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I.qual special education opportunity for Native students requires a variety of special
services, all of which require special funding. A three-year pilot project in special edu-
cation undertaken by the First Nations Education Council of Quebec (FNEC) pro-
vided the first opportunity in Canada to analyze the cost of funding such services in
I'irst Nations communities. This article summarizes the methodology and resultsof a
detailed analysis of the costs of special and regular education in FNEC communities.
Among the most important findings are that the per-pupil costs of delivering special
vducation services in FNEC communities were 10t unusually high according to any
relevant basis of comparison, but that total costs were high because of high incidence

rates of special needs.

Introduction

Hpecial education programs and resources are accessible to children in provincial school
.ystems which are governed by the principle that all children, regardless of disability, can
I educated to lead productive lives ... Special education resources are crucial to the
\iccess of school under First Nations jurisdiction. (National Indian Brotherhood / Assembly
f First Nations, 1988, p. 98).

I'he special education resources referred to in the above statement by the Assembly

of First Nations are a critical means for achieving equal educational opportunity
(FO) for Native students. Simply put, EEO means the right of everyone to par-
licipate in and benefit from publicly supported education. As discussed in a
companion article by Smith and Martin (2000), the provision of EEQ can be concep-
{ualized in terms of inputs, throughputs, and outputs. Funding and other forms of
resources are considered as inputs in this model, enabling elements that support
the actual provision of services that in turn lead to the desired results. Providing
adequate funding—even if one can determine what this entails (Paquette, 1989)—
will not ensure that appropriate services will be provided, nor that the desired
results will be obtained. However, the failure to provide adequate funding will
almost certainly ensure that neither appropriate services nor desired results will
occur (Allison, 1984).

I'unding Special Education Needs

Although the importance of funding in meeting special educational needs seems
obvious, educators and others often ignore the subject, except of course, to advo-
cate for more funds. The details are left to “finance people”: methodologically
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oriented technocrats. As Bernstein (1993) puts it: “Finance becomes the secret
language spoken only by the initiated” (p. 103). However, this same author sounds
the following note of caution:

When program experts defer to financial experts, they cede to them important, sometimes
invisible but no less powerful control over the implementation of policy. The result is that
we have developed special education delivery systems in which the tail wags the dog and
the cart pushes the horse. (p. 104)

We agree with Bernstein that administrators and educators responsible for special
education service delivery can and should understand funding policy if they are to
ensure that the latter supports the former and does not take on a life of its own.

Funding as an equalizer of educational opportunities raises a number of key
policy questions. For the purposes of this article, two seem particularly important.
First, what does it cost to provide different types of special education services in a
variety of settings? Second, what criteria, guidelines, or other conditions should be
used to determine how funds for these services should be allocated?

For several years, the First Nations Education Council of Quebec (FNEC) has
been actively engaged in seeking to answer these questions and to secure adequate
and ongoing funding for children with special needs, both in their communities
and elsewhere. The purpose of this article is to discuss these efforts and specifically
how a recent FNEC study contributes to the development of a national funding
policy for children with special needs in First Nations communities in Canada.
Vocabulary is an important element in public policy discussions as various terms
are used to enhance one group or position or degrade others. We recognize that in
the contemporary debate over inclusive education, special education is often as-
sociated with a particular approach to the education of children with special needs.
We wish to point out that we use this term because it is found throughout the
literature on the funding of special needs and do so without any assumed limita-
tions on the mode or place of service delivery. Furthermore, in the light of the
above comments on the comprehensibility of material about funding, we endeavor
to keep both financial jargon and displays of data to a minimum.

Background to the FNEC Study

For more than a decade the FNEC has conducted a vigorous and persistent lobby-
ing campaign to secure funding for special education services in its member
communities, which range from large urban to small isolated communities. In
addition to their Aboriginal languages, some communities use French as their
primary functional language whereas others use English. Their schools thus fre-
quently provide services in three languages (English, French, and an Aboriginal
language).

In 1997 ENEC at last obtained funding from Indian and Northern Affairs
Canada (INAC) for a three-year special education pilot project (Smith & Martin,
2000). During the first two years of the project the attention and energy of FNEC’s
special education committee was focused on getting special education services up
and running in member communities. However, in 1999, with the final year of the
project looming just ahead, the committee needed empirical data on special educa-
tion spending to use as a basis for negotiations with INAC, first to secure bridge
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funding to continue FNEC’s fledgling special education services be}./ond the rapi.d-
ly expiring pilot project, and second to obtain permanent fu.ndmg for spe.c.lal
wucation in member communities, and eventually in First Nations communities
wross Canada. .
We knew from the outset that participation in the study would be labor-inten-
\ve and that not all ENEC communities would choose to participate. In the end
sven communities chose to participate. These communities, a mixture of urban,
remote, large, small, English-speaking, and French-speaking reserves, included
117 of the total FNEC enrollment of 4,367 students during the 1999-2000 school

vear,

Determining the Costs of Special Education _
l'uinding of education on reserves in Canada is notoriously messy and cor.n.phcated.
\n increasing number of block-funding agreements with local communities for all
ocial services including education make it impossible to demarcate clc?arl'y fur}ds
{or education in general or for special education in particular. Given this situation
we concluded that we would have to gather all the pieces of fiscal data needed at
(he community level. We also realized that we would have to study regula.r as well
an special education spending before we could assemble a complete picture of

upecial education needs.

(athering the Pieces _ .
It is relatively easy to get policy-makers to agree that special education costs more

than regular education, but not so easy to agree on how much more. Accordingly,
2 major challenge confronting any study of special education costs: is to separa.te
special from regular education costs and then distinguish among different .spec:lal
cducation costs (Chambers, 1999). The latter is often done on the basis of FilffeFent
lypes of special needs (referred to as categories of disability or excep.tlon.a!lfy),
hased on the notion that different costs are associated with different disabilities.
l'or the purposes of the pilot project and the funding study, FNEC defined eight
such categories (4 mild and 4 severe), which are listed in Table 1.

When students with special needs are educated separately from reglflar stu-
dents, separating direct service costs is relatively easy. Conversely,. separating such
costs is relatively difficult when these students are integrated in regular class-
rooms. Except for specific services such as integration aides, costs .for shared
services are generally attributed to regular or special education by a simple l}ead
count of the various categories of students receiving the service, by some weight-
ing formula, or by actual time spent with different students. Other c.osts, of <.:ourse,
cannot be specifically attributed to special or regular education in a ratl.onally
defensible way (e.g., heating costs), and they too must be split betw.een spec1a.1 and
regular education in some meaningful way such as assigning them in proportion to
direct services costs.

In the FNEC study we first determined the total amounts spent in tl.\e com
munity for personnel and other expenditures. Then we collecfed ex.tenswe c«.)sl
data by type of personnel (e.g., teacher, aide) associated with various direct-service
units (e.g., class, specialized withdrawal program). These data included student
counts (regular and by disability category) and full-time-equivalent (FTE) person
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Table 1. FNEC Disability Categories

Volume 25 Number 25

Mild Cluster Severe Cluster

(S1) mild behavioral difficulties (S5) moderate to severe learning and

behavioral difficulties

(S2) moderate and severe behavioral ((S6) sensorial/physical disabilities

difficulties
(S8) mild learning difficulties (LD)
(S4) moderate to severe LD

(S7) developmental disabilities
((S8) multiple disabilities

nel counts. Whenever a teacher provided us with a plausible breakdown of his or
her time spent with regular students or special-need students (about two thirds of
the teachers did so), we relied on these self-reported teacher time data to apportion
that teacher’s FTE count for that class or other service unit. If no such teacher data
were provided, we used weighted student counts (based on current provincial
funding formulae that use, or can be translated into, such weightings) to allocate

the teacher’s (or other staff member’s) FTE count to different student categories for
each unit of service.

Assembling the Picture

Following the above steps, we then had all the pieces of data needed to put
together a complete picture of the costs of regular and special education. First we
summed all the FTE counts for each type of personnel for each student category at
each level of instruction (kindergarten, elementary, secondary). These totals were
then converted to dollar amounts for each student category in proportion to the
FTE count for that category. Thus, for example, if the teacher FTE for category 51
was 15 out of a total of 100 FTE teachers, then 15% of the total salary cost for
teachers was allocated to 51.

By this point, we had allocated all persomnel costs for direct service costs in the
community to each of our student categories. We then allocated all other costs by
student category using weighted or unweighted student counts as appropriate.
This enabled us to draw a picture for each community because we could associate
a total cost amount with a given number of students for cach category, and
therefore determine the per-capita cost for each category, as well as for regular
students, all special-needs students, and for clusters of students with mild and
severe disabilities. In order to draw an overall picture for all communities par-
ticipating in the study, we then summed these results for all seven communities in
the study.

The final step in completing the picture of special education costs was to
determine the marginal cost for each category of disability, which is equal to costs
in excess of the per-student amount for regullar students, Thus, for example, if the
average cost per regular student is $7,000 and the average cost per student in
category 51 is $10,500, then the marginal cost for 51 students is $3,500. As we see
below, determining the marginal cost is im portant because it is this figure that
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wers the question asked above: How much more does special education cost
ans

. N
compared with regular education?

g
” rgl 1 costs determined abo (S ere then used as a baSl (0] deve op or-
e ma na ve W S t | f

\ulae to allocate funds for special needs. The advantage of this approach is that
n

lunding is based on the actual costs rather than on some hypothetically appropri-
ur

i i underestimate the amount
i ntage is that this approach may
MR cause of insufficient revenues. In other words,

.quired if actual spending is low be :
o i t enfare taken as an expression of need rather than a lack of f‘unds.
o o talke. we surveyed the communities for

| d ( )1,.' 1,1 b : f h d t 3 .
( n unm Sed pe = ap] a
ata o et needs. the basis O these data we Increa: the T- t.

enditure amounts determined above to account for l‘lf\met nee?ds. Togeth:
- .

( i}t)h some minor technical adjustments, we derived various funding norms

w

described below.

y ical Approaches ) e
'(I'Ilziegﬁzlcationpzf funds for education, typically by provincial and state grants to

chool districts, is often made on a per-capita basis. Thal 5, ihesstate prOVid;s .
i« ;;)\t pers pe/r student or $X per elementary student and $Y per secondary
Bl

tudent. Consequently, one of the traditional approaches to special education
stu 5 7

v ita amounts tha different for each category of
'unding i i -capita ts that are dif ;

|; fn::lbli‘;;%r’cyls[tJ(:ir\pgrothle‘:lseamp(z:rexapmple shown above, the state might allocate $7,000 for
ais .

ecial) registered in the district, plus an
l‘VeI'.Y. eler;le;‘?gg fi)t:::cl:'g é:i%:ﬁr;ﬁi ;I\’ﬂd be)ha\%ioral difficulties (51). An alter-
lldd'mona h$i : roach is to use one amount for funding and to weight the s.tudent
o oo i'igs additional funds for special needs. Although this alternative ha§
-l i carance, the effect is the same. Thus instead of providing an add.l—
p dlfferentoa(l)p};w/ morle than the amount for a regular student) for each student in
:lfr(l;i(? ?;(?0 x(l) :he state could weight these students by a factor of 1.5, thereby
hH A /)

i s 7,000 x 1.5).
providing Eremmmedsl P : d above dovetails with this approach and enabled

i ercise describe . i
Lo v, orms for each level of instruction. These amounts

. : ical funding n .
us :ioe geﬁ)\;e ;;;ff;{:?rom $3’ig70 for students with mild LD to $16,777 for those
varied, s

with multiple disabilities at the elementary level. It sh(?uld be noted .that' tl'xedseﬂall;et
inal amounts to be provided for each student in the categories listed,

l'he oenging ddition to the amount provided for regular education purposes.
" spendmg' mlafunding formulae have the advantage of directing funds ?oward
; dC a’t'ce g(t)el::la rovided that the different amounts per category reflect different
st By ’tP this approach, however, is the requirement to label students and
o Inhceiren lnt) the gumber of students present in each category. This crea‘tes a
e (aII 'repo’:ive to identify children in more severe and therefore higher
Poi:f: pgfieur::mg categories. As a result, noncategorical approaches are com-
rev -

monly used.
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Noncategorical and Hybrid Approaches

The opposite extreme to categorical formulae is census-based funding. Such a
formula is simplicity itself as the state merely allocates a fixed per-capita amount
for special needs to be paid for every student (regular and special). There is no
labeling or counting of special needs students, but by the same token funding does
not respond to changes in student need. In between these two extremes is a flat
grant approach. In this case, the state also allocates a fixed per-capita amount for
special needs, but it is paid on the basis of the total number of special students. The
labeling and counting of special needs students does not extend to specific catego-
ries, so the allocation of funds is only responsive to changes in the total number of
special students, not to changes in individual categories.

Flat or census grants may be developed to cover all categories of special needs.
Alternatively, they may be designed to cover a subset of special needs categories
such as the mild and severe clusters shown in Table 1. Moreover, governments
may use some form of hybrid approach that combines different types of formulae
for different groups of students, for example, a flat grant for students with mild
disabilities and a categorical formula for more severe needs.

We calculated both flat and census funding norms for the mild and severe
clusters of disability at each level of instruction. We did this by working backward
from the total amount generated by the categorical funding norms for each of these
clusters. To take the example of mild disabilities at the secondary level, we found
that applying the categorical norms to the entire special needs population in this
cluster in all FNEC communities generated $4,538,976 for 546 students. According-
ly, we calculated a flat grant of $8,507 ($4,538,976 + 546) and noting that there was
a total of 1,234 students (regular and special) at the secondary level, a census grant
of $3,723 ($4,538,976 + 1,234).

This method of calculating flat and census grants thus hinges on two major
factors: first, the categorical funding norms described above; and second, the
overall incidence rate of special needs students in FNEC communities. Incidence
rates are simply the percentage of the student population at a given level of
instruction that has been identified in a special needs category. Both grants reflect
the mix of the student population in FNEC communities, as shown in Table 2.

Higher incidence rates, which reflect a greater percentage of students with
special needs, will produce higher amounts for these grants, especially if these
higher numbers are found in the high-cost categories. The incidence rates shown in
Table 2 are exceptionally high in comparison with state and provincial rates, which
tend to vary between 10% and 15% of overall enrollment. In contrast, nearly half of
the FNEC student population has been identified as having special leaning needs.
High incidence rates, however, especially in mild disability categories, are a well-
known characteristic of socially and economically disad vantaged populations, so
high incidence rates are not surprising in the socioeconomic conditions of FNEC

communities.

In addition to these flat and census grants, we developed two hybrid formulae:
tirst, a categorical-flat grant model; second, a categorical-census grant model.
Funding for the four mild categories of disability (51-54) is provided in the first
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l'able 2. Incidence Rates Across All FNEC Communities

(luster Category Kindergarten ~ Elementary Secondary All Levels

Mild

%e 6.3%
i 2.2% 8.4% 5.1% ‘
Mild behavioral %
6% 3.6%
Mod-severe behavioral 1.0% 4.4% 3 oo 2o
D 9.4% 13.6% 10.3% 9% .
xm’i Levere LD 3.7% 13.5% 24.7% 14.9%
-s ‘
”l( total 16.3% 39.9% 43.8% 36.7% |
HSub- A
Severe . i
Mod-severe LD/behavioral 1.5% 3.7% 1:;: ;o : 60/:
Sensorial/Physical 2.4% 1.9% 0.80/0 2.2% ‘
Developmental 4.3% ﬁi:f 0.90/0 0.7%
i isabiliti 0.8% .6% .9% i |
S
Mutl)u"t) If ?'Sab'"t‘e 9.0% 8.4% 16.1% 10.7%
Sub-tota X ‘
ecial .
/thslp 25.3% 48.3% 59.9% 47.4%
ota

hybrid model by a flat grant and in the second by a census grant. Both use

categorical grants for the four severe categories of disability (S5-58).

Applying the Formulae
Eigiﬁ‘g tt(; Ssccilli: with any proposal involves mov}i\ngS i:t Ié;ocmotrh;ef;l;;ss;rggiig
ication i i sucha s
C‘)mmul?itieS) t}?'aﬁpiiciﬁ?snézsaewni?;lgr?iﬁ”t Nations communities throughout
}’iopu? tlczlc’cc‘:;dli;gly the next step in our analysis was to use the ft}nding norms
%‘?)rr‘: tl?e previous stt’ep to test the impact on each FNEC‘ comm;mzvc;fn ihle; fgz
funding models we had preselected as possibly m'terestlr;g an rfe ol
'NEC situation: categorical, flat, census, flat-categorical, an cen§us ; t gf | di,n
) Because all the norms were derived from the same .underlymg ata, un1 ~f-e§
generated for FNEC as a whole is the same in all five models. A simplifi
i in Table 3. |
Summarylgffig\le;;zls(l)trsallsl Z}};::i,:l 1r?eecls students (2,071) is more than four times the
$3 411;};e6§6 iln ”r’1ew money” FNEC obtained for each year of the pilot pro]ectr?:tc:
e i 1 : $6,708 per student. To the extent that our analysis captures an approp 4
Tlocation f urces, then, FNEC communities were using resources mtegd.e
e c;esotion a’nd folr other educational and social programs to subsidize
o l'e_gu}ar li ’L;Csa ecial education programs. It is also important to underscore that
maSSI've Yt 'ecien}cae rates shown above (Table 2), not unusually high per-stude.nt
;};eer}:cllf:glzg special education, account for the relatively high total cost of special
e 'I;I\ItECr:)?gmcﬁglvt\:etsc; a close, it became apparent that the ngtic?r'\al
A;ath?ifcliiigz p]ermanent funding formula for all First Nations communities
agenda—
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lable 3. Application of the Funding Norms to ENEC as a Whole

Cluster

Kindergarten Elementary Secondary All Levels
S
Mild ;
Severe sasare! $i128.012 $4,593,876 $9,115,619
Total :369'3493 $2,149,965 $2,256,652 54,776,134
S8R $6,282,977 SEENIEE §13.0m17me

in Canada— i i i
i Commnz;isﬁzap‘l;\il.ly displacing the regional agenda of ongoing funding f;
date o g unit s. We also bec‘ame aware that our data were the only signifigcaoz
e special education services anywhere in Canada for First-Nati .
o First_Natioi ;)2\ ;‘;serve: Accordingly, we were anxious to apply the form;la:g I’:;
; munities to see the potential result of thi i
-y of this work at a national
In order t i
e Cafe;ggle}; ;l ltﬂ:]’? f;rrll:lulae, we needed student population counts for
isted in Table 1, as well as th
e . s the number of regular st i
o eXist.rlﬁz.oU?fortunately, such data were not only unavaiglable toujznttli v
e al’l I ln stttudent c:lata we could access were total student po ui ti o
L v\:/:?hs o 11u'1st“ruchon according to the 1999 nominal rollsp\/\};e "
7 ith only one option, to appl ; &
iy o : A pply a census grant formula usi
ame: : co'vered all special needs at all levels ($3,181 per stude using an
Tl}s1 application are shown in Table 4 R
is analysis i ‘
but dom ! }l; rov};;c;valdles' - of the magnitude of federal funding required
- ol i tr}:xly insight into the differences that would arise from usin ;
e | ul ;1 ise:; gl(; ;Ione the impact on individual communities Thi
was to examine alternative fundi '
pdtsthe I pom i ot ine alternative funding-formula im-

lh ugh as not €
’ d [ e f
73 un lng 0d (l I 8 ( ) t tal Sults
At (0} (8] al)()v‘e ”l l]Ve d lll)i“ﬁ H()Ill(("”l('h"n(‘ (6] re.
tol II\]EC asa Whole, thelr lmpaCt Val‘led on |l|d|\/ ldlldl communities, lhe dlfferell'
ces were a IeﬂeChOnOf variance in 1r lC]dCl 1ce rates l’(‘l weaeena "l‘\ oene( ”lnl“ulllty ar ld
)

those Observed 0. 2] . ¢ c
f r FNEC OVerall. 10 examine ”ll‘ ”lll’ 1Ict, we ey llll ]'.Cd fundlll
’ g

results for each i
CO:!
ol mmunity from the three basic approaches consi
el ot e e aches considered: catego-
In order t
o test ] ) i
evomrder to & ert}eIese. three models, we assigned an index value of 1 0 to th
e fundimng ofel rgted (for all educational levels ¢ ombined) by the fulicate ;
and cemUS-bqugled an COl:r(!Sp()ndln;'_\'.||lu".|nIln'.unnllnl-.,'t'm‘rll('db thy go-
o Obhi:l;ed gmr}l\ts. Thus, for example, if a flat prant generated 86"y/ (; hat
m ’ the ~ n o ' : )
generated 120% of y the categorical model, the index value would | 0;50 b
rate > ¢ . poriey i
. o of the amount produced by the full categor Y e
ety d, ategorical model, the index
In general, a ¢ i
fmsonr :3‘ ‘ ¢ ‘,‘d (()!nml.lllllv with higher-than average incidence rates i
I evel of funding from the flat or census model ‘ wl omn Obtammezd h
ower-th: - gl ' i TERERS NS : .
w; 'l'h-ln average incidence rates recelved a higher | 'I o "””"“”“m‘ty -
models. Just h '@ FRNBY a higher level of funding fr
ow these general patterna show themselves. how v ’,i N :Ihese
i ¥ ‘ever, depends on
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I'able 4. Application of the Census Formula Across Canada

Iegion Population Amount
Atlantic 2,588 $8,232,428
(Juebec/Labrador 6,921 $22,015,701
Ontario 15,165 $48,239,865
Manitoba 16,274 $51,767,594
Saskatchewan 13,640 $43,388,840
Alberta 11,428 $36,352,468
Yukon 1,766 $5,617,646
British Columbia 5,575 $17,734,075
Total 73,357 $233,348,617

the population mix of regular and special needs students at each of the three levels

of instruction.
An examination of specific community cases reveals the complexity of ele-

ments that influence the dollar-yield of the alternative funding formulae when
incidence rates depart significantly from those used in the formulae (in this case,
FNEC-wide averages). Despite this complexity, the analysis highlights advantages
and disadvantages of possible alternative approaches to funding. Given the actual
distribution of incidence in FNEC communities at the time of this study, one
formula would prove to be more advantageous to some communities and less so to
others. Moreover, the relative advantage or disadvantage of a formula for a given
community is likely to change over time as the mix of its population changes. Itis
not possible to predict accurately, either by cluster or by category, how the special-
needs population in these communities or those across the country will change
over time, but we can be sure that changes will occur and that they will be affected

by the funding formula chosen.

Conclusion

Cost-based approaches to the allocation of resources for special education services
have the obvious advantage of grounding the determination of funding levels in
empirical data and thereby enabling us to answer our first question: How much
more does special education really cost? We are, however, conscious of the small
size of our sample, which makes it difficult to generalize from these data. If the
communities surveyed were under- or overspending on special education services,
then the funding norms we generated would not provide an appropriate basis for
a national formula, either by being too skimpy or too generous.

As noted above, our experience suggested that expenditures did not cover all
existing needs and we added an amount to compensate for these unmet needs. We
conclude that the norms generated by this analysis provide an adequate starting
point for the development of a national funding policy. Larger-scale studies
could—and in our view should—be undertaken in the future to revise these norms
and fine-tune any formulae adopted. Kelly (1985) offers the only generally avail-
able overview of basic arrangements for funding special education in Canada.
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However, this work is limited to provincial approaches to funding special educa-
tion, without any data about spending, is not presented within any particular
conceptual framework, and in any case is now seriously out of date.

The evidence from our analysis also supports the wisdom of using separate
grant methods for mild and severe clusters of special need and calls attention to the
complementary risks associated with census-based funding for service providers if
special-needs incidence rates increase and for the funder if they decrease. If the
special-needs mix of the student population in First-Nations communities across
the country resembles that of the 15 FNEC communities we analyzed, the differen-
tial impact on various communities summarized briefly above would offer some
general guidance as to what to expect from different approaches to funding special
education nationally.

The exercise has thrown into bold relief for us the exceptionally high special-
needs incidence rates that can occur in First Nations schools and the reality that,
even when per-student funding for regular education is not particularly high and
even in the absence of an unusually high ratio of special education to regular
education cost, overall special education costs will be high owing to these high
incidence rates.

Finally, our results, particularly from the community case analyses, recall that
in the art of funding education, what one sees depends very much on where one
sits. Whatever the conventional arguments about criteria for good special educa-
tion funding arrangements (Parrish & Wolman, 1999; Smith, 1992), the view of the
service provider about the most desirable funding package will always be sig-
nificantly at odds with that of the agency responsible for funding those services.

It follows from this analysis that the federal government needs to invest more
than a quarter of a billion dollars annually in special education services for on-
reserve status-Indian students across Canada. The most important point here is
that this expenditure is an investment in the future of Aboriginal students with
special needs, an investment, moreover, likely to pay rich dividends over time in
reducing welfare and penal costs, and, more important, in enhanced Aboriginal
contributions to Canadian society and to the Canadian economy. At a time of large
federal budget surpluses, whether and how the federal government responds to
this need will be an important test of its professed renewed commitment to EEO for
Native students in this country.
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