “yellow” rating. 51 That is, in 18 countries the co-financing requirement was considered met. In 2 

out of 5 countries with a yellow rating, Cote d’Ivoire and The Gambia, the lead co-financiers are private foundations and funding modality is stand-

alone in The Gambia (while modality was yet to be decided (TBD) in Cote d’Ivoire). In The Gambia, the EOI indicated that “the Foundation providing 

co-financing has an established operational model and implements programming in collaboration with the ministry. To facilitate the continuation 

of this operating modality, the Foundation's funding would not be harmonized with the potential Multiplier grant.”  

 
50 Approved between 2016-2021. 
51 Summary notes were available for 24 countries out of 32 in the desk review. 
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In the other 2 out of 5 countries with a yellow rating, Maldives and Philippines, the lead co-financier is the World Bank and funding modality is 

stand-alone in the former and ‘TBD’ in the latter. In Maldives, “The EOI indicates that the World Bank and GPE funding will support distinct 

programs. While this arrangement is not fully harmonized, GPE's investment in foundational skills complements the World Bank's program to 

strengthen TVET (Technical and Vocational Education and Training) for the priority sectors of tourism, construction, and ICT-enabled services. To 

clarify, GPE's funding targets the basic education sub-sector…. The reason for two separate projects is that the preparation schedules are different. 

However, both support the same plan and complement each other in the stages of education which they prioritize.” In the Philippines, the EOI 

indicates “co-financing will not be combined with GPE's funding. A separate modality will be used because of the timing of the co-financing: "the 

SALSA project needs to start before the disbursement of the Multiplier grant…."   

Finally, in the fifth country, Moldova, per the EOI the GA had not yet been selected, but EU is the lead co-financier and its funding had already 

been given to the government in the form of budget support. Three other co-financiers are UN agencies, so they are expected to fund through 

their common agreement signed with the government and that the AUF will also channel funds separately. 

 

Stakeholder responses on reasons behind the choice of funding modality 

Stakeholder interviews highlight reasons behind the choice of grant funding modality in Multiplier grants. Respondents were asked the reasons 

behind choosing the specific funding modality in the respective country. Responses triangulated from CL, co-financier and GA interviews indicate 

that often co-financier preference and how the co-financier/GA have operated in the sector or country in the past dictated the choice of a 

specific modality. For smaller countries, lack of system capacity, absence of examples of pooled funding and lack of sufficient time in the 

Multiplier application process to explore the feasibility of pooled funding were cited as additional reasons. Following themes were prominent in 

the stakeholders’ responses by the type of funding modality in operation: 

• Stand-alone:  

o Country context-  

▪ There weren’t several donors pooling similarly large amount of funds and hence pooled funding was avoided 

▪ Pooled funding opportunity or previous examples of it did not exist in the country, and hence the default choice of 

modality was stand-alone  

▪ An effort to move towards a pooled funding mechanism would take more resources and time 

o Donor preference –  

▪ Non-traditional donors did not want to be involved in administrative paperwork and preferred to continue their 

operational model in the country 
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▪ Because donors allocate their funding to different projects within the basic education sub-sector, donors’ strategies and 

modality that they are using or already have in a country determine funding modality 

o GA preference-  

▪ GA situated their candidacy around using their existing modality to achieve economies of scale. 

• Project pooled:  

o Established practice-  

▪ Based on existing practice, modality used in previous rounds of GPE funding, and according to country capacity 

o Donor preference-  

▪ Donor preferred a project pooled modality which was already in use by them 

• Sector pooled:  

o Established practice-  

▪ Sector pool was established practice and the program supported was a continuation of an existing program, therefore the 

same modality was continued. 

o Donor and government preference- 

▪  In one country where the choice of modality is TBD, government wants budget support and donor (who is same as GA) 

prefers it also because it allows for more policy actions/reforms in the education sector and targeted geographic area. 

Therefore, to summarize, a general pattern in the stakeholders’ responses is that country context, established practice, donor and GA preferences 

are key reasons behind the choice of funding modality.  

 

 Stakeholders on whether anything needs to change in the multiplier’s approach to co-financing 

During the interviews, Secretariat country leads for two countries shared that going forward, the Multiplier should help promote alignment and 

harmonization. Specifically, Multiplier grants should incentivize thinking beyond the World Bank as potential co-financiers, to bring diverse funding 

together (not just WB and GPE) such that it is harmonized and uses government processes. 

On the other hand, when asked what needs to change in the Multiplier’s approach to co-financing, GA responses suggest that the Multiplier alone 

does not play a role promoting greater harmonization. Their responses indicated one or more of the following: i) the funding modality is perceived 

by GAs as already sufficiently aligned, ii) smaller countries lack the capacity for a more harmonized pooled modality, iii) the Multiplier is seen as 

an added layer to ESPIG, so GPE grants and processes as a whole, rather than the Multiplier alone is perceived by GAs to play a potential role in 

alignment. In one country, however, the GA noted that the Multiplier helped expand the existing harmonized modality by incentivizing an 

additional donor to join the sector pool fund. 
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4. Multiplier Guidelines 
4.1 What has been the experience of country stakeholders been with respect to multiplier guidelines? 
 

The GPE Multiplier grant is accompanied by two sets of guidelines, the first set of guidelines is for the countries and the second is for the Grants 

and Performance Committee (GPC)52 to assess the Expression of interests (EOI) submitted by the countries. The guidelines for the countries focus 

on the purpose, eligibility, country allocations, requirements and incentives, eligible expenditures, modalities, duration and roles and 

responsibilities of key players. Since the launch of the Multiplier in 2017, the guidelines for the country have gone through four updates.53   

The most recent version of the guidelines from June 2020, include updates on: i) more information on eligible expenditures, ii) clarity for countries 

with an active regular ESPIG, iii) more information on process and timelines, iv) some updates to the definitions of additionality and co-financing.54 

The primary audience for the country guidelines is the government, leading the application development process and grant implementation, and 

the grant agent who has the responsibility of preparing the full application package and administering the grant. The coordinating agency plays a 

key role in facilitating a constructive dialogue throughout the application process. Hence during interviews, country level stakeholders were asked 

about their experience of using the GPE Multiplier guidelines and suggestions for further improvements.  Even though in our interview sample, 3 

countries applied after June 2020, the guidelines they used were from before the latest update to the guidelines (June 2020). This was because 

discussion around applying for the Multiplier started much before the actual EOI submission.  

Keeping in mind the updates that were made in the June 2020 guidelines, the following table summarizes key issues raised during the stakeholder 

interviews and whether they have been addressed in the latest (June 2020) guidelines.  

 

 

 

 

 
52 Note this is as per the Multiplier guidelines from June 2020 that refers to the old governance structure, the new governance structure will inform the process of approval and committees for the 
new operating model 
53 Guidelines for countries updated per the following timeline: December 2017, July 2018, September 2018, June 2020.  
54 Additionality: to include “mobilized as quickly”, Updated definition of co-financing: The guidelines from 2017 state that “for the volume of additional funding to be mobilized by the country. This 
funding does not have to be disbursed or formally committed at the time of the EOI but should at least be notionally agreed.” The term notionally agreed, has now been updated in June 2020 
guidelines to “should be credible and likely to be mobilized”. Further, it adds that, wherever applicable, the EOI should explain why a different program/funding mechanism needs to be used. 

https://www.globalpartnership.org/who-we-are/board#committees
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Table 10: Summary of feedback received on multiplier application guidelines during stakeholder interviews 

Topic Specific issues highlighted during 
interviews 

How do the latest guidelines (June 
2020) address this issue? 

Key takeaways: What can be further 
clarified? 

1. Concept of additionality55: What 
constitutes new and additional 
funding? 
 
Need for more clarity around the 
concept of additionality and 
“proving” it to access the multiplier 
was highlighted in 3 (out of 8) CA’s 
during interviews and 3 (out of 9) 
GA interviews.  

 
Government focal points in 3 (out 6 
countries) shared that the availability of 
Secretariat country leads to offer 
clarifications, specifically around 
determining additionality was extremely 
useful. 
 
5 out of 10 country leads highlighted 
that in certain contexts, it was 
challenging for country stakeholders to 
understand the concept of additionality 
 

Clarifications on whether funding that is 
in the pipeline (i.e. already being 
discussed) considered additional? 

On the issue of pipeline funding : the 
guidelines state the negative definition 
i.e. “an instrument is not additional if it is 
announced, agreed, committed, or 
disbursed strictly independently of the 
GPE Multiplier.” While this funding does 
not have to be disbursed or formally 
committed at the time of the EOI, it 
should be credible and likely to be 
mobilized. 
 

The multiplier guidelines and the 
outreach deck56 for countries can 
provide the following clarifications to 
help countries better prepare their case 
for additionality when applying for the 
multiplier 
 

1) Provide practical examples for 
countries to understand how 
to determine additionality of 
funding in different contexts. 
 

2) Clarify what it means for 
funding to be “credible and 
likely to be mobilized” for 
countries where potential co-
financiers have worked in the 
country prior to the multiplier. 
Specifically, how this reconciles 
with negative definition of 
additionality57 in cases where 
co-financiers have ongoing 
strategies. 

 
 

For development aid effectiveness and 
to ensure predictability of funding, any 
“credible” form of funding may have 
already been identified/discussed in the 
country. Thus, what happens in cases 
where potential co-financiers in the 
country have already committed funds 
as part of their strategies?  

- 

Need for practical examples for what is 
(and is not) new and additional 

- 

Clarify the difference between GPE’s use 
of the term additionality/additional 
funding and WB’s use of the term 
“additional financing58” 

- 

Topic Specific issues highlighted during 
interviews 

How do the latest guidelines (June 
2020) address this issue? 

Key takeaways: What can be further 
clarified? 

 
55 During the previous rapid analysis of the multiplier country-level colleagues were not fully clear on how additionality would be measured. All country-level partners stated that it was difficult to 
understand the concept of additionality (Page 11, Multiplier analysis (Annex)) 
56 December 2020 version 
57 “an instrument is not additional if it is announced, agreed, committed, or disbursed strictly independently of the GPE Multiplier 
58 On 19 May 2005, the World Bank approved a new policy on additional financing for investment lending, replacing the supplemental financing policy. The additional financing policy broadens the 
scope of supplemental financing. In addition to meeting a financing gap or cost overrun, under the new policy the World Bank can finance (i) the scaling-up of successful operations, and (ii) modified 
project activities to address changing circumstances during implementation. 

https://documents1.worldbank.org/curated/en/836521468137991414/pdf/32211a0rev.pdf
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2. Clarity of process: What process 
related aspects of the guidelines 
can be further clarified? 

For instance, the difficulty in obtaining 
letters from co-financiers to prove 
additionality was shared in 2 out of 10 
countries in the interview sample. In one 
of the country the coordinating agent 
shared, “the process was simple but we 
didn’t have the full picture of the process 
especially things like the financing 
partners needed to provide these 
additional letters and it required several 
layers of approval from partners side, 
they were unclear on how tight and what 
legally binding language needs to be in 
the letter”.  
 
 

Specify the requirement for letters from 
co-financiers 

- The requirement to obtain letters from 
co-financiers to support the case for 
additionality as per GPE’s criteria can be 
explicitly mentioned. 

Clarity on different matrices that need to 
be submitted with the EOI 

The guidelines mention the funding 
model matrix that need to be submitted 
with the Expression of interest 

3. Miscellaneous Can private sector help unlock the 
multiplier? 

Details are included in the Outreach 
deck59 

The possibility of liaising with the private 
sector to unlock the multiplier can be 
further elaborated in the guidelines Improving French translations of the 

guidelines. For example, in the French 
version of the guidelines, the GA 
selection process was misinterpreted as 
suggesting that development partners 
who help with mobilization of co-
financing/are co-financiers will be given 
preference in the GA selection process. 

- 

 
59 December 2020 Outreach deck clarifies this issue i.e., if a company/business and LEG are interested in this approach they can liaise with GPE’s Private Sector / Foundations team through the GPE 
Country Lead. 
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5. Requirements to access the multiplier 
5.1 What has the country experience been in fulfilling requirements to access the multiplier? 
 

To obtain a Multiplier allocation, a country needs to submit an expression of interest form to show how likely it is to meet the criteria for accessing 

the GPE Multiplier. Expressions of interest are assessed by the Secretariat for their likelihood to achieve the funding model requirements, as well 

as on the additionality of funding, co-financing, and debt sustainability. Table 11 summarizes the criteria for accessing the Multiplier. 

Box 3: Perspectives on GPE guidelines  

Guidelines and country lead support were useful:  

“The guidelines were clear. The application for the ESPIG grant and the multiplier grant were done at the same time. There was previous experience with ESPIG 

grants.” -grant agent 

“We had some missions from the Secretariat, with [the country lead]. The CL was very clear in explaining. Any questions we had we discussed with the CL. So 

everything was very clear.” -grant agent 

 

Practical examples to better explain additionality and how it works in different contexts: 

“Some clarifications should be brought especially related to the notions of complementarity and additionality. To facilitate the understanding, it would be 

perhaps necessary to provide practical examples.” – Government focal point 

“The guidance should have more examples of what is new and additional. It is not easy for GA to go to donors and explain additionality. Streamlined and 

professionally done guidelines with examples are needed. Multiplier should be made easy and clear. It is a valuable mechanism.” – Grant Agent 

“We found ourselves struggling it a little bit. New funds, additional funds, not committed before, specifically for general education. Partners in the country 

already have their strategies and mandates for investment and proving additionality/not committed before can be tricky” - Coordinating Agent 

“Since the Secretariat wants proof of additionality in the EOI, but at the same time wants the EOI to be credible, there is a moment in time when the source of co-

financing must go from being “unidentified” to “identified”. For the country level actors, and to me, it really isn’t clear how this is supposed to work. If donors are 

adhering to the development effectiveness agenda, they will ensure predictability of financing. Donors who do this would tend to be disqualified from the 

Multiplier additionality methodology in that their financing would have been “identified” in a timely manner.” – Country lead 
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Table 11: Summary of criteria for accessing the Multiplier 

Funding model requirements (2018– 2020) Additional requirements to access the multiplier  

A credible ESP: The purpose of this requirement is to ensure that education aid, including from the GPE, 
(i) is based on a solid, nationally owned analysis of the challenges of delivering quality basic education to 
all boys and girls, including those from marginalized groups, and (ii) builds institutional capacity to deliver 
education services equitably and efficiently. 
 
Domestic financing: The purpose of this requirement is to promote mutual accountability among GPE 
partners for progress towards access to quality education for all children. This requirement therefore has 
two elements: (i) government commitment and (b) development partners’ commitment.  
 
Availability of data: The purpose of this requirement is to contribute to improving data as a tool to 
diagnose, draw evidence from education needs and challenges, develop relevant, appropriate sector 
strategies and track progress towards realistic targets. 
 
The variable part requirement: The Multiplier allocation consists of a Fixed Part (requirements-based) 
and a Variable Part (incentives-based), making up to 70 percent and at least 30 percent of the Multiplier 
allocation respectively. Countries need to indicate whether more than the required 30% of the Multiplier 
allocation and other co-financing will be disbursed in accordance with GPE’s results-based model. 
 

Additionality60: The US$3 in external funding mobilized for each 
US$1 provided from the Multiplier is unlikely to have been mobilized 
or mobilized as quickly for education if Multiplier funding were not 
available.  
 
 
Co-financing61: The volume of additional funding to be mobilized by 
the country. This funding does not have to be disbursed or formally 
committed at the time of the EOI but should be credible and likely to 
be mobilized. The clearest evidence of co-financing: 1) delivered 
through the same modality as GPE funding in a single program 
(typically with the same grant agent), or 2) delivered through a 
common funding mechanism in support of the education sector plan 
such as a pooled fund (in which case the grant agent may be 
different from the partner providing the co-financing). 
 
 
Debt-sustainability: In some cases, the external funding may be in 
the form of a (concessional) loan. In these cases, the co-financing 
should be consistent with the terms of both the IMF’s Debt Limits 
Policy (DLP) and the World Bank Group’s Non-Concessional 
Borrowing Policy (NCBP), as applicable. 

Source: Multiplier guidelines 2020 

During the interviews, country stakeholders were asked to share their experience of fulfilling the requirements for accessing the Multiplier grant. 

One of the requirements for accessing the multiplier is that countries need to show that the US$3 in external funding mobilized for each US$1 

provided from Multiplier is unlikely to have been mobilized or mobilized as quickly for education if Multiplier funding were not available (Table 

12, additionality requirement).   

 

 
60 According to the guidelines “Because there is no clear counterfactual (“What would have happened if the GPE Multiplier were not available”), the evaluation of additionality should be based on a 
negative definition: an instrument is not additional if it is announced, agreed, committed, or disbursed strictly independently of the GPE Multiplier. If there is a clear and reasonable narrative relating 
increased resource mobilization to the Multiplier, the new external resources should be regarded as additional.” 
61 According to the guidelines, the clearest evidence of co-financing: 1) delivered through the same modality as GPE funding in a single program (typically with the same grant agent), or 2) delivered 
through a common funding mechanism in support of the education sector plan such as a pooled fund (in which case the grant agent may be different from the partner providing the co-financing). 
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Even though, all interview sample countries were able to fulfill this requirement to unlock the multiplier allocation, the government focal points 

and GA’s from 6 out of the 10 interview sample countries shared some challenges they encountered while trying to fulfill the 1:3 additionality 

requirement. Broadly, their responses highlighted the following:  

• Challenges around fulfilling the requirement for smaller countries: During an interview, a government focal point shared, “the only 

challenge I see is in terms of the ratio, [we] have reached a point of donor saturation, the little support we are getting from other 

development partners is not aligned with our available resources to access the multiplier. Lowering the 1:3 ratio would be useful, 1:1 

would be useful for smaller developing countries like [us] where it is harder to get more funding.” In another interview, a governmental 

focal point shared, “It was very difficult to fulfill [the additionality] requirement. For us it was difficult to bring together this amount of 

money to support the multiplier since some of our partners support us with little more than $1m and with that we managed to reach only 

$3m amount. So we are counting very much on the support from [a multilateral donor] …. if we raise less than three times we will get 

lesser funding from the multiplier as well.” 

• Challenges around fulfilling the requirement for bigger countries: On the other hand, the experience from bigger countries eligible for 

bigger grants and loans from potential co-financiers shows that the need to “prove” additionality may not be a meaningful exercise. In 

one of the countries in the interview sample, the grant agent shared, “additionality requirement could be a bureaucratic overkill… it might 

work for smaller countries but if there is a billion-dollar program from [a co-financier] then proving additionality is trivial exercise”. In 

another country, the grant agent shared, “We wrestled with the additionality requirement. If you accept the word of development 

partners, then it is new money. We spent a lot of time thinking about how to write [co-financier’s] letter to “prove” newness. It was indeed 

new money but proving it is tricky. Proving the absence of negative [the negative definition of additionality62 as per the guidelines] is 

tricky.” 

 

In addition to showing at that least US$3 in new and additional external funding for education has been mobilized for each US$1 from the Multiplier 

ESPIG, countries need to submit the Requirement Matrix. This allows for an assessment of the likelihood that they will be able to fulfill 

requirements with regards to the credible ESP, domestic financing and availability of data. The desk review of the 32 countries that accessed the 

Multiplier grant shows that the funding model requirements are assessed based on the country context, especially the domestic financing 

 
62 Page 16 of Multiplier guidelines, “the evaluation of additionality should be based on a negative definition: an instrument is not additional if it is announced, agreed, committed, or disbursed strictly 
independently of the GPE Multiplier.” 
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requirement.63 Despite the flexibility in assessing the domestic financing requirement, country level stakeholders from 3 out of the 10 interview 

sample countries shared the following challenges they faced in filling the domestic financing matrix:   

- Depending on the context, education sector budget calculations are done differently as compared to how they are required to be 

presented in GPE’s matrix 

- Similarly, education sector budget data may sit with different ministries in some countries which made it challenging to consolidate and 

find updated data on projections and allocations. 

It is worth noting that some requirements to access the Multiplier grant and ESPIG are the same (Table 12, funding model requirements). Thus, 

the feedback related to funding model requirements is not unique to the multiplier grant per se and would also apply to the regular ESPIGs.  

Similarly, feedback from co-financier and grant agent interviews in 3 out of 10 countries showed that the variable part (VP) requirement functions 

differently in different contexts. On one hand, for 2 countries, variable part was perceived as displacing funding from the primary focus of the 

grant and spreading the remaining 30% of the grant into relatively small funding streams across the three dimensions of equity, efficiency, and 

learning. In one of these countries, the co-financier who was also the grant agent shared, “The size of [the funding] is small, and covers two sectors, 

thousands of schools to be targeted. And it sets 30 percent for the variable part and asks to allocate the 30 percent spread across the three 

dimensions of the variable part. This is really too small if you talk of 2 sub-sectors. If you don’t fit the percentage and allow each country to design 

based on their needs, then it would be a bit more flexible.” For the same country, another stakeholder shared that the VP requirement, on top of 

fulfilling the additionality requirement, can be a bit daunting and more technical support from GPE Secretariat in designing the VP would be useful. 

In the second country, the GA shared “the variable part is complicated and not valuable. When [the co-financier] found out about it, they were 

disappointed that one-third of the funding (variable part) would not go towards [their priority] but towards [another priority]. The variable part 

should have been made clear at the start. It almost torpedoed our (GA) relationship with the [co-financier].”  

However, for the third country in the interview sample, variable part was perceived as useful in helping the country to focus on strategic issues 

that would not have been addressed otherwise.  

This shows that the perceived usefulness of the variable part depends on the size of funding, technical support/capacity to design the variable part 

and country context. Again, like the requirements, the variable part is not unique to the Multiplier and hence this feedback may apply to other 

GPE grants in general 

 

 
63 12 out of 32 countries from the desk review sample were granted some flexibility (with recommendations/exemptions/report back) in the assessment of the funding model requirements. 9 out of 
the 12 were related to domestic financing requirement. 
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6. Transaction costs 
6.1 What are the transaction costs associated with the Multiplier? 
This section uses data on the time taken to complete various stages of the Multiplier application process and stakeholder interviews to examine 

the transaction costs associated with obtaining the Multiplier grant. According to the Multiplier grant application guidelines, the duration of the 

Multiplier ESPIG process varies from country to country, depending on the specific context including whether the grant is based on a new ESP/TEP 

or revision of an existing plan, whether it is a small or large grant, mechanisms for sector dialogue and general country readiness to meet the 

funding requirements. The Multiplier application guidelines describe the following timeline for the application process. 

Figure 6: Timelines for the Multiplier process

 
Source: Multiplier ESPIG Grant Application Guidelines, June 2020. 
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Summary of the transaction costs associated with the Multiplier application process 

Using information on the dates64 at which different stages of the application process are completed grant-wise, Table 12 shows a summary of the 

time taken for the application process by stage. Note that the table does not include the time taken by the countries to prepare the EOI as this 

information was not captured. 

Table 12: Mean number of days by application stage (N=20)65 

Stage of application Expected timeline 
as per guidelines 

Responsible 
party 

n (number 
of countries) 

Mean days  Std. 
Dev.  

Min  Max 

EOI submission to EOI approval 6 weeks or 42 
days66 

Secretariat 20 75 31 
  

23 123 

EOI approval to QAR 2 9-12 months or 
270-365 days 

GA 20 198 290 
  

-423 993 

QAR 2 to application submission GA 20 133 144 
  
  

14 465 

Application submission to QAR 3 Secretariat 20 30 

4 

22 37 

QAR 3 to grant approval Secretariat 20 59 34 
  

15 129 

Total number of days 13.4 months or 
407 days 

 - 20 495 293 
  

149 1229 

 

Table 12 shows that on average, the total time taken from EOI submission to grant approval is 495 days or 16.5 months.  Further, the most time-
consuming stage of the application is from EOI approval to QAR 2 (198 days/6.6 months), followed by QAR 2 to application submission (133 
days/4.4 months). The least time-consuming stage is from application submission to QAR 3 (30 days/1 month), followed by QAR 3 to grant approval 
(59 days/2 months) and EOI submission to EOI approval (75 days/2.5 months). 
 

 
64This information was based on the database the Secretariat maintains to record timelines for each step of the application process, note the data was available for 21 countries that have completed 
the entire process as of 8th April 2021.  
65N=20 for countries where information was available for the entire process. The table does not include Djibouti as the total number of days was negative for the country. Note that EOI submission to 
EOI approval is shown as single stage and not separated into the two respective stages, EOI submission to QAR 1 and QAR 1 to EOI approval. This is because in 7 countries in the sample, QAR 1 date is 
prior to EOI submission. Country-wise time taken by stage includes QAR 1 stage and is in the annex 6. 
66 Page 10 of the Multiplier guidelines, “The GPC’s decision can normally be provided within six weeks after submission of the EOI” 



 

53 
 

The time taken to complete the application process is longer than expected on average. In the guidelines, the time from EOI submission to 
approval is expected to be within 6 weeks (42 days), and EOI approval to application submission is expected to be 9-12 months (page 10).  However, 
the data shows that the average time taken from EOI submission to approval is 10.7 weeks (75 days) and EOI approval to application submission 
is about 11 months (331 days). 
 
Further analysis shows that after 2018, there was a 53 percent decrease in total time taken from EOI submission to grant approval. The average 
total time taken for countries that had submitted their EOI’s in 2017 or 2018 was 676 days (N=10) and in 2019 or 2020 was 315 days (N=10). This 
suggests that changes in the application process and learning gains may have shortened the time taken. One such change was in 2018 was when 
the Secretariat could directly go to the GPC for approvals, eliminating the step to get an additional approval from the Board. However, only 9 
percent of the decrease is in the total time taken was from reduced time from EOI submission to approval (92 days to 59 days) and 91 percent of 
the decrease was from reduced time taken from EOI approval until grant approval (584 to 286 days). 

 

Factors that affect the time taken to complete the multiplier application process 

The data show that the type and size of the multiplier grant are among the factors correlated with the time taken, although the sample size is 

small (N=20). 

• On average MLT (Multiplier-only) grant applications take longer from EOI approval until grant approval compared to MLT-ESPIG 

applications (Figure 7A). One reason for this can be that the MLT-ESPIG application process is likely to have covered already some of 

the quality assurance review (QAR) steps as part of the ESPIG application. It is possible for QAR 2 to take place before EOI approval in a 

MLT-ESPIG application, although in the Multiplier application timeline QAR 2 comes after EOI approval. In four countries, data shows the 

date of QAR 2 is before the date of EOI approval and all of the four are MLT-ESPIG grant applications. Similarly, in seven countries the date 

of QAR 1 is prior to the date of EOI submission (these include the four countries mentioned above where QAR 2 preceded EOI approval). 

Six out of these seven countries are MLT-ESPIG countries.  In one of the interview sample countries, a stakeholder interviewed offered the 

following insight “For instance, Grants and Performance Committee’s decisions made the process less transaction heavy as QAR 1 and 

QAR 2 were not required in the country’s case. The Multiplier was added to the country’s maximum country allocation which also 

prevented the Variable Part from being triggered, thus further saving transactions costs.” 

 

• Smaller grants are correlated with longer time for the application process to be completed (Figure 7B).  A reason can be that larger 

grants tend to be MLT- ESPIGs, and therefore they may have already completed some steps of the quality assurance process as discussed 

above. For example, in the four countries, all MLT-ESPIGs, where the date of QAR 2 is before the date of EOI approval date, the average 

of total days from EOI submission to grant approval is 190, and average grant size in these countries is 64.85 million USD. In the remaining 
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(16) countries, the average of days taken is 572, and average grant size is 14.5 million USD. In the first set of countries, average grant size 

is about 4.5 times, and average time taken for the application process is about one-third compared to that in the second set of countries.  

 

Similarly, in the six countries, all MLT-ESPIGs, where the date of QAR 1 is prior to the date of EOI submission, the average total time taken 

is 238 days and grant size is 43 million USD in these countries. In comparison, in the remaining (14) countries, the average total time is 606 

days and grant size is 14.5 million USD. Again, in the first set of countries, average grant size is about 3 times, and average time taken for 

the application process is between on-half and one-third compared to that in the second set of countries. 

 

Another reason that smaller grants can take more time is that these grants are likely to be in capacity constrained smaller countries.67  The 

guidelines mention that the maximum MCAM (Maximum Country Allocation from the Multiplier) is based on the size of school-age 

population in the country (page 4). Four countries (Cameroon, Mozambique, Senegal, and Sudan) have multiplier grant size of 25m or 

more and their average total time in the application process is 300 days, compared to 13 countries with grant size between 5 and 25 

million and average time taken is 536 days, and 3 countries with grant size of less than 5 m and average time taken is 577 days. 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 
67Note however that countries with PCFC status have lower average total time taken (272 days) compared to non-PCFC status countries (616 days). In part this can be because PCFC countries (N=7) in 

the sample have Multiplier ESPIGs compared to non-PCFC countries, 62 percent (8 out of 13 countries) with Multiplier ESPIG and 38 percent (5 out of 13) with Multiplier only grants. Also, the average 

grant size for the PCFC countries (N=7) is about 3 times that for non-PCFC countries (N=13). PCFC status countries are Cameroon, Lao People’s Democratic Republic, Mozambique, PNG, Sudan, Timor-

Leste and Zimbabwe. 
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Figure 7A: Mean days by broad stage and grant type, N=20.                     Figure 7B: Scatter plot of days (from EOI submission to grant approval) and grant amount, N=20. 

   
Source: Desk review68 

Stakeholder interviews 

During the interviews, stakeholders were asked whether the application process is light or heavy in terms of transaction costs, that is, the time 

and resources used. Since the GA and MOE lead the application process as per the grant application guidelines, we report triangulated responses 

from GA and MOE interviews regarding transaction cost of the application process.  

 
68 Based on the database of submission dates maintained by the Secretariat 
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Most MOE and GA respondents felt that the process was either heavy or somewhat heavy/somewhat light. In 3 out of 10 countries, respondents 

shared that the application process was heavy, and in 7 out of 10 countries respondents shared that it was somewhat heavy/somewhat light in 

terms of transaction costs involved. Box 4 presents a few perspectives on transaction costs offered by these respondents. 

 

 

Conclusion: summary of findings and recommendations going forward  
The multiplier is associated with two kinds of additionality: financial additionality (mobilized more funding or mobilized funding more quickly) and 

policy additionality (focus on disadvantaged groups, more harmonized funding, better country dialogue, among others). As per the desk review of 

Box 4: Perspectives on transaction costs 

When the response was selected as ‘heavy’, the respondents shared the following: “A lot of bureaucratic paperwork (is involved) in getting the application 

together, and that WB and GPE processes posed undue burden on clients and teams. WB and GPE processes should align (in order) to avoid duplicating 

documents, and WB documents should be accepted as substitute as most of the time it is funded as part of a larger document because by definition it is $1 for $3 

raised.” – GA respondent 

“Transaction costs was very high. Probably because it was our first time going through the application process and lack of experience contributed to it. The 

volume of paper work is the same no matter the volume of funding. If you get $300 m you are doing the same paper work as 1m, so some requirements could be 

relaxed for smaller grants to reduce transaction costs” – MOE respondent 

In other countries where the response given was ‘somewhat heavy/somewhat light’, the respondents elaborated as follows: “It almost used the same time and 

resources to be able to ensure collaboration and participation of people in the sector in program design and decision. So, the process for the application is not 

different from the bigger ESPIG grant. Even if GPE continued with the multiplier and made some changes to decrease the administrative cost, it still has to be 

considered that all these small funding streams take capacity and time of governments, esp. for small and weak governments, time that they could have spent 

improving education.”- GA respondent 

“To be honest, it is always a hard work looking for resources. It is not a comparison to another agency, but GPE has a lot of  things to be answered. It has several 

materials that need to be answered and this needs effort. It is not a question of the transaction cost being lighter or not, but people having the capacity to know 

how to deal with it. Sometimes the instruments [grants] are launched, and people are not prepared to deal with… so, it was difficult. But little by little as we 

worked, we saw that the criteria are necessary… for an agency to be able to go ahead and commit. It is necessary to build more capacity so that the government 

can do [the application]. If the agency we select can mobilize expertise to properly support the sector in this [application], the process becomes lighter.” – MOE 

respondent 
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the Secretariat documents, the multiplier is associated with unlocking more funding or bringing funding more quickly in almost all countries 

However, the absence of a counterfactual and mixed evidence from interviews and other data suggest that the multiplier does not induce financial 

additionality in every context, but it more consistently supports policy additionality such as influencing the placement of co-finance (where and 

how it is used) in relation to GPE’s goals.  

Financial additionality 

The Multiplier is associated with unlocking more funding or bringing funding more quickly in almost all countries in the relevant sub-sector, based 

on the desk review of Secretariat’s assessment of 32 Expressions of Interest (EOIs). However, association does not necessarily imply causality. In 

most countries, as per the desk review of Secretariat documents from 32 countries, the co-financier associated with the multiplier was already 

active in the sector/sub-sector. Thus, in all cases a genuine counterfactual that is “what would have happened if the Multiplier were not available” 

cannot be definitively established. 

A sample of external (country) stakeholder interviews from 10 countries indicates mixed evidence on multiplier’s role in financial additionality. In 

half the interview sample countries, stakeholders attributed the co-finance mobilized from at least one co-financier relatively clearly to the 

multiplier. In remaining countries, attribution to the multiplier’s role in mobilizing the co-finance is less clear. For example, the co-financier’s 

package for education sector was under development, and the multiplier made this financing more concessional for the country or expanded its 

scope, which was an incentive for the co-financier and the country to unlock the Multiplier.  

Very limited overseas development assistance data from OECD shows an increase in sub-sector financing is associated with the Multiplier. 

However, the multiplier acts as an incentive for the co-financier and adds value in different ways in different countries, especially through its policy 

additionality. Therefore, it is considered valuable mechanism from country and co-financier’s perspective. 

Policy additionality  

Beyond being associated with bringing in more or quicker resources to the sub-sector it supports, the multiplier helps determine the placement 

of co-finance i.e., where and how it is used in different ways in different countries.  It is associated with one or more of the following, depending 

on the country context. Triangulation of external stakeholder interview and desk review data shows that in all countries, the multiplier is associated 

with one or more types of policy additionality. Specifically, for the 10 interview sample countries, after triangulating stakeholder responses and 

desk review data, the review finds that the multiplier: 

I. Influenced better donor coordination in 6 out 10 interview sample countries 

II. Supported more/inclusive dialogue between the government and co-financier around funding priorities in 5 out of 10 interview sample 

countries  

III. Encouraged more harmonization of funding in 3 out 10 interview sample countries  
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IV. In all interview sample countries, the multiplier helped determine the placement of co-finance in relation to at least one or more GPE 2020 

priority areas: learning, equity and system strengthening  

 

Multiplier process 

 

On average, the time taken to complete the application process is longer than expected. In the guidelines, the time from EOI submission to EOI 

approval is expected to be 42 days, and from EOI approval to application submission is expected to be 9-12 months.  However, the review finds 

that the average time taken from EOI submission to approval is 75 days and from EOI approval to application submission is about 11 months or 

331 days. After 2018, there has been a 53 percent decrease in the total time taken from EOI submission to grant approval. The average total time 

taken from EOI submission to grant approval for countries that submitted their EOIs in 2017 or 2018 was 676 days and in 2019 or 2020 was 315 

days. About 9 percent of this decrease in the total time taken came from decrease in time between EOI submission to EOI approval stage, while 

91 percent came from decrease in time between EOI approval to grant approval stage. The decrease suggests that some changes in the application 

process implemented in 2018 may have contributed to reducing the time taken. One such change was in the EOI approval process in 2018 when 

the Secretariat could go directly to the GPC for EOI approval, eliminating the step to get an additional approval from the Board. 

 

In terms of fulfilling the requirements, stakeholder interviews show that the Multiplier guidelines can be further improved by simplifying what 

countries need to show to meet the additionality requirement by providing more clarity on the requirement and practical examples on how it 

works in different country contexts. Stakeholder interview data also shows that the Multiplier may be perceived as a grant “leveraged by the co-

financier”, especially in cases where the co-financier and grant agent are the same (56% of the 32 desk review countries). This may have an 

unintended impact of the country dialogue around funding priorities becoming less inclusive. Thus, in such cases it is important to closely monitor 

the dialogue around funding priorities at the country level to ensure all partners in the LEG are included. 

 
Based on the findings above, this review puts forth the following three recommendations:  
 

• Additionality requirement:   

 

➢ Simplify: Proving financial additionality needs to be made easier for countries. Overall, the Secretariat should explore ways to 

simplify the minimum that countries need to show to meet the financial additionality requirement in a low transaction way. For 

example, the Secretariat should explore whether it can simplify and minimize/reduce the requirement to show evidence that 

financing would not have been mobilized without the Multiplier beyond the country providing confirmation that the co-finance is 

not already committed, agreed, or announced or disbursed independently of the Multiplier, and providing a clear narrative relating 

the co-finance to the Multiplier 
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➢ Align to country context: In contexts where the evidence regarding financial additionality is less clear, the Secretariat should 

explore ways to help countries meet the requirement, by taking the potential for policy additionality into account. This would 

make it less burdensome and therefore easier for countries to access the grant.  

 

➢ Clarify: The Secretariat should provide concrete examples to grant agents and co-financers to clarify how financial additionality 

can be demonstrated in different scenarios. This is particularly important in cases where the co-financiers already work in the 

country and have ongoing strategies and commitments towards the sector/sub-sector. In such cases, it may be challenging to 

provide clear narratives around Multiplier’s additionality. 

 

 

• Transaction costs  

➢ The Secretariat should explore ways to reduce the current 75 days average from EOI submission to EOI approval. In addition, 

wherever possible, the Secretariat should continue encouraging combining Multiplier with other GPE grants such that internal 

quality assurance processes can be aligned to save transaction costs.  

 

• Country dialog 

➢ The Secretariat should ensure the Local Education Group dialog is inclusive and equitable driven by country priorities. This is 

particularly important in cases where the grant agent and the co-financier are the same. 
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Annexes 
Annex 1: Review matrix 

 
69 Source: OECD data 

Review question 
(1) 

Sub-questions (2) Methods and analysis (3) EOI and 
summary 
reports 
(4) 

QAR  
(5) 
 

Application package (6) Interviews  
(8) 

Quantitative 
data  
(9) 

Does the 
multiplier meet 
its objectives: 
of providing new 
and additional 
financing? 
 

Has the multiplier influenced donor’s financial 
commitment in the country? To what extent do 
these specific scenarios apply: 

a) To what extent is the funding from 
new donor(s) in the country which 
did not operate in the country prior 
to the multiplier grant? 

b) To what extent was the funding 
redistributed from a non-education 
sector to education sector by existing 
donor(s) in the country because of 
the multiplier?  

c) To what extent was the funding that 
was already allocated to education 
sector, redistributed from one sub-
sector to another sub-sector within 
education by existing donor (s) 
because of the multiplier? (For 
example, if the partner was initially 
considering higher education, but 
because of the multiplier shifted to 
primary education)?   
 

d) To what extent was the funding 
additional to what the donor was 
already providing within the sub-
sector? 
 

e) Any other pathway of influencing co-
financer’s commitment? 

 

Mixed methods analysis. 
A structured desk review and 
qualitative coding of key 
documents, triangulation of 
results from the desk review 
with data from the interviews. 
 
A pre-post comparison of 
donor funds from ODA data 
for countries where data is 
available.  This will be 
combined with qualitative data 
to better understand the 
trends and their relationship 
with the multiplier (if any) 
 

x x x x ODA69 

Did the availability of the multiplier grant from 
GPE lead to the development of a new program 
valued three times or above? For example, a co-
financing partner developed a 15 M dollar 
program in country X to unlock GPE’s 5M 

 x x x x  
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multiplier grant allocation? In this case, the 
program that was developed most likely to 
unlock the multiplier funding. 
 
Or  
 
Did the multiplier grant help provide concession 
to an already established program by the co-
financer? For instance, a 35M program in 
country X will more likely be approved if the co-
financer has an additional 5M through GPE 
multiplier grant allocation. In this case the 
multiplier made it easier/cheaper for the 
program to come through which was at the 
border of meeting the needs of one or more 
parties involved (co-financier, country). 

To what extent would the funding have been 
mobilized or mobilized as quickly if the 
multiplier was not available? 

 x 
 

  x  

For 2020 multiplier applications/EOIs: Have 
donor priorities for aid shifted due to COVID and 
has that had any positive/negative impact on 
additional financing through the multiplier? 

   x  

Did the 
multiplier 
contribute to the 
priorities 
identified in the 
Education Sector 
Plan or TEP?  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Was the multiplier successful in influencing 
donors to finance a country’s ESP priorities  

Triangulation of results from 
the structured desk review, 
coding of documents and 
qualitative interviews. 

x x   
 

x  

To what extent did the multiplier contribute to 
GPE’s strategic goals?  
 
 
 
 
 
 

x x  GPE’s thematic coding of the 
program document 

x  
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70 Partners either invest in stand-alone projects or alongside GPE’s grants in the same program. The first approach is “parallel financing”, while the latter is “co-financing” (the funding mechanism is 
made up of different source agency funds to support a common project. Budget support is the preferred modality where conditions permit to allow for full use of country systems. In countries with an 
operational joint financing mechanism (pooled fund-a diverse group of 
grant or credit modalities with varying instruments and mechanisms), GPE financing will be expected to co-fund. In other instances, a project in support of the ESP/TEP may be the appropriate option 
where a more aligned modality is not considered to be viable. 

What has been 
the impact of the 
multiplier on 
country level 
dialogue?   

Has the multiplier facilitated the co-financier to 
participate in LEG mechanisms? Has the 
dialogue become more transparent and 
inclusive as a result, if yes, how? (For example) 
Has engagement with local coordination 
mechanisms (LEG) increased or improved?  
 

Identifying shifts in country 
level dialogue of the donors 
engaged, and whether these 
shifts are attributable to the 
multiplier. Triangulation of 
qualitative interview data , 
(focal points at the Ministry of 
Education, , Grant Agent, 
Coordinating agency and lead 
co-financiers) . 

 x x x  

Any other way in which the dialogue at the 
country level has changed because of the 
multiplier grant and how? 

 x  x  

Is the multiplier 
successful in 
facilitating 
harmonization of 
funding 
modality? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Is the funding through the multiplier a) co-
financing/project pooled b) sector pooled 
funding or c) stand-alone/parallel financing70 
(distinguish whether it is budget support, sector-
pooled funding, project-pooled or stand-alone 
project)? 

Understanding the funding 
modality used for the 
multiplier grant using evidence 
for type of funding modality 
through the documents and 
database for Indicator 29 and 
30. 
Identifying needs or 
preferences articulated in 
documents and rationale for 
using a particular funding 
modality. Results document 
review will be triangulated 
with findings from stakeholder 
interviews  

   x Indicators 30 
from results 
framework 

If parallel, what is the reason for choosing this?  
 

x   x  

      

Does anything need to change in the multiplier’s 
approach to co-financing versus parallel 
financing?  If so, what? 
 
 
 
 

   x  
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71 The previous rapid analysis states that “In terms of the ratio of co-financing required to access the instrument, stakeholders reported that the current criteria (1:3) were restrictive and could be 
made into a more flexible and incentive-based system. For example, if a country mobilized more than three times the available grant, GPE might consider raising its total allocation.” (Pg 11) 

72 Examples of transaction costs include the steps required to access the multiplier being experienced as cumbersome, complex, and process heavy, or the uncertainty associated with the outcome of 
the two-step process. For example, the previous rapid analysis of the multiplier grant report mentions (page 10): “Nevertheless, the high cost of the current “two-step process” was the most 
frequently cited reason for frustration, as it generates significant new transaction costs. Multiple stakeholders pointed out that this creates high transaction costs, induces fatigue amongst country-
level and co-financing partners, and generates uncertainty while waiting for the resulting Board decision.  The EOI process was perceived to be valuable because it gave countries greater certainty that 
funding would be available (and enable them to undertake program preparation), (but) the further committee and Board approval processes were viewed to increase the costs and complexity of 
accessing the Multiplier.” 

 

How have the 
requirements for 
accessing the 
multiplier 
worked?  

How have the requirements for accessing the 
multiplier worked? Are they flexible enough? 
(Specify the requirement and what has worked 
and what can be improved?) 
 
[For example, in the previous rapid analysis, 
stakeholders reported that the current criteria 
(1:3) was restrictive and could be made into a 
more flexible and incentive-based system when 
more (or less) external funds are raised than 
required by 1:3 ratio] 71 

 
 
 

   x 
 

 

Clarity of 
guidelines, 
eligibility criteria 
and ease of 
process of 
applying for the 
multiplier grant 

Are the guidelines clear? If not, what is not 
clear?  
 

Identify issues of clarity of 
guidelines and criteria. 
 
Identify perceptions and 
experiences of effectiveness 
and challenges in the process 
of accessing the multiplier. 

   x  

Are the eligibility criteria clear? If not what is not 
clear? 
 

   x  

Is the process clear/simple or not? What seems 
to be working and what can be improved? 
 

   x  

Is the process light or heavy in terms of 
transaction costs (i.e., time and resources 
used)?72 
 
[For example, the previous rapid analysis cited 
the current “two-step process” as creating high 
transaction. While EOI provided a sense of 

   x  
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Annex 2: Total number of countries by stage of application, region, grant agent and coordinating agency (as of 8th of March 2021) 
 Stage of application Constituencies Grant agent (GA) Coordinating agency 

Number of countries in 
each category 

EOI approved only- 12 
countries 
 
EOI + grant approved- 20  
countries 
 
 
Source: EOI, Grant 
applications 

Africa 1- 4 countries 
Africa 2- 5 countries 
Africa 3- 3 countries 
Asia and Pacific- 8 countries 
Latin America and Caribbean- 2 countries 
Eastern Europe, Middle East and Central 
Asia- 6,  
N/A/NA (Eligible)- 4 countries 
 
Source: List of partner countries 

AFD-1 
Islamic Development Bank (IDB)-1 
SIDA- 1 
Save the Children (SC)/Save the 
Children UK- 3 
World Bank (WB)-22 
UNICEF-2 
TBC/TBD/Not known yet-  2 
 
Source: EOI, Review Memos, Grant 
applications 

Australia and UNICEF- 1 
DFAT- 1, DFID- 1Finland- 1 
Fundación Carlos F. Novella -1 
Philippine Business for Education- 1 
UNESCO- 2 
UNESCO/Dakar-1 
UNICEF- 18 
USAID- 2 
Not specified- 3 
Source: EOI, Grant applications 

Total number N 32 32 32 32 

 

certainty, the wait for approval decisions led to 
some uncertainty] 

Implementation 
of the project 
after approval 
 
(This question 
was proposed in 
the inception 
report but was 
dropped since 
most grants 
were in their 
early 
implementation 
phase with 
limited 
availability of 
implementation 
status reports)  

What do we know about the implementation 
effectiveness of the project supported by the 
multiplier grant once it has been approved? Are 
there any bottlenecks? 
 
 

Interview with country 
stakeholders and country leads 
at the secretariat 

    
Majority 
stakeholde
rs in the 
interview 
shared 
that it was 
too early 
to 
comment 
on the 
implement
ation 
progress.  

 

Have there been 
any (unintended) 
consequences of 
the multiplier? 

With the objective of understanding any issues 
related unintended positive or negative 
consequences of the multiplier process and the 
grant itself, the following open-ended questions 
will be assessed: 
What has worked? 
What didn’t work and/or what needs to be 
different? 

Qualitative interview with 
country stakeholders and 
country leads at the 
Secretariat 

   x  

https://www.globalpartnership.org/where-we-work/partner-countries
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Annex 3: Study sample73 

Country (1) 
Approved EOI only 
(2) 

EOI+ grant approved 
(3) 

 
 
 
Board Constituency(4) 

 
 
 
GA (5) 

 
 
 
Coordinating agency 
(6) 

 
Desk review sample 
(7) 

 
 
Interview sample (8) 

Total countries 32 13 19 
   Sample size  

N=32 
Sample size  
N=10 

Cambodia Yes   Asia and the Pacific 
World Bank (If 
selected) UNICEF 

All   
x 

Cameroon*   Yes Africa 2 World Bank  UNICEF  

Cote d'Ivoire Yes   Africa 2   UNICEF x 

Djibouti   Yes Africa-2 World Bank  UNICEF 
 
 

El Salvador Yes  N/A (Eligible) World Bank  UNICEF  

Ethiopia Yes   Africa 3 World Bank  USAID x 

The Gambia   Yes Africa 3 World Bank  UNICEF x 

Ghana   Yes Africa-3 World Bank  USAID 
 
 

Guatemala Yes  N/A (Eligible) UNICEF 
Fundación Carlos F. 
Novella  

 

Guyana Yes   LAC TBD UNICEF  

Honduras   Yes LAC World Bank UNESCO 
 
 

Kyrgyz Republic*   Yes 

Eastern Europe, 
Middle East and 
Central Asia World Bank UNICEF 

 

Lao PDR*   Yes Asia and the Pacific World Bank Australia and UNICEF  

Maldives   Yes N/A World Bank UNICEF  

Mauritania   Yes Africa 2 World Bank    

Moldova Yes  

Eastern Europe, 
Middle East and 
Central Asia TBD UNICEF 

 
 
x 

Mozambique*   Yes Africa 1 World Bank Finland 
 
x 

Nepal   Yes Asia and the Pacific World Bank UNICEF 
 
 

Pakistan-Sindh Yes   Asia and the Pacific World Bank UNICEF  

Papua New Guinea   Yes Asia and the Pacific Save the Children   
 
x 

Philippines  Yes   N/A (Eligible) TBD 
Philippine Business 
for Education 

 

Senegal   Yes Africa 2 AFD UNESCO/Dakar  

 
73 as of 19th of February 2021, this list includes both multiplier and multiplier-ESPIG grants, all grants with a (*) by their side are approved but their status is pending 
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Sudan    Yes 

 Eastern Europe, 
Middle East and 
Central Asia WB UNICEF 

 

Tajikistan   Yes 

Eastern Europe, 
Middle East and 
Central Asia 

Islamic Development 
Bank UNICEF 

 
 
 

Timor Leste   Yes Asia and the Pacific WB UNICEF 
 
x 

Uzbekistan   Yes 

Eastern Europe, 
Middle East and 
Central Asia WB UNICEF 

 

Vanuatu*   Yes Asia and the Pacific Save the Children DFAT  

Vietnam Yes   Asia and the Pacific WB UNICEF 
 
x 

Yemen Yes   

Eastern Europe, 
Middle East and 
Central Asia TBC UNESCO 

 

Zambia Yes   Africa 1     

Zanzibar   Yes Africa 1 SIDA  UNICEF x 

Zimbabwe   Yes Africa 1 UNICEF DFID  

 

Annex 4: Pathways of additionality (country-wise detail of figure 1) 
Country Funding from new donor(s) in 

the country which did not 
operate in the country 

Funding redistributed from a non-education 
to education sector by existing donor 

Funding, already allocated to education 
sector, redistributed from one sub-
sector to another 

Funding additional to what the donor was already 
providing within the sub-sector 

Zanzibar       x 

Cambodia   x   x 

Vietnam       x 

Ethiopia       x 

Ghana   x   x 

Nepal       x 

Mozambique       x 

Moldova   x   x 

Kyrgyz Rep       x 

Maldives       x 

El Salvador       x 

Guyana   x   x 

Uzbekistan       x 

Philippines       x 

Zimbabwe   x   x 

Yemen       x 

The Gambia       x 

Tajikistan       x 
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Timor Leste   x     

Guatemala       x 

Lao PDR     x x 

Cote d'Ivoire x     x 

Pakistan-Sindh   x   x 

Sudan       x 

Zambia       x 

Vanuatu   x   x 

Senegal       x 

Cameroon   x   x 

Djibouti       x 

Mauritania       x 

Hondurus       x 

PNG       x 

Total countries 1 9 1 31 

Source: Desk review, EOI, Summary and top note, grant application 

 

Annex 5: New or already established program associated with the multiplier country-wise (desk review) 
Country Availability of the multiplier grant associated with development of new program Multiplier grant helped provide concession to already established program 

Zanzibar x x 

Cambodia x x 

Vietnam   x 

Ethiopia x x 

Ghana   x 

Nepal   x 

Mozambique   x 

Moldova x   

Kyrgyz Rep   x 

Maldives   x 

El Salvador   x 

Guyana   x 

Uzbekistan x   

Philippines x x 

Zimbabwe x x 

Yemen x x 

The Gambia   x 

Tajikistan x   

Timor Leste x   

Guatemala N/A N/A 

Lao PDR   x 
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Cote d'Ivoire N/A N/A 

Pakistan-Sindh   x 

Sudan x   

Zambia x   

Vanuatu x   

Senegal x   

Cameroon   x 

Djibouti x   

Mauritania x   

Hondurus x   

PNG x   

Total (out of 32 countries, 
note some countries fall in 
both categories) 

18+ 2(N/A) 18 + 2(N/A) 

Source: Desk review. N/A countries are at early stage, source: EOI and grant applications 

 

Annex 6: Country-wise number of days by stage 

Country 
Grant 
type GA 

 
 
 
Grant 
amount 

Days by stage Days by broad stage  

EOI 
subm
ission 
to 
QAR 
1 

QAR 1 
to EOI 
approva
l 

EOI 
approva
l to QAR 
2 

QAR 2 to 
Applicatio
n 
submissio
n 

Applicatio
n 
submissio
n to QAR 3 

QAR 3 to grant approval EOI submission 
to EOI approval 

EOI approval to 
Application 
submission 

EOI 
approval 
to grant 
approval 

Total 
number of 
days 

Cameroon MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 53,800,000 -19 57 -423 465 31 114 38 42 187 225 

Ethiopia MLT WB 20,000,000 62 0 359 188 32 25 62 547 604 666 

Ghana MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 24,400,000 270 -147 466 227 22 69 123 693 784 907 

Guyana MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 7,000,000 187 -149 231 50 31 26 38 281 338 376 

Honduras MLT WB 10,000,000 -91 133 135 43 32 52 42 178 262 304 

Kyrgyz 
Republic 

MLT WB 5,000,000 1010 -916 993 86 26 30 94 1079 1135 1229 

Lao PDR MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 17,500,000 104 -62 167 98 32 74 42 265 371 413 

Maldives MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 3,500,000 242 -197 232 19 35 15 45 251 301 346 

Mauritania MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 12,500,000 108 -1 257 402 33 42 107 659 734 841 
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Mozambiq
ue 

MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 140,000,000 -58 141 -20 60 29 80 83 40 149 232 

Nepal MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 24,200,000 254 -140 291 56 28 94 114 347 469 583 

Papua New 
Guinea 

MLT-
ESPIG 

Save 
the 
Chil
dren 
UK 

7,399,000 27 22 13 55 22 98 49 68 188 237 

Senegal MLT-
ESPIG 

AFD 42,600,000 253 -161 299 50 26 129 92 349 504 596 

Sudan MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 62,620,000 -491 561 -265 219 35 90 70 -46 79 149 

Tajikistan MLT IsDB 10,000,000 443 -420 477 14 31 46 23 491 568 591 

Tanzania - 
Zanzibar 

MLT-
ESPIG 

SIDA 9,240,000 330 -229 300 441 37 21 101 741 799 900 

Timor-
Leste 

MLT-
ESPIG 

WB 9,100,000 126 -28 71 42 29 43 98 113 185 283 

Uzbekistan MLT WB 10,000,000 273 -182 281 68 27 44 91 349 420 511 

Vanuatu MLT-
ESPIG 

Save 
the 
Chil
dren 
Aus 

3,000,204 -13 80 -3 37 36 18 67 34 88 155 

Zimbabwe MLT-
ESPIG 

UNI
CEF 

18,820,000 -45 168 98 46 24 71 123 144 239 362 

Source: this data was compiled with support from the grants team at the Secretariat  

 

 

Annex 7: Results from the ODA data 
What can we say from the ODA data on education financing to the multiplier countries? 

Summary of findings from ODA analysis: Results indicate a positive association between countries with Multiplier grant approved and the amount 

of funding from the lead co-financier into the education sector, and into basic education to a smaller extent. In grant approved countries, on 

average the funding to education sector goes up compared to previous year(s) and funding to basic education sub-sector also goes up (but by 

smaller amount), relative to countries that were in the pipeline to apply for the grant. However, the sample size of countries for which data is 

available is small to determine the statistical significance of the results. Therefore, these findings should at best be treated as supporting finding 

of the multiplier’s association with financial additionality. 
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To further understand the extent to which the co-finance mobilized due to the Multiplier was additional, we use ODA country-level data to 
compare funding from the lead co-financier to total education74 and basic education in a country for two groups of Multiplier countries defined as 
follows. The data is from OECD CRS data, and the last year of data is 2019.75  
Group1  Countries where multiplier application was approved no later than 2019 (N=5). This includes the multiplier countries where 

approval was in 2019 or 2018. This group is called “Grant approved” group. 

Group 2 Countries where the multiplier application was approved in 2020-21 or is pending. Countries in this group were yet to apply or in 

the process in 2019 (N=7). This group is “In pipeline” group.  

Grant approved group consists of those countries that had the Multiplier grant approved by the cutoff year 2019 and In pipeline groups is those 

that who had the grant approved after the cutoff year or approval is pending at the time of this review, 

The cutoff year 2019 is chosen because it is the last year of available data.  Hence the sample size of countries is very small because the multiplier 

was launched only in 2017.  

For each group, we compare the funding from the lead co-financier to total education sector and basic education sub-sector in the year grant is 

approved to funding in the previous year, as well as to average funding in the previous 3 years.   

Hypothesis: Change in funding to basic education sub-sector from the lead co-financier in the year grant is approved relative to previous year(s) 

is larger in grant approved countries compared to in pipeline countries, in case of financial additionality due to the Multiplier.Change in funding 

to total education sector from the lead co-financier in the year grant is approved relative to previous years(s) is also larger in grant approved 

countries compared to in pipeline countries, in case of financial additionality due to the Multiplier and where the increase in funding to basic 

education has not been redistributed from another sub-sector in education. 

Findings: 

Average change in funding: Figure 1 presents the mean change in funding from the lead co-financier between the year grant is approved and 

previous year for the two groups; figure 2 presents the mean change between funding in the year grant is approved and average funding in the 

previous 3 years. Countries with the Multiplier grant approved are associated with larger increases in funding from the lead co-financier to basic 

education sub-sector and to total education sector relative to previous year(s), compared to pipeline countries. However note the finding indicates 

association, and does not necessarily mean the multiplier caused co-finance to be mobilized. While the Multiplier is associated with an increase in 

 
74 OECD has “education,total” category that includes basic, upper secondary, secondary (including TVET), post-secondary, higher in million USD. 
75 In a given year of data, the OECD CRS data includes all reported commitment and disbursement transactions. Some projects may have both a commitment and disbursement. While commitments are 
generally tied to projects originating in that year, disbursements can be tied to projects originating in any year. Source 

https://www.aiddata.org/pages/faqs-about-our-data#:~:text=In%20a%20given%20year%20of,projects%20originating%20in%20any%20year.
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funding to education relative to previous year(s), note that the magnitude of increase to total education is larger relative to the increase to basic 

education. Countries select to apply for the multiplier grant. Therefore, timing and country-specific effects are hard to disentangle from the 

multiplier’s influence in mobilizing the co-finance. For example, it is possible that some countries in the grant approved group were developing an 

already large envelope of funds for total or basic education and simultaneously decided to apply for the multiplier. This view is also reflected in 

the stakeholder interviews in countries where the stakeholders indicated the co-financier package was under development.

 

 

 Annex Figure 1: Average change in funding from lead co-financier to the country 

between the year grant is approved and previous year 

 
Source: OECD CRS Aid Activity database 

 
 
Annex Figure 2: Average change in funding from lead co-financier to the country 
between the year grant is approved and previous 3 years 

 
Source: OECD CRS Aid Activity database 

Country-wise change in funding: Findings show that in Papua New Guinea (PNG), funding to both total education and basic education increases 

by similar amounts matching closely the narrative from the stakeholder interview and EOI.  In Nepal and Senegal, funding to total education 

increases more than to basic education. However, note, both are sector pooled modality in the Multiplier grant application. So it is possible the 

increased co-finance shows up only in total education sector and not in basic education sub-sector. Figures 3-4 show the country-wise change in 

funding to total and basic education corresponding to figure 2 above.   

Note that the change in funding to the education sector is larger than to the basic education sub-sector in grant approved countries, except in 

PNG where the two values are similar. How can we explain this?  PNG is the only country in figures 3-4 that is also in the interview sample. The 

stakeholder interviews in PNG suggest the funding that the lead co-financer provided due to the Multiplier was additional because the donor went 

back to their headquarter to request more funding to unlock the multiplier. And this funding was directed to extending the textbook program in 
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basic education that the donor was already running in the country. This is similar to the EOI narrative that “The Government of PNG is planning to 

formally apply to the Government of Japan for the additional financing after the EOI is accepted. The Japanese government has indicated it is 

willing to consider the application for additional financing …..and views the Multiplier as an essential component. This additional financing is 

currently not within the envelope of development aid provided by the Japanese government.” The size of the co-finance is 10.56 million USD based 

on the EOI, and close to the changes in funding shown in figures 3-4, 8.40 million and 9.05 million USD respectively. But note that the project 

duration is 3 years, and we don’t know how the co-finance (of 10.56 million) is spread over the duration.   

In Nepal and Senegal, changes in funding to basic education are much smaller than changes in funding to total education. In both countries, co-

finance is in sector-pooled funding modality. Since the funding for sector pooled is not earmarked, the co-finance associated with the multiplier 

grant could be reflected in the increase in total education. In Nepal, the co-financing went to support the School Sector Development Program 

(SSDP), a sector wide program the donor was already been contributing to through sector-pool mechanism. The co-finance amount is 68 million 

USD and project duration is 3 years. Similarly, in Senegal the co-finance went through sector-pooled mechanism, the co-finance amount is 36 

million USD and project duration is 4 years. In both countries, it would be hard to distinguish funding to basic education sub-sector from total 

education sector, given that funds channeled via sector pool mechanism are likely not earmarked by sub-sector. So the co-finance associated with 

the multiplier is likely to show up only in total education and not in basic education in the data. In Uzbekistan, the co-financing went to support 

pre-primary education, but note that data on basic education is missing for the country. The co-finance amount is about 60 m USD and project 

duration is 5 years. In Zimbabwe, the funding went through the UN system already in place to extend support to a previous program (34 million 

USD and project duration is 2 years)
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 Annex Figure 3: Change in funding from lead co-financier between year grant 

approved and previous 3 years 

 
Source: OECD CRS Aid Activity database  

Annex Figure 4: Change in funding from lead co-financier between year grant 

approved and previous 3 years

 

Source: OECD CRS Aid Activity databas
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