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I. SUMMARY OF THE RWANDA GOVERNANCE SCORECARD 2010
1 Rule of Law
Degree of
independence of
parliament

67.71%
79.25%

Degree of
independence of
judiciary

78.25%

Fairness
of the
Judiciary

74.73%

Cases processed by
the courts

Backlog of court cases awaiting
trial more than 6 Months

70%

62%

Access to
legal aid

42%

2 Political rights and Civil Liberties
Executive
elections
participation and
organisation

86.00%

71.43%

Quality of
democracy

Vibrancy of
Non-State
actors in
policy
formulation

78%

57%

Political
parties
Registration
and
operations

72%

Access to
public
information

Respect for human
rights

52%

77%

Core international
human rights
conventions

78%

3 Participation and Inclusiveness
Decentralization

74.23%

81.90%

Civil society participation

54.29%

Women Participation in leadership

78.73%

Power sharing

82.00%

4 Safety and Security
Maintaining
security

93.03%

87.26%
National security

86.19%

Personal and Property Safety

86.26%

Reconciliation, social cohesion and Unity

83.57%

5 Investing in People

82.41%

Education

75.12%

Health

75.60%

Environmental sustainability and sanitation

96.51%

6 Control of Corruption, Transparency and Accountability
Incidence of corruption

76.22%

76.27%

Control of Corruption

73.88%

Transparency and Accountability

78.50%

7 Quality of Service delivery
Local
Government

67.69%

66.21%
Justice
Sector

65.87%

Health Sector

72.23%

Education
Sector

71.94%

Land
Sector

65.60%

Agricultural
sector

64.76%

Water
Sector

57.05%

Infrastructure
Sector

64.51%

8 Business promotion and private sector advocacy
Business promotion

81.00%
82.00%

0-25
25.01-50
50.01-75
75.01-100

R

A
Y
G

Private sector advocacy

An important note: Scores are based on a scale of 0-100. The RGS scores should be interpreted
with the understanding that the higher the score, the better. Therefore, an increased score
indicates a better performance just as a lower score indicates greater needs for improvement.
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II. WHAT IS RGS AND WHY IT MATTERS
The Rwanda Governance Scorecard (RGS) is the first edition of the annual publication of the Rwanda
Governance Advisory Council (RGAC) and seeks to accurately gauge the state of governance in Rwanda. RGS is a
comprehensive governance assessment tool constructed from data for over 200 questions which are structured
around a set of 8 indicators, 37 sub-indicators and 139 sub-sub-indications. The initiative reflects a
commitment to evidence-based policies and objective self-assessment in order to identify areas for
improvement and drive policy reforms.
Over the years, a number of external comparative assessments of Rwanda’s governance have developed with
the aim to inform Rwanda’s process of striving for better governance. The particularity of the RGS is that it
utilizes a plethora of new, locally-generated data sources, such as citizen perception surveys and detailed
institutional data, which are often not considered by external indexes. The RGS thus seeks to meet the
following objectives:


To generate credible and reliable data on governance issues for national and international
stakeholders;



To serve as a practical tool that will drive policy reform through identification of areas for improvement
and actionable recommendations;



To contribute to current knowledge about governance in Rwanda.

The methodology of the RGS, described in detail below, aims to combine a firm foundation in international
standards with an in-depth understanding of the Rwandan context. Thus, the assessments of Rwandans
themselves – both citizens and experts – as well as verified hard data from Rwandan institutions comprise the
Scorecard’s primary data sources. The RGS 2010 is comprised of data collected between January 1, 2010 and
December 31, 2010- thus data and what has occurred since January 1, 2011 are not covered by this 2010
edition.
This report describes the methodology used for data compilation and scoring, presents detailed scores,
highlights of the key findings, identifies areas for improvement and makes policy recommendations. Without
accurate and updated governance data, it is difficult to know whether the country is on the right track in
fostering good governance towards sustainable development.
The RGAC is committed to producing reliable and credible data and assessments in order to promote good
governance and evidence-based policymaking. Hence, the Rwanda Governance Advisory Council looks forward
to working with all stakeholders to utilize this first edition of Rwanda Governance Scorecard.
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III. HOW WAS RGS 2010 CONSTRUCTED
The methodology of the Rwanda Governance Scorecard 2010 seeks to combine the best in global governance
research methods with an understanding of the Rwandan context. The RGS 2010 uses both global and
contextualized indicators and relies on a wealth of new local data, including scientifically sound Rwanda citizen
and expert perception surveys, as well as hard data from Rwandan institutions.
The Indicators used in the RGS 2010 originate from diverse sources, both international and Rwanda-specific,
which allows the RGS to combine the best in global governance research methods with an understanding of the
Rwandan context.
The RGS has the unique advantage of utilizing a wide range of new, Rwanda-specific data sources. RGAC
crosschecked all hard data collected from relevant institutions to ensure the quality and validity of information
received.
The collected data was scored using sound scoring methods in which indicator scores were compiled based on
performance on relevant sub-indicators and sub sub-indicators.

3.1. Indicators, sub-indicators and sub sub-indicators
The Rwanda Governance Scorecard (RGS) is composed of 8 key indicators, 37 sub-indicators and 139 sub-subindicators. The following table gives details on indicators, number of sub indicators and sub-sub indicators.

Source: RGAC, 2011
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3.2. Source of indicators, sub-indicators and sub sub-indicators
The diversity in source of indicators, sub-indicators and sub-sub-indicators is one of the strengths of the
Rwanda Governance Scorecard 2010. This said, indicators comprising the RGS 2010 were developed based on
two main bases. Some indicators were developed using existing international indexes while others are homegrown and based on Rwanda’s historical background and ground realities.
International indexes and frameworks consulted include the Worldwide Governance Indicators, Freedom
House assessments, the Mo Ibrahim Index of African Governance, Transparency International assessments,
Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC) criteria, Millennium Development Goals (MDG) and the Global
Integrity Index.
National policies and frameworks were also the sources of indicators, sub indicators and sub sub-indicators.
These include but not limited to: Vision 2020; the Justice, Reconciliation, Law and Order Sector (JRLOS);
Economic Development Poverty Reduction Strategy (EDPRS); and the Joint Governance Assessment (JGA).

3.3. Source of data
The RGS 2010 data comprises hard data, perception surveys and expert surveys.
Hard data were collected and consolidated from different public institutions (Ministries, Government
Commission and Agencies), Civil Society Organizations (CSOs) and Private Sector Organizations.
Data from various perception surveys conducted by local institutions including RGAC was used. These include
the Joint Governance Assessment/ Data Analysis report 2010 (jointly owned by the Government of Rwanda and
Development Partners), Political Pluralism and Power Sharing in Rwanda (Independent Study commissioned by
the Senate), Government Achievements 2003-2010 (Independent Study), Rwanda Reconciliation Barometer
2010 (by the National Unity and Reconciliation Commission (NURC), Institute of Justice and Reconciliation (IJR)
and the Institute of Research and Dialogue for Peace (IRDP)), and the Citizen Report Card 2010 (by RGAC).
RGAC utilized also expert surveys conducted by Rwandan institutions to capture dynamics and complexities in
the governance landscape. These include the Civil Society Index 2010 and Civil Society Sustainability index;
which are both CSOs self evaluation. RGAC’s expert survey used experts from Rwandan non-state institutions
including Local NGOs, Media and Academia. They (individual experts) were selected on the basis of their
expertise, objectivity and independence.

3.4. Scoring methods
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All sub-sub-indicators are weighted equally with each other and averaged to form a sub-indicator score. In
turn, sub-indicators are weighted equally and averaged together to generate an overall score for each
indicator. This is better reflected in the chart below.

Source: RGAC, RGS 2010
Data collected from different credible sources were scored to make the Rwanda Governance Scorecard. The
scoring scale is from 0 to 100, where 0 is the worst and 100 the best score. The following were the scoring
methods used.
a) Scoring using existing percentage: In most cases, data compiled from surveys (citizens and expert)
are scored automatically as percentages.
b) Performance scoring: Hard data related to performance were also expressed as percentages.
c) Scoring against national and international targets: In some cases percentages (%) have been
calculated against national and international targets (Vision 2020, MDGs). In this case, the set
targets would be considered as 100%, therefore setting the ending point vis-à-vis the current status
or achievement.
d) Scoring sub sub-indicators on gender equality were scored in unique fashion. A sub sub-indicator
which would reach the maximum of 50% would score 100%.
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IV.

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE RWANDA GOVERNANCE SCORECARD 2010

4.1. Rating summary of indicators and sub-indicators

Out of 8 indicators, 4 (50%) scored green and other 4 scored yellow. Out of 37 sub-indicators, 20 (54.1%) have scored green, 16
(43.24%) scored yellow and 1 (2.7%) scored amber. Lastly, out of 139 sub sub-indicators, 77 (55.4%) have scored green, 40 (28.8%)
scored yellow, 19 (13.7%) scored amber and 3 (2.1%) scored red.

4.2.

Highlights of the Indicators: Best and worst performing indicators

Best performing indicators (above 80%)
Indicator
%

Least performing indicators (below 70%)
Indicator
%

Safety and Security

87.26%

Investing in People

82.41%

Quality of Service
Delivery
Rule of Law

Business Promotion and Private
Sector Advocacy

81%
9

66.21
67.71

Three (3) indicators have scored above 80% while 2 indicators scored less than 70%. 3 indicators including Political
Rights and Civil Liberties (71.43%), Participation and Inclusiveness (74.23%) as well as Control of Corruption,
Transparency and Accountability (76.22%) have scored between 70-80%

4.3. Highlights of the Sub-indicators: Best and worst performing sub-indicators
Best performing sub-indicators (above 80%)
Sub-Indicator
Environmental sustainability and sanitation
Adherence to Rwandanness -Ubunyarwanda
Maintaining security
Personal and Property Safety
National security
Executive elections participation and organization
Reconciliation, social cohesion and Unity
Power sharing
Business promotion
Decentralization
Private sector advocacy

%
96.51%
95.38%
93.03%
86.26%
86.19%
86.00%
83.57%
82.00%
82.00%
81.90%
80%

Worst performing sub-indicators (below 70%)
Sub-Indicator
Access to Legal Aid
Access to Public Information
Civil Society Participation
Vibrancy of Non-state actors in policy formulation
Service delivery in Water Sector
Backlogs of court cases awaiting trial for more than 6 months
Service delivery in Infrastucture Sector
Service delivery in Agriculture Sector
Service delivery in Land Sector
Service delivery in Justice Sector
Service delivery in Local Government

%
42
52
54.29
57
57.05
62
64.51
64.76
65.6
65.87
67.69

Out of 37 sub- indicators, 11 (29.7%) are best performers with above 80%, 10 (27%) sub-indicators scored below 70%. In addition, 1
(2.7%) scored amber, a score below 50%. Similarly, 15 (40.5%) sub-indicators scored between 70 and 80.
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4.4. Highlights of the Sub sub-indicators: Best and worst performing sub sub-indicators

Range of scores

Number of sub-indicators

% as per sub sub-indicators

(a)Above 80%

64

46.7

Between 70-80%

19

13.8

(b)Below 70%
i. Between 50.01-70 (Yellow)
ii. Between 25.01-50 (Amber)
iii.
Between 0-25 (Red)

54
31
20
3

39.4
22.6
14.6
2.2

For the sub sub-indicators, 64 scored above 80%, which makes 46.7% of all the sub sub-indicators while 19 sub sub-indicators (13.8% of
137 sub sub-indicators) scored between 70 and 80%.. A number of 54 other indicators scored less than 70%, which makes 39.4% of the 54
sub-indicators which scored below 70%, 3 sub-indicators (2.2% of 137 sub sub-indicaots) scored red, 20 sub-indicators (14.6% of 137 sub
sub-indicaots) scored amber whilst 31 sub-indicators (22.6% of 137 sub sub-indicaots) scored yellow.
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V. KEY FINDINGS
5.1. Rule of Law
The overall score of the Rule of Law is 67.71%. Out of six (6) sub-indicators, two (2) are green, three (3) are
yellow and only one (1) sub-indicator is amber with a score of 42%. There are sixteen (16) sub-sub-indicators,
out of them nine (9) are green, four (4) are yellow, one (1) is amber and two (2) are red. Areas that need
special attention and improvement include the problem of case backlogs (esp. civil cases) and the issue of the
Legal Aid Fund (highlighted below).
Another area of concern is the relatively low perception among experts regarding trust in fairness of the courts
and the fairness of law enforcement.
Among areas that need to be improved are cases processing rates by courts, especially civil (58%) and penal
(54%) cases. The problem of case backlogs have resulted from the poor performance in adjudication of court
cases. A large share of cases awaited trials for more than 6 months in civil cases (71%) and penal cases (65.8%),
thus bringing the scores to 29% and 34.2% respectively. By contrast, we notice good performance in the
completion rate of genocide trials (91%).
The lowest sub-indicator score for this indicator concerns the access to legal aid (42%). This sub-indicator
includes the access to justice bureaus (MAJ) which, despite being operational in all 30 districts, are still not
viewed as sufficiently accessible (only 68% of the population is assisted by MAJ). Another sub-sub-indicator is
the Legal Aid Fund which score 0% due to the lack of budget resources, although the fund has been authorized
by law.

5.2. Political rights and Civil Liberties
Political Rights and Civil Liberties in Rwanda scored 71.23%. This indicator is composed of seven (7) subindicators and 31 sub-sub-indicators. Out of seven sub-indicators, four (4) are green and three (3) are yellow.
Out of 31 sub-sub-indicators, there are 17 green, eight (8) yellow, five (5) amber and one (1) red.
Although this indicator in general scored well, a number of areas did not perform well. These include the issue
of vibrancy of non-state actors in policy formulation, registration of political parties by the Autonomous body,
operationalization of political parties bureau at the district level, the access to public Information bill, and the
submission of human rights reports to AU bodies in time.
12

On vibrancy of non-sate actors in policy formulation (57%), the combination of the self-assessment of non-state
actors (CSO, media and academia groups) comprising the RGAC expert survey, and the Civil Society Index (CSI)
2010 report, revealed low participation levels of non-state groups in policy formulation. While these scores are
discouraging, the CSI also notes that the political context and state-civil relations are strong (83% and 90%
respectively).
As far as quality of democracy is concerned, the registration of political parties must be done by an
autonomous body. By the time of data collection and analysis, political parties were registered in the Ministry
of Local Government. Although the process of registering political parties in an autonomous body has been
initiated and politically agreed upon, the law establishing the Rwanda Governance Board (RGB) was yet to be
promulgated. Similarly, only 3 out of 10 political parties have fully operational bureaus at district level, which
has an impact on the quality of democracy.
The sub-indicator on access to public information is the worst performing at 52%, given the failure to finalize
the access to information bill. The bill has been initiated and is being processed by relevant institutions
(MINIJUST and PARLIAMENT). The drafted bill needs to be promulgated and effectively applied. RGAC’s expert
survey, including media practitioners, revealed the low level of equal access to public information by journalists
(53%).

Rwanda has strived to respect its international obligations by submitting reports on human rights to UN bodies
in a timely manner. However, the same must be applied with regards to AU reporting obligations, to which only
two (2) reports have been submitted out of seven (7) required.

5.3. Participation and Inclusiveness
The score for the Participation and Inclusiveness is generally good as the indicator reaches 74.23%. This
indicator has four (4) sub-indicators and twenty (20) sub-sub indicators. Out of four (4) sub-indicators, three (3)
are green and one (1) is yellow. Out of twenty (20) sub-sub-indicators, seven (7) are green, nine (9) are yellow
and four (4) are amber.
However, both the Civil Society Sustainability Index 2010 and the Civil Society Index 2010 identify low levels of
civil society participation. Major issues of CSOs participation scoring less than 50% (amber) include NGO
sustainability (37.15%), public image (42.86%) and resources (43.33%).
Rwanda has registered commendable achievements regarding gender equality, especially in Parliament (both
the Senate and Chamber of Deputies) and other central government institutions. The primary challenge
remains in decentralized entities especially at the provincial level (4 provinces and Kigali City), which scored
40%.
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5.4. Safety and Security
The indicator on Safety and Security scored the best in the RGS 2010 with 87.26%. All four (4) sub-indicators are
green and out of all 14 sub-sub-indicators, 11 are green and 3 are yellow.
In some areas however, special focus is required in order to score more highly. These include the issue of
confidence level in Local Defense Units. Citizen expressed high levels of trust in the Rwanda Defense Forces and
Rwanda National Police (97.4% and 94.45%, respectively), but expressed a relatively low level of confidence
(69.2%) in Local Defense Units.
It is also must be recognized that security cannot be adequately achieved as long as the score on “civilian
deaths from civilian-target violence” is so low (52%). In 2010, a number of civilians died due to grenades
thrown in Kigali and other parts of the country, yielding the low score of this sub-sub-indicator.
Considering the Rwandan context, especially the 1994 genocide, trust among specific groups is one of the
factors to be considered when measuring governance. The trend reveals that a lot needs to be done to improve
the level of trust between Gacaca court witnesses and genocide suspects (63.8%). In addition, various
institutions have contributed to the reconciliation process in Rwanda. Data collected from different sources
reveal that citizen trust local authorities most (85.65%), followed by institutions of accountability (72.68%),
institutions involved in administration of justice (73.78%), Media (72.88) and lastly CSOs and FBOs (67.7%). The
contribution of Media and CSOs and FBOs to national unity and reconciliation is still relatively low compared to
that of the state institutions.

5.5. Investing in People
The citizens are believed to be Rwanda’s main resource, thus making the Investing in People indicator one of
the most important. This indicator scored 82.41%, second best after Safety and Security. All three subindicators (Education, Health, and Environmental Sustainability and Sanitation) scored green, above 75.01%.
Out of 25 sub-sub-indicators, 14 scored green, eight (8) scored yellow, and three (3) scored amber.
As demonstrated in the table above, a number of sub-indicators in both education and health sectors are
scoring poorly and therefore need to be improved. In the education sector, issues of teacher-to-pupil ratios,
qualified teachers at the secondary level, number of students in higher learning institutions, and the literacy
rate (adult education) need to be addressed. In the health sector, more efforts are needed in a number of areas
such as assisted delivery in health facilities, the ratio of medical doctors per patient, the population growth rate
as well as total birth rate (number of children per woman).
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5.6. Control of corruption, transparency and accountability
Rwanda is proven to be the least corrupt in the region and among the best performing in Africa in the areas of
control of corruption, transparency and accountability. This indicator scored 76.22%. Out of three sub
indicators, two (2) scored green while one (1) scored yellow. On the other hand, out of nine (9) sub subindicators, six (6) have scored green, two (2) scored yellow and one (1) scored amber.
Although this indicator ranks green, some challenges are yet to be addressed. The study reveals that the
incidence of corruption in the business sector and the rate of business-related corruption among civil servants
need to be addressed. The incidence of corruption is perceived to be relatively higher in CSOs and the private
sector than in the public sector (central and local governments combined). Furthermore, the local government
is perceived to be more corrupt than public institutions at the central level.
The Parliamentary Public Account Committees (PAC) have been established but are not yet operational. At the
district level, the Audit Committees have been set up but are not yet fully operational nor are they effective in
most districts.
As demonstrated in the table above, both expert and citizen surveys have been considered. The only subindicator where experts score higher than citizens is on effectiveness of institutions in fighting corruption. This
can likely be explained by the fact that corruption still persists in local government while the incidence of
corruption at the national level, where most experts are based, has been reduced.

5.7. Quality of Service delivery
Service delivery is the worst performing indicator in the scorecard at 66.21%. Sectors considered in this
indicator were all below 75%, making them all poorly performing. Out of eight (8) sub-indicators, none scored
green while all scored yellow. Out of seventeen (17) sub sub-indicators six (6) scored green, six (6) scored
yellow and five (5) scored amber.
Amongst these indicators, the sectors with the worst rated services were water (57.05%), agriculture (64.76%),
and land (65.6%). These sectors need more focus for the sector to perform and score better in the next edition
of the governance scorecard.
Interestingly, we notice a sizeable difference in this indicator between scores by experts and those by surveyed
citizens. The latter generally appreciated (above 80%) almost all services, with only two (land and water) out of
eight scoring yellow (less than 75%). By contrast, experts scored three sectors (education, land and
infrastructure) only slightly above 50%, while they scored the remaining five lower than 50%. This may reflect
the contrast between experts’ tendency to bring a more critical eye to service delivery, often comparing
performance with stated goals, while citizens may simply be appreciating services received compared to the
past, and therefore tend to notice improvements over time.
15

5.8. Business promotion and private sector advocacy

Rwanda has been continuously acclaimed by the World Bank Doing Business Reports as the best reformer in
the area of ease of doing business. Local data do not contradict the World Bank’s assessment, scoring business
promotion and private sector advocacy at 81%. Apart from bureaucratic red tape (50%) which is reported by
business people as a problem, other sub-indicators score 80% and above.
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6. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION
6.1. Policy Recommendations
One of the objectives of the Rwanda Governance Scorecard is to identify areas for improvement and make
policy recommendations for improved governance in Rwanda. The following are major policy
recommendations for each indicator.

Rule of Law:
 Relevant institutions need to address the issue of case backlogs (especially civil cases).
 A budget must be allocated to the Legal Aid Fund whose legal framework has been approved.
 More policy dialogues are needed to engage public opinion particularly on justice
administration.
Political Rights and Civil Liberties:
 Put in place mechanisms and strategies geared towards empowering CSOs, Academia and
media for their sound participation in public policy formulation.
 Political parties must ensure their bureaus at district level are operational for greater political
participation.
 Expedite passage of the access to public information bill.
 The Government must submit reports on human rights to AU bodies in time as is the case for
UN bodies.
Participation and Inclusiveness:
 Address low CSOs participation by empowering them to effectively engage in policy processes.
 Increase efforts to promote women participation in leadership at decentralized entities as is
the case at the central level.

Safety and Security:
 Concerned institutions must improve the conduct of Local Defense Units (LDU) in order to
increase citizens’ trust in LDUs.Continue building social cohesion amongst Rwandans.
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Investing in People:
 In the education sector, address challenges related to teacher-to-pupil ratios, the literacy rate
(adult education), quality of education particularly qualified teachers at the secondary level
and number of students in tertiary education.
 In the health sector, address challenges related to modern contraceptive usage, the ratio of
medical doctors per patient and the assisted delivery in health facilities.

Control of corruption, transparency and accountability:
 Double efforts to fight and control corruption in the Private Sector, Civil Society and Local
Government.
 Operationalize and empower Parliamentary Public Account Committee.
 Strengthen capacity and functioning of District Audit Committees.

Quality of Service delivery:
 Both the Government and private sector must employ efforts to improve the quality of Service
delivery in general.

 Particular attention needs to be dedicated to improve the quality of service delivered in the
water, agriculture and land sectors.

Business promotion and private sector advocacy:
 Reduce bureaucratic red tape in public offices that engage with the private sector.
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6.2. Conclusion

The Rwanda Governance Scorecard is the first of its kind in Rwanda. It rates Rwandan governance on a
number of indicators and contribute to existing knowledge by highlighting the perceptions of Rwandan
citizens and experts, as well as hard data gathered from government and other institutions. The main
objective is to create a consolidated assessment tool built on reliable data and context-sensitive and
internationally relevant indicators, in order to inform Rwandan decision makers and international actors
about the reality of governance in Rwanda.
In producing the Rwanda Governance Scorecard, the RGAC has sought to collect and assess new sources
of data that provide an objective image of governance in Rwanda. Like any worthwhile tool, the
Scorecard should be used to solve problems - that is why it highlights worst-performing areas and makes
actionable recommendations.
Although a great deal of effort has been made and considerable achievements have been registered in
Rwanda’s governance, the Rwanda Governance Scorecard 2010 reveals a number of areas for
improvement that the Government and other actors in the development process need to address in
order to deliver on Rwanda’s bold development goals. At the same time, areas that scored high, good
performance needs to be maintained to ensure sustainability and deepening of good governance in
Rwanda.
Rwanda Governance Advisory Council looks forward to users’ and stakeholders’ feedbacks geared
towards refining and strengthening future editions of the Rwanda Governance Scorecard.

Important note: If you need a full report of the Rwanda Governance Scorecard 2010, please register
with required information at RGAC’s website www.rwanda-gac.org or send an e-mail to
info@rwanda-gac.org or pbarihuta@rwanda-gac.org
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