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As students across the United States return to school, the recent reduction of the U.S.
Department of Education’s size is drawing mixed reactions from parents, educators, and
policy leaders. The Supreme Court’s decision allowing Education Secretary Linda

Debate Grows Over Impact of Federal
Education Department Cuts on American
Families

—



McMahon to cut the department by nearly half as of August 1 has become a pivotal moment
in the national discussion on who should control American education.

Some education leaders and families support the move, citing it as a victory for local control
and parental rights. Others, however, express concern over potential negative
consequences, including a reduction in oversight for students with disabilities and
underserved communities. Among the proposed changes are the reallocation of federal
funds to states via block grants and transferring special education funding to the
Department of Health and Human Services. Additionally, the closure of regional offices has
raised alarms about delays in civil rights investigations.

Secretary McMahon welcomed the Supreme Court’s ruling, calling it a “significant win” for
families. The reduction aligns with the Trump administration’s broader push to return
decision-making power to states and local communities, a principle deeply rooted in
conservative governance. The move reflects a belief that federal involvement often
introduces unnecessary red tape without delivering meaningful outcomes in student
achievement.

Megan Degenfelder, Wyoming’s Superintendent of Public Instruction, has long maintained
that education is a state responsibility. “Our founding fathers designed our country… in a way
that states would have the ultimate authority when it comes to education,” Degenfelder told
ABC News. Similarly, Idaho’s Superintendent Debbie Critchfield emphasized that reducing
federal oversight allows for greater responsiveness to student needs. “We’re going to
continue to take care of kids whether or not the federal Department of Education exists,” she
said.

However, not everyone agrees with this approach. Tonya Strozier, an Arizona educator and
former principal, argued that the federal department plays a vital role in protecting
vulnerable student populations. She warned that families may not fully understand the
implications of diminished federal oversight, especially for students with special needs or
those from underserved backgrounds.

Keri Rodrigues, President of the National Parents Union, a coalition representing over 1,000
parent organizations, expressed concern about the disruptions families could face. She
highlighted fears that delays in services or sudden changes in school programs could
create instability. “Families operating in chaos like that lead to a whole world of problems,”
Rodrigues stated.



Earlier fears escalated when $6 billion in Title funding was briefly paused by the Office of
Management and Budget. Though the funds were eventually released, the delay left some
districts scrambling to finalize budgets and programs. Despite the cuts, McMahon affirmed
that essential services, including $14 billion for special education, were distributed on
schedule and by legal obligations.

Critics of the federal department argue that its effectiveness has long been in question.
Sarah Parshall Perry, vice president of the nonprofit Defending Education and a former
senior counsel in the department’s civil rights office, stressed that the agency does not
directly teach students. “The Department of Education doesn’t educate any students,” Perry
said. “It simply spends money and has very little to show for it.” She added that the shift
could empower states to raise academic standards and focus on meaningful educational
outcomes.

As the new school year unfolds, the debate over the Department of Education’s future
underscores a broader ideological divide: whether education policy should be dictated at
the national level or shaped by state and local governments. While the long-term effects
remain to be seen, the conversation is likely to influence both political discourse and public
education strategy in the months ahead.


