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Norwegian report 9 march 2011 
a. Which are the governing bodies for regular schools (school director, school 

board, municipality, etc) and what roles and responsibilities do they have?. 

b. Who provides special needs funding and how is it forwarded to / divided over 

schools? 

The state bears the overall responsibility for the Education Act with regulations, contents and 

financing of primary and secondary education and training. The County Governors are to act 

as links between the Ministry of Education and Research and the Directorate for Education 

and Training on the one hand and the education sector in municipalities and counties on the 

other. The County Governors are responsible for supervision and dealing with complaints 

related to regulations, participation in quality development, information, guidance and various 

administrative matters. 

The municipalities are responsible for operating and administering primary and lower 

secondary schools, whereas the county authorities are responsible for upper secondary 

education and training. Legislation and regulations, including the National Curriculum, form a 

binding framework, but within this framework the municipal and county authorities, schools 

and teachers can influence the implementation of the education and training. Each school has 

a head teacher and various boards, councils and committees. 

(http://www.udir.no/upload/Brosjyrer/Education_in_Norway.pdf) 

c. Is the local school responsible for students with special needs? Is this prescribed 

in law or community regulations?   

The Education Act (Section 8-1) stats that Primary and lower secondary school pupils have 

the right to attend the school that is closest to where they live or the school designated for the 

catchment area where they live. Parents can apply for or accept other options. 

d. Which role and rights do parents have concerning the choice of school for their 

child? Are they involved in discussing the programme and support for their 

child? Do   parents have access to a court for appeal? 

In Norway, children cannot be placed outside the local school without parents consent. 

Parent’s perceptions towards school placement have been found to vary according to the 

characteristics of the child. The Education act (Section 5-5) requires that a child that has 
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special education needs also should have an individualized education plan, set up in 

collaboration with the child and his/her parents. Twice a year, the school is required to make a 

written report on the activities related to the individualized education plan. Parents can appeal 

to The ministry of education represented by the County Governors for individual decisions in 

the primary and lower secondary education and for individual decisions concerning special 

educational assistance prior to compulsory school age.  

e. How are responsibility issues dealt with in case of referral of a student with 

special needs to other (special) schools in or outside the catchment area. 

In 1975 The Special School Act was embodied into the general Education Act, and 

municipalities became responsible for the education of all children. The municipalities are 

therefore responsible in case of referral of a student with special needs to other (special) 

schools in or outside the catchment area. 

f. Are teacher training and support regarded as prerequisites for making teachers 

responsible? If this applies: what training and support are made available? 

The training of general school teachers does not have much on special education needs, if 

anything. Haug (2004) discussed two tracks in teachers’ curriculum: the normal track and the 

special track. In the normal track special education issues are not present, whereas in the 

special track teachers are expected to be special education teachers – which involve questions 

about disability and learning problems, most typical teaching methods related to specific types 

of disability or learning problems. 

The formal requirement for becoming a special education teacher is further education in 

special education, but in some areas of the country, people with this education is a shortage.  

There are no requirements for becoming a teacher’s assistant (except a certificate of conduct 

from the police). 

g. The appendix (1) comprises of two vignettes describing how the schoolsystem in 

the Netherlands most likely would deal with 1. a student with concentration and 

behaviour problems and 2. a student with serious physical disabilities due to a 

traffic accident. Please describe using the same student characteristics how the 

schoolsystem in your country most likely would deal with these students. 
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To answer this question, it is necessary to give the reader some insight in the Norwegian 

setting. The following quote from Wendelborg & Tøssebro (2008) describes the main ideas 

and development related to inclusive education: 

Pijl and Mejer (1991) identified three different models or approaches in educational policy 

related to children with SEN; a ‘two track’ approach characterised by a distinct division 

between the regular and special education system, a ‘one-track’ approach where policies and 

practice favour inclusion of all children, and a ‘multi-track’ approach which has a variety of 

options ranging from inclusion to special schools. During the 1970s, ’80s and ’90s Norway 

changed from a two-track to a one-track model. Before 1975, the state ran the special 

schools, whereas municipalities were responsible for general primary education, that is, all 

other children. In 1975, a legal and administrative integration took place. The Special School 

Act was embodied into the general Education Act, and municipalities became responsible for 

the education of all children. However, special schools did not disappear. Some were 

transferred to municipalities whereas others continued to be run by the state, providing 

education that was purchased by municipalities. However, inclusion policies and ideology 

were gradually strengthened. In the late 1980s, legislative changes gave every child the right 

to attend their local school and to belong to a regular class together with their peers, but 

parents could apply for or accept other options. In 1992, all state run special schools were 

closed with the exception of schools for sign language students. The ideology was that special 

education should take place in a classroom setting together with peers at the local school. 

Municipalities with many inhabitants, which in Norway is highly correlated with population 

density, has an impact on whether children with disabilities are being placed in special 

schools or classes. This is consistent with what Meijer and De Jager (2001) between different 

countries. This means that how the Norwegian schoolsystem most likely would deal with 

students as described in the vignettes, depends on in what part of the country the student lives. 

As Meijer and De Jager (2001) pointed out, having separate school system for children in 

sparsely populated areas are inconvenient and thus the solution may be to give special 

(segregated) education within the local regular school.  

Vignette	  1:	  The	  case	  of	  Kevin	  	  
The Norwegian education act states that when due consideration for the other pupils so 

indicates, a pupil may under special circumstances be moved to a school other than the local 

school. Before a decision is made to move a pupil, other measures shall have been attempted. 
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When necessary, the pupil may be moved to a school outside the municipality, but not if this 

requires the pupil to leave home or if transport between home and school thereby becomes 

unreasonably long. 

Kevin lives in a rather large municipality in which there is access to special education schools 

and alternative schools. The term alternative school refers to segregated social pedagogical 

schools which offer education to children with rather large behavioral or motivational 

problems. Alternative schools differ from special schools for children with learning 

difficulties and are mostly for pupils in lower secondary school (8 to 10th grade, 13-15 years 

old) and there is just a handful alternative schools in Norway for children attending primary 

education (1 to 7th grade, 6-12 years). This means in Kevin case that he most likely will not be 

referred to a special or alternative school as long as he attends primary education. The regular 

school Kevin attends to, would together with Kevin parents, refer Kevin to the municipality’s 

Educational-Psychological Service, which every municipality is required to have. Kevin 

would most likely, after an expert assessment (by the Educational-Psychological Service), 

have been classified as eligible for special education. The expert assessment by the EPS 

should state Kevins education aims and should be adapted to the Kevins needs and abilities, 

and the total number of school hours should be the same as for other children of the same age. 

Kevin would also get an individualized education plan, set up in collaboration with the his 

parents.  

Kevin will most likely get assigned a special education teacher or a teacher assistant at the 

local school. However It seems to be the case that special education very frequently is 

provided “out of class”. In 2009-10 51853 pupils (8,4 per cent of all pupils in primary and 

lower secondary school) received special education (some few hours, others many) , of whom 

7464 was alone with a teacher during special education and 33128 was in a small group with 

other students with special education needs. Thus, about ¾ were “out of class” (Source: 

Compulsory education information system). Kevin would probably get his education at the 

local school but not always together with his classmates. As Kevin grows older he would 

likely get more hours of special education and hours with teacher assistance and fewer hours 

in a regular class.  

Vignette	  2:	  The	  case	  of	  X	  	  
X lives in a sparsely populated municipality and there are no special schools or educational 

offerings besides the regular local school. In Norway, there are few pupils who are in 
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segregated educational facilities solely because of mobility difficulties and X would probably 

begin her educational career at a regular school no matter the population density of the 

municipality. However, according to the Education Act (section 2-1), the Patient Rights Act 

(section 6-4) and a Regulation on Children in Health Care Institutions (Forskrift om barns 

opphold i helseinstitusjon), if X is frequently absent from school due to illness, she has the 

right to tuition in hospitals, at home or at other institutions (Legard 2009).  

However, X cognitive abilities seem to deteriorate and she starts to falls behind compared to 

other students in her class. The growing difference between X and her classmates makes it 

more challenging for X schools and teachers to provide satisfactory learning that is adapted to 

the X child’s characteristics, interests, abilities and learning needs, and as a consequence X  

becomes not adequately provided for in regular class teaching. To remedy such a situation X 

schools use school assistants extensively to support teachers and X , with the result that the 

responsibility for teaching X is delegated to special educators and school assistants who often 

do not have any knowledge of the class as a whole. Attitudes and behaviour in regular schools 

and teachers may easily lead children with special needs towards the special teacher’s domain 

(Wendelborg & Tøssebro 2008). 

While the use of special education and teacher assistants is important in giving satisfactory 

education to X, findings suggest that the practice of special education and teacher assistants 

are negatively related to classroom participation (Wendelborg & Tøssebro 2010a). Findings 

also shows a strong positive relation between classroom participation and social participation 

with peers (Wendelborg & Tøssebro 2010a), which suggests that special education and 

teacher assistants may hinder X, in gaining access to the same social benefits as their peers 

Delegating and derogating responsibility for X teaching to special educators and teacher’s 

assistants is contradictory to the promotion of an inclusive school system. Assigning teachers 

with limited knowledge about the rest of the class, and limiting opportunities for direct 

dialogue between the main class teacher and parents further marginalise X social position in 

her class. 

Comments	  on	  both	  Kevin	  and	  X	  cases	  
There have never been a large number of pupils in special schools/arrangements in Norway. 

Evidence suggest that the number of all pupils in segregated facilities has declined from about 

0,8% in the 1960s to about 0,5% from the mid 1990s (Wendelborg 2010). This has been 
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considered low in European comparison (Vislie 2003). After 2005, the number of pupils in 

special groups or schools has increased, to more than 1% in 2006-07 and 1,3% in the year 

2008-09 (Source: Compulsory education information system). It is disputed to what extent the 

changes are due to new reporting routines and to what extent it reflects real changes. The 

number of pupils in segregated facilities has anyhow been rather stable over the last decades, 

irrespective of an outspoken inclusion policy and there seems to be an overall increase in use 

of special schools and classes in Norway during the last decade especially for children with 

social- and/or behavioural problems (Jahnsen, Nergaard & Flaatten, 2006). 

Research findings in Norway suggest that there are few children with disabilities who are 

moved from regular schools to special schools or classes in the course of primary school. 

After the initial separation into special schools or classes upon entry to primary school years, 

there is no gradual removal from regular schools into special schools or special classes. 

However in the transition from primary school to lower secondary school many children are 

being moved from regular schools to special schools. This means that in Kevin and X cases, 

they may be moved to segregated educational facilities as they grow older (if there is a such 

facilities located in their municipality). 

It seems like in regular schools in Norway, that the class teacher is seen as having 

responsibility for the ordinary pupils, while special educators and teacher’s assistants are 

responsible for ‘the special ones’. As Kevin and X grows older they will get more hours of 

special education, and at the same time there seems to be a shift in practice from special 

education practised within the arena of the regular classroom to special education outside that 

arena as children grows older. (Wendelborg & Tøssebro 2010b). It can be argued that there is 

a development towards a covert segregation within regular schools.  
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