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Local Autonomy Index for the European countries (1990-2014): Norway (NOR)

The base line of scoring is the year 2014; any deviances/changes from the base line are indicated in the scoring and are commented on in the text below. Overall, the Norwegian system has remained very stable in the period of 1990 – 2014 (Baldersheim and Rose 2011). There have of course been changes and reforms but these have not had significant implications for the topics covered by the index. A major amalgamation reform is now underway, which may also change the scoring; this remains to be seen, however.
Self-rule
1. Institutional depth
The local government act of 1992 defines local self-government in negative terms – municipalities may take on any functions not undertaken by other public bodies (in practice state bodies or county councils); this is also a long-standing historical tradition. In addition a series of special acts makes specific functions mandatory for local government, e.g. education, kindergartens, land use planning, etc. However, there are no constitutional clauses that outline the position of local government.
CODING

Norway scores 3.
2. Policy scope
Edu 2 (extensive responsibility stipulated by primary education act, including hiring and paying teachers)

Soc ass 2 (similar, social assistance act)

Health 2 (similar, primary health act; since 2012 a co-management system of specialised health service has extended local govt responsibilities but this cannot be reflected in the scoring since it is already 2)

Caring 1 (kindergartens, elderly care, care for handicapped, etc; very important function, takes one third of total budget; the scoring system does not do full justice to the extensiveness of tasks in this area) 

Land use 2 (similar, land use planning act)

Pub transport 1 (not mandatory, but some municipalities take on extensive functions)

Housing 1 (ditto)

Police 0 (not a local govt function)
3. Effective political discretion

Edu 0.5 + 0.5 = 1 (a score of 1 overall due to extensive, in-depth supervision of state agencies, which limits effective discretion). The revision of the Local Government Act of 1992 gave local government more discretion in organisational matters but the intensification of supervision implies that the score remains 1.
Soc ass 0.5+0.5 = 1 (similar explanation as for education)

Health 0.5 + 0.5= 1 (local government is responsible for primary health services, but because of intrusiveness of state supervision on a score of 1 is given)

Caring 1 (similar situation as above, but scoring system may not be quite appropriate here; a score of 0 would indicate no discretion, while 1 indicates very broad discretion; in reality the situation in caring is the same as in education and health with regard to interventions from supervisory agencies) 

Land use 0.5 + 0.5 = 1. Municipalities are empowered by the Planning Act to produce binding land use plans (zoning) for their jurisdictions and to grant building permits. However, an extensive system of state interventions effectively limits local discretion in this field; more than 20 state agencies are empowered to protest against local land use plans; Plan- og bygningsloven §§ 5-4, 11-16 og 12-13.

Pub transport 1 (municipalities are free to organize transport as they see fit, but only larger cities do so). In the largest cities the state railways is also an important service provider in local transport.

Housing 1 (ditto)

Police 0 (not a local government function)
4. Fiscal autonomy

Municipalities are severely limited in their powers to set rates of taxes over which they have nominal powers; the most important source of revenue is the personal income tax, the rate of which is set by Parliament annually; they have somewhat more control over the property tax, but this is a tax secondary to the personal income tax; this is why I have scored Norway 2 here. However, local taxes yield around half of all local government revenues.
CODING

Norway scores 2.
5. Financial transfer system
The proportion of unconditional transfers amount to around 13 % of total transfers in 2014; the proportion has rarely touched 20 % after the overhaul of the local govt. financial system in 1986.
CODING

Norway scores 3.
6. Financial self-reliance

Own/local sources include personal income tax levied on local inhabitants, this is by far the most important local source of revenue; other sources include property tax (levied by around half of all municipalities) and fees and charges for specific services. In 2014, own sources yielded around 55 per cent of total revenues; this proportion has been declining in recent years; there is wide variety among municipalities as to how much they are financed through local sources, ranging from 80 per cent to 20 percent.
CODING
Norway scores 3.
7. Borrowing autonomy

Borrowing does not require approbation by the state except in certain exceptional circumstances; furthermore, requirements a and d apply. Before 2000, borrowing needed appropriation by the central govt.; therefore, a change in coding from 1 to 2 from 2000 on.
CODING

Norway scores 1-2.
8. Organisational autonomy

Executives are elected by the municipal council and the municipality may decide elements of the electoral system (e.g. whether to have elections over one or two days or the number of council seats within certain limits), Plus municipalities hire own staff, decide organisational structure, fix salaries, may establish legal entities/enterprises; organisational autonomy was substantially augmented with the revision of local govt. legislation of 1992 and following years. Therefore, until 1993 a score of 3 is recorded, thereafter 4.
CODING

Norway scores 3-4.
Interactive rule
9. Legal protection

No legal remedies like those mentioned exist.
CODING

Norway scores 0.
10. Administrative supervision

Formally, supervision aims at controlling only legality of municipal decisions and service provision, but in practice supervision has become extremely detailed and extensive over the last decade; a score of 1 could also be defended; the concept of legality has been stretched.
CODING

Norway scores 1-2.
11. Central or regional access

There are no formal mechanisms of municipal representation at the central level, but a system of consultation with local government has been in operation since 2001; the system allows for negotiations between local and central govt. The system is based on high-level meetings between the Association of local authorities and the respective ministries; sometimes the prime minister is involved but mostly ministers with the relevant portfolios. It is an important channel of influence for local government. Code 1 before 2001, code 2 after.
CODING

Norway scores 1-2.
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