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Introduction
Israel is a rather centralized unitary state, with only two tiers of government: central and local (OECD, 2020; Razin, 2004; Beeri, 2020). Israel's local government included 257 local authorities (in 2020), with an average size of about 35,000 inhabitants (excluding two local industrial councils that are also not counted in the Excel table). The largest were Jerusalem (950,000 inhabitants) and Tel Aviv (465,000 inhabitants), while 34% had a population of less than 10,000. Local government expenditures stood at a modest 16% of total public spending in 2018.
Israeli municipalities are responsible for mandatory tasks in infrastructural, environmental and social services; the latter – education and social services – are formally provided on behalf of the central state and consist of more than half of local recurrent expenditures. Municipalities also perform voluntary tasks, primarily cultural and recreational services and local economic development. Centralization is evident in the minimal engagement of local government in public security and public housing, the limited autonomy in education and land use planning, and the extensive regulation of local decisions through a-priori approvals by central state regulators to a wide host of local decisions, including land deals and contracts. It is also evident in the fairly broad powers of the Minister of Interior to dissolve elected councils and remove elected mayors of malfunctioning municipalities and replace them with appointees for a period of up to five years, and to appoint external accountants to monitor and restrict financial autonomy of municipalities in the red.
Israeli local government seems to be particularly resistant to reform. It is still based on the 1934 British Colonial ordinance, with numerous amendments. Attempts for comprehensive reforms (particularly a 1981 report and 2005/9 attempted new municipal law) did not materialize, but some substantial changes took place. Mayors have been directly elected since 1978, generating a shift towards a de-facto more decentralized strong mayor system. Israel has passed a substantial neoliberal transition since the late 1980s. A sharp increase in the dependency of municipalities on self-generated revenues, particularly non-residential property taxes, occurred as a consequence of steps to curb inflation in 1985, leading to increased competition over business land uses and further de-facto decentralization of fiscally sound municipalities. Local government reforms aimed at greater fiscal discipline and cost efficiency were implemented during the 2003-2004 economic crisis, associated with the second Palestinian Intifada (uprising). These changes amplified inter-municipal fiscal disparities, associated with Israel's socio-ethnic and religious diversity, marked core-periphery spatial structure, and reliance of municipal budgets on unequally distributed non-residential property taxes.
Self-rule
1. Institutional depth
Israel has no constitution, hence local government and local autonomy and democracy have no constitutional protection and are subject to ordinary parliamentary legislation and ministerial orders. Initiatives to enact a local government basic law (which can be changed in parliament only by an absolute majority) have not materialized.
The Municipal Ordinance, which is based on British traditions, follows the ultra vires principle, although the list of permitted tasks in the Ordinance is rather broadly defined and interpreted.
CODING: 1 (1990-2020)
2. Policy scope
EDUCATION
Education is formally a central state responsibility, provided by local governments on behalf of the central state (pre-school, primary, and secondary schools). Public education is provided for free (in practice not entirely free) for ages 3-18 since 2015, 5-18 in the years 1990-2014). It is the largest item of local expenditures – largely funded and controlled by the central state but at the same time one of the major tasks upon which mayors are judged on elections day. Education finance is split into three major components: (1) direct funding by the Ministry of Education (salaries of pre-school, primary, and middle school teachers, construction and renovation of facilities), (2) Ministry of Education earmarked transfers to local authorities or school networks (salaries of high school teachers, non-teachers' salaries and other operational costs), 3) local government funding (school maintenance and additional expenditures aimed to provide service of higher standards than enabled by central state finance). The Ministry of Education is in charge of curriculum and strictly regulates (determines) workforce recruitment and salaries. Supervision of "recognized" (publicly-funded private) schools (Jewish Ultra-Orthodox schools and some other schools) is weaker. These are funded by the Ministry through block grants. Various projects are funded by Ministry of Education grants, subject to local government matching requirements. These used to be around 25%. However, in practice, the Ministry of Education's participation tends to favor socioeconomically disadvantaged municipalities, whereas fiscally sound municipalities spend much more per student from their own resources. Local authorities are responsible for student transportation costs, partly reimbursed by The Ministry of Education, based on various criteria. Decentralization reforms are on the agenda for decades, but changes have been minor.
Pre-school infrastructure and/or delivery score: 0.25/0.5. Personnel score: 0.25/0.5

Public pre-school education is provided by local governments for free since 2015, on behalf of the central state. In earlier years it started at age 4 and was publicly funded only from age 5. Pre-school education years 0-3 is provided privately, but municipalities occasionally partly engage in the service.
Primary school infrastructure and/or delivery score: 0.25/0.5. Personnel score: 0.25/0.5

Secondary infrastructure and/or delivery score: 0.25/0.5. Personnel score: 0.25/0.5

These scores are approximations. Local authorities depend on the central state for infrastructure, although they do have some influence either by investing by themselves or by pressing Ministry of Education decision-making. Local governments nevertheless have a major role in operating the system/delivery of service. Similarly, public pre-school and primary school teachers are formally state employees, whereas secondary school employees may be local government employees, but not always. Staffing and salaries are strictly regulated by the central state. Local governments have little control over the personnel of publicly-funded private schools.
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE

Economic assistance – largely a central state responsibility, but services are provided by local governments or NGOs. Local governments serve as operational arms, but policies are determined at the central state level, mainly at the Ministry of Labor, Social Affairs, and Social Services. Whereas gaps in the quality of schools are mainly a product of funds spent by municipalities, beyond state transfers and obligatory participation, spending gaps in welfare are argued to be substantially a product of required matching (usually 25% of the total costs as estimated by the Ministry).
Organization and/or delivery score: 0.5/0.5. Personnel score: 0.25/0.5

Work training/rehabilitation – a responsibility of the central state.
Organization and/or delivery score: 0/0.5. Personnel score: 0/0.5

Integration of refugees – a responsibility of the central state but local government initiative has been rather common (with regards to Jewish immigrants in most cases and of illegal immigrants / "infiltrators" / asylum seekers particularly in Tel Aviv.
Organization and/or delivery score: 0.25/0.5. Personnel score: 0.25/0.5

HEALTH

Primary health, Hospitals, Dental services – Local governments hardly have any role in health services, which are the domain of the central state, nonprofits, Kupot Holim (health funds that are the Israeli version of HMOs, providing health insurance and primary health services) and the private sector. Jerusalem and Tel Aviv do operate family health centers that serve pregnant women and babies and Tel Aviv formally shares with the state the ownership of a hospital. However, the involvement of local government in the provision of health services is negligible.
All scores are 0.

LAND USE

Building permits Score = 1  Building permits are the prerogative of local planning committees that are part of their respective municipalities. In the case of some small municipalities, permits are issued by joint local commissions that serve several municipalities and their chair is an appointee of the Minister of Interior.
Zoning Score = 0.5 (probably less, but closer to 0.5 than to 0). The Israeli system consists of a three-level hierarchy of committees, in which nearly every plan required the approval of two committees: local and district or district and national. The central state directly controls the National Planning and Building Board and the six district planning committees, although these comprise also non-central state members, including a few representing local governments. The elected municipal councils usually serve as local planning committees, responsible for local planning, permits and their enforcement. However, most planning decisions at the local level have been subject to the approval of the state-controlled district planning committees. A parallel hierarchy of plans forms another component of checks and balances. It includes national outline plans prepared by the National Planning Board and approved by the government, district outline plans approved by the National Board, and local outline plans approved at the district level.
Amendments 43 (1995) and 76 (2006) to the Planning Law aimed at modest decentralization but practically had only a minor impact due to mistrust in local government that led to a narrow interpretation of the amendments by central state bureaucrats. De facto and declarative decentralization has been accompanied by counter-pressures for re-centralization. Pressures for planning reform mounted due to soaring housing prices, framed as a supply-side crisis caused by the slow and bureaucratic planning system. The “one plan – one committee” slogan used in the 2009 election campaign of Prime Minister Netanyahu meant either decentralization or centralization, pushing for reforms in both directions. A proposed new Planning Law passed first call in 2010 aimed at decentralization of planning decision-making powers to local governments, subject to complex loops that introduce new regulation measures, expropriation of powers from malfunctioning municipalities, and in projects of considerable significance for resolving the housing crisis. The bill was scrapped in 2012 in favor of a more incremental step that consisted of modest decentralization of planning powers, but with minimal “loops”: Amendment 101 to the Planning Law, approved in 2014. However, in the same year, a different law took the opposite direction, establishing a National Committee for Planning and Building of Preferred Residential Areas (NCPPRA) that removed powers from the local and district levels to a single national committee with hardly any formal checks. National plans (except for the comprehensive National Outline Plan), district plans, and comprehensive local outline plans, including new ones, could be bypassed by the NCPPRA.
In sum, incremental planning reforms have been frequent, stating decentralization rationales, or urgent national goals, but in practice no major formal shift has occurred in this respect.
PUBLIC TRANSPORT
Bus transport services score = 0
Railway transport services = 0

All regulatory powers and funding obligations (subsidies and rail infrastructure) are at the hands of the Ministry of Transportation, with very few exceptions. Attempts to establish metropolitan planning authorities have failed so far. The city of Beer Sheva operated its own bus company, privatized in 2003. Golan Regional Council operates since 2011 a bus service jointly owned by the council and a private company. But otherwise, local government mainly lobby for the location of bus stations and bus routes, but the responsibility is of the central state. The same goes for light rail infrastructures. The concessions are given by the Ministry of Transportation. In Jerusalem, the NGO engaged with light rail and bus service planning and administration of the BOT light rail concession is formally owned by the municipality, but depends on the Ministry of Transportation. A Jerusalem municipal corporation has been subcontracted for the public works associated with the project.
HOUSING

Housing and town development score = 0.
Social Housing = 0.25 (1990s), 0 (since 2000).
The involvement of municipalities in public housing has been small and has diminished in the 1990s. Most municipalities have never been involved in the field. Five cities have engaged in public housing through 6 municipal corporations, four of them jointly owned by the municipality and the state: Tel Aviv, Jerusalem, Haifa, Rishon LeZion, and Petah Tikva. Roots in Tel Aviv go back to 1937 and in most other cities to the 1960s. Their activity has diminished since the 1990s – rental apartments were sold to their inhabitants and new construction and acquisitions ceased. The Jerusalem corporation closed down in the early 2010s. Some initiatives for affordable housing and regeneration took place in the 2010s, Tel Aviv being the leader, including the definition of criteria for eligibility. However, the involvement of local government in housing is marginal and confined to a few large cities. We still gave a score of 0.25 for social housing in the 1990s. Activities in housing and residential town development in the 2010s apparently did not reach the threshold for a score much higher than 0.
POLICE

Police has been a central state monopoly, but modest decentralization has occurred. 1997 – enhanced powers of local parking enforcement officers. Mainly since the early 2000s – the evolution of urban / community policing – fulfilling enhanced policing functions but with limited powers: no detention powers (has to be accompanied by a national police officer). Locally operated and funded (through a supplement to the local tax) community policing is limited only to some more financially sound cities and is not universal. 2011 – a law for streamlining urban enforcement and inspection by local authorities: defines local enforcement function that will aid national policy actions to prevent violence. Initially in effect in only 13 municipalities it was extended to 71, mainly more affluent ones. Since late 2017, municipal inspectors were permitted to fine electrical bikes and scooters for riding on the sidewalks or while using a cellular phone. In 2019 Tel Aviv established a unit in charge of enforcing electrical bike and scooter sidewalk violations. However, such decentralization steps were rather marginal in both scale and geographical scope.
Public order score = 0 until 2000, 0.25 since 2001.
Traffic police score = 0 until 2017, 0 since 2018.
CARING FUNCTIONS

General caring services Infrastructure and /or availability, General caring services personnel, Services for special groups Infrastructure and /or availability, Services for special groups personnel, Child protection Infrastructure and /or availability, Child protection personnel – all scores are 0.5.
Caring functions are provided (with some exceptions) by the municipal social services departments that employ the social workers engaged in these services. Considered a central state responsibility delivered by local government, most funding comes from the Ministry of Social Affairs and Social services, but some is local and matching is required for many tasks, leading to inter-municipal inequalities in the provision of these services.
CODING: 2
3. Effective political discretion

EDUCATION

Pre-school, primary and secondary school scores = 0.25 each.
Formally, local governments are the providers of school services for the central state (it is the largest spending item of local governments, largely funded through Ministry of Education participation). However, as "a national service", the Ministry of Education is the decisionmaker on standards, personnel, salaries and curriculum. The reality, including detailed formal arrangements, is of course more complex, hence at the policy scope scale we gave 50% scores (100% would be inaccurate given the substantial funding and control of the Ministry on some tasks), whereas at the effective political discretion scale we gave 25% scores (local governments certainly have some discretion, but both 0 or 0.5 would present inaccurately the practical division of powers).
SOCIAL ASSISTANCE

Little local discretion, except perhaps for some local initiative in the integration of refugees.
Economic assistance = 0, work training = 0, integration of refugees = 0.25.

HEALTH

Score = 0. Not a local service (see above).
LAND USE

Building permits score = 1
Zoning score = 0.25
The lower score for zoning (0.25) than in the "Policy Scope" section (0.5) is explained by the following: (1) most local decisions are subject to reevaluation and approval of the state-controlled district planning committees, (2) local zoning decisions are constrained by state-approved district and national outline plans, (3) state-controlled emergency planning commissions (in the years 1990-1995 and again since 2014) expropriate powers from the local and district planning committees.
PUBLIC TRANSPORT
Not a local service. The ability of local governments to influence decisions made at the Ministry of Transportation (at present, the National Authority for Public Transportation) is extremely limited. Scores = 0.
HOUSING

Same as in the "Policy Scope" section.

POLICE

Same as in the "Policy Scope" section.

CARING FUNCTIONS

Whereas caring functions are provided by local government, they are provided as a national service on behalf of the central state. Hence, local discretion in decision-making is limited. It is not zero but a score 0f 0.5/1 seems to be a gross overestimate, hence we suggest 0.25.
CODING: 1
4. Fiscal autonomy

The major source of local revenues and self-generated revenues is the non-ad valorem property tax (not based on the value of the property but on floor space, use and location). Local governments lost autonomy to determine property tax rates in 1986. Annual increases are set up by the central state and any deviation from these uniform changes requires the consent of the Ministers of Interior and Finance (in the past the finance committee of the parliament). These approvals are not easily obtained and include only modest deviations from the set standard dictated by the state. The betterment levy rules – an important source of development finance – are also determined by central state legislation. Developers obligations – ad hoc value capture agreements between municipalities and developers – have been extremely constrained by court rulings in 2011 and 2013. Hence, local governments have a very narrow flexibility in setting their property taxes and some autonomy in setting levies and fees through municipal bylaws (that also require the approval of the Minister of Interior.
CODING: 1 (local government set base or rate of minor taxes).
5. Financial transfer system
At least statistically, conditional transfers are dominant.
The proportion of general / equalization grants out of total central state transfers:

1990 34.9%
2000 29.5%

2010 18.7%

2018 18.3%

These statistics are explained by the prominent (and increasingly prominent) share of the Ministry of Education transfers to the school system. Ministry of Social Affairs and Social services transfer to caring/welfare expenditures are also substantial. Education and welfare are formally national services provided by local government. Looking at only local services, central contributions are usually not earmarked, and even within the welfare and school systems local government do have some flexibility.
CODING: 0
6. Financial self-reliance

The major transformation was in 1985, as a consequence of steps to curb inflation in July 1985. The proportion of self-generated revenues leaped from about one third to over 60% (making non-residential property taxes a key factor to fiscal soundness). Since then, local government finance remained quite stable, despite some reforms and changes in the allocation of grants.
The proportion of self-generated revenues out of total revenues:

Current budget
Development budget (approximate)

1990
64.2%


78.7%

2000
60.0%


68.2%

2010
65.5%


70%

2018
58.5%


Over 60%

2020 may be exceptional because unpaid property taxes of businesses closed down because of the pandemic were largely compensated by grants. Implications for the 2020s are unknown.
CODING: 3
7. Borrowing autonomy

Local authority borrowing is subject to the approval of the Minister of Interior and in some cases also of the Minister of Finance. Approval requirements were somewhat relaxed in the first decade of the 2000s for a list of fiscally sound and properly managed municipalities. At present, sound municipalities are exempt from approvals for short-term borrowing (up to one year and up to 5% of municipal revenues). Otherwise, the approval of the Minister of Interior is required. Ordinary municipalities need the Minister's approval for any loan. Weak municipalities classified as under recovery or efficiency programs require the approvals of both Ministers of Interior and Finance for borrowing.
CODING: 1 Local authorities may borrow under prior authorization by higher-level governments and with borrowing restrictions imposed by higher level authorities.
8. Organisational autonomy

Senior local executives of cities (city engineer, veterinarian, legal advisor, education department director, treasurer, internal auditor) are selected by tender committees composed of the mayor, general director of the municipality, two council members, and a representative of the Minister of Interior. The selected candidate is then approved by the city council. The general director is chosen by the mayors and is subject to approval by the council. Other positions are filled through tenders – the rules are set by the central state. Some regulations on their qualifications apply, as well as on the ability to fire the legal advisor, the treasurer, and the internal auditor. Smaller local and regional councils have less autonomy: their tender committees are set up by the Ministry of Interior and include also representatives of government ministries, the labor union, and external "representatives of the public".  Score = 1/1.
Local governments cannot decide core elements of the political system, such as the electoral system and the number of council members. These are set up by laws and Ministerial orders and administered by the Ministry of Interior. Score = 0/1.
Staff and local structures:

Local governments hire their staff, but regulations apply (particularly person-power caps that can be bypassed through municipal corporations and subcontracting). Score = 0.5/0.5.

Local governments have only partial authority to fix the salary of their employees. Salaries of senior officials are capped by the central state and national collective agreements with labor unions also constrain their flexibility. Score = 0.25/0.5.
Similarly, local governments have only partial autonomy to choose their organizational structure and status of staff. Compulsory committees are defined in the Ordinance and elements in the organization and status of staff are determined by Ministry of interior regulations. Score = 0.25/0.5.

Local governments were free to establish legal entities and municipal enterprises until 1980. A 1980 ministerial order required the approval of the Minister of Interior for the establishment of such corporations. Further detailed Ministry of Interior procedures and their enforcement evolved in later years, and particularly since 2011, municipal corporations are subject to rather strict regulatory constraints, including a selective policy of approving the establishment of new corporations and the rejection of the establishment of joint municipal corporations. Score = 0.5/0.5 until 2010, 0.25/0.5 since 2011.  
CODING: 1.5 until 2010, 1.25 since 2011.
Interactive-rule
9. Legal protection

Constitutional clauses or other statutory regulations that protect local government: Israel has no constitution and there is no basic law (that can be changed only by absolute majority) protecting local self-government. Score = 0/1.
Local authorities can appeal to the High Court of Justice to settle disputes with higher levels of government. However, the court will rarely intervene in policy consideration and may annul a ministerial decision mainly if formal procedures were not kept or the decision is clearly tainted by improper considerations. Score = 0.5/1.
Other means – local authorities can appeal to ordinary courts, but these appeals are rather irrelevant for local autonomy. Score = 0/1

CODING: 0.5
10. Administrative supervision

Administrative supervision is rather comprehensive (at least on paper), going sometimes beyond compliance with the law and supervising the accounts and spending priorities. However, the quality and effectiveness of much of this supervision has been debated ("de facto decentralization", "fuzzy control"). The Minister of Interior can dissolve elected councils and remove elected appointees of malfunctioning municipalities and replace them with appointees for a period of up to five years. This is subject to rather simple criteria and procedures. The Minister can also appoint an external accountant to monitor and restrict the financial autonomy of municipalities in the red.
CODING: 1.
11. Central or regional access

Formal consultation procedures and mechanisms of the central state with local government rarely exist. Score = 0/1.
Local governments hardly have access to formal representation structures of the central state. Local authorities present their case of course in parliamentary committees. Local government is represented at the central state-controlled district and national planning committees/commissions. However, they are a minority and not necessarily the relevant stakeholders. Score = 0/1.
Local governments have extensive access to central state decision-making through informal channels. These include the action of the representative bodies of Israeli cities and local councils, the separate organization of the 15 more sound cities, and the regional councils. It also includes party political networks, as well as maintaining a professional relationship with the bureaucracy of key ministries. Mayors have become substantially more powerful following the 1978 transition from a system of council-elected mayor to the direct elections of mayors. The dual mandate of mayors as parliament members is forbidden since 1988.
CODING: 1.
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Additional questions (2020 only)
With these additional questions on the potential causal mechanisms and effects of local autonomy, we want to collect a current perception. More concretely, it means that it would be great if you could give us your answers to these questions directly here (i.e. no coding sheet), without considering any possible asymmetries in your country (i.e. national level only) or any changes over time (i.e. 2020 only). Any interesting (legal) indication may be also mentioned/added.
To better understand how an external shock may cause a change in local autonomy in a given country, a question is asked about the implication of Covid-19 pandemic.
The effects of local autonomy concern the satisfaction with local government service delivery, the importance of local government for citizens, the satisfaction with local democracy, the turnout at local elections and the trustworthiness of local politicians.
Implication of Covid-19 Pandemic

	Implication of Covid-19 pandemic
	The extent to which the autonomy of local government has been impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic
	0-3
	0 local government autonomy has generally decreased with the Covid-19 pandemic

1 local government autonomy has not been impacted by the Covid-19 pandemic

2 local government autonomy in health has increased with the Covid-19 pandemic

3 local government autonomy in health and in other fields related to the Covid-19 pandemic has increased


CODING: 1
At first, it seemed that the crisis has led to recentralization: dealing with the health and economic challenges required centralized action at the central state level. However, the ineffectiveness of central action at the local level has led to public pressures to transfer powers to the local level, and in some cases, mayors demonstrated remarkable leadership in managing the crisis (but the ability to impact substantially the changing intensity of the pandemic at the local level was limited).
Satisfaction with local government service delivery

	Satisfaction with local government service delivery
	The extent to which the citizens are satisfied with local government service delivery
	0-3
	0 citizens are generally not satisfied at all with local government service delivery

1 citizens are generally moderately satisfied with local government service delivery

2 citizens are generally mostly satisfied with local government service delivery
3 citizens are generally entirely satisfied with local government service delivery


CODING: 1
Difficult to measure.

Importance of local government for citizens

	Importance of local government
	The extent to which local government has an important role in the daily life of citizens
	0-3
	0 local government is not important at all in the daily life of citizens

1 local government is somewhat important in the daily life of citizens

2 local government is important in the daily life of citizens

3 local government is very important in the daily life of citizens


CODING: 2
Satisfaction with local democracy

	Satisfaction with local democracy
	The extent to which the citizens are satisfied with local democracy
	0-4
	0 citizens are not at all satisfied with local democracy

1 citizens are rather not satisfied with local democracy

2 citizens are neither dissatisfied nor satisfied with local democracy

3 citizens are rather satisfied with local democracy

4 citizens are entirely satisfied with local democracy


CODING: 2
Difficult to measure.

Turnout at local elections

	Turnout at local elections
	Electoral turnout at local elections (approximately, last general elections)
	0-4
	0 no elections

1 between 1 and 25 %

2 between 26 and 50 %

3 between 51 and 75 %

4 between 76 and 100 %


CODING: 3 (59.5% in 2018)
	Electoral participation on local level compared to electoral participation on national level
	The extent to which electoral participation on local level is higher than on national level 
	0-2
	0 electoral participation on local level is generally lower than electoral participation on national level

1 electoral participation on local and on national level are very much the same

2 electoral participation on local level is generally higher than electoral participation on national level


CODING: 0
Electoral participation on the local level is always lower than electoral participation on the national level. The gap has widened since 1978 when local elections were separated from the date of national elections. Voter turnout varies substantially between different communities. Municipalities populated by Arabs (Israeli-Palestinians) are the only ones that display higher turnout in local elections: kinship-based politics increase local elections turnout whereas alienation from Jewish-dominated national-level politics reduces participation in national elections.
Trustworthiness of local politicians

	Perception of trustworthiness of local politicians
	The extent to which local politicians are trustworthy
	0-4
	0 local politicians are not at all trustworthy

1 local politicians are rather not trustworthy

2 local politicians moderately trustworthy

3 local politicians are rather trustworthy

4 local politicians are very much trustworthy


CODING: 2
Difficult to measure. Wide inter-municipal variations.

	Perception of trustworthiness of local politicians compared to national politicians
	Whether local politicians are more trustworthy than national politicians
	0-2
	0 local level politicians are generally less trustworthy than national politicians

1 local and national politicians are similar in terms of trustworthiness

2 local level politicians are generally more trustworthy than national politicians


CODING: 2
This is complex. Local government politicians were usually regarded as more corrupt and suffered from a low image. However, this has apparently changed. First, the qualifications and capacities of local leaders have improved in many municipalities. Second, the image of central state politicians has eroded, with the perpetual crisis and what seems to be lower qualifications and growing corruption at the central state level (including Israel's three last Prime Ministers.
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