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Table 15.4 Departments and Agencies with Responsibility for Border Security in 2002

Department of Agriculture

Immigration and Naturalization Service

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service Marshals Service

Central Intelligence Agency

Department of Commerce

Critical Infrastructure Assurance Office
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Department of Defense
Defense Intelligence Agency
Inspector General

National Guard

National Reconnaissance Office
National Security Agency
North Americ:

Department of Energy

Office of Science and Technology Policy

Environmental Protection Agency
Office of International Activities

Department of Justice

Office of Special Investigations

Department of State

Bureau of Consular Affairs

Bureau of Intelligence and Research

Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration

Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement
Agencies

Passport Office

Postal Service

Department of 'I'reasury

an Acrospace Defense Command Customs Service

I‘inancial Crimes Fnforcement Network
Internal Revenue Service

Office of the Inspector General

Secret Service «

Department of Transportation
Coast Guard

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fircarms Federal Aviation Ageney

Drug Enforcement Administration
Federal Burcau of Investigation

I'ederal Motor Carrier Administration
Maritime Administration

and electronic sabotage. It is difficult to coordinate so many different agencies, espe-
cially when they lack a history of trust and cooperation. Morcover, there are often phys-
ical obstacles to cooperation, such as the largely incompatible computer systems of the
Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Coast Guard. Once the borders haye
been breached and an attack has occurred, many other offic t involved in home-
land sccurity, including hundreds of state and local agencies.

If fragmentation is a problem, why not reorganize the government? The answer
lies in hyperpluralism and the decentralization of power. Congressional committees

recognize that they would lose jurisdiction over agencies if these agencies were merged
with others. Interest groups (such as the nuclear power indush‘)’) do not want to gixe
up the close relationships they have developed with “their” agencies. Agencies then-
sclves do not want to be submerged within a broader bureaucratic unit. All these forces
fight reorganization, and they usually win.”® President Clinton’s proposal to merge the
Drug Enforcement Administration and the Customs Service met with immediate
opposition from the agencies and their congressional allies. Pursuing the merger
became too costly for the president, who had to focus on higher-priority issues.

Nevertheless, under the right conditions, reorganization is possible. In 2001, con-
gressional Democrats proposed a new Department of Homeland Sccurity. In the
summer of 2002, President George W. Bush concluded that the only way to overcome
the fragmentation of agencies involved in providing homeland security was to createa
new department, one that combined many of the agencies listed in Table 154,
Congress created the new department at the end of 2002, the largest reorganization of
the federal government in half a century.

A Case Study: The Voting Rights Act of 1965

Isven when a policy is controversial, implementation can be effective if goals are clear
and there are zl(]Cqu;ltc means to achieve them. In 1965, Congress, 1'(‘5])()1ldi11g to gen-
erations of discrimination against prospective African-American voters in the South,
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