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The Wall Street Journal published an article on 
August 20, 2008, reporting that the State De-

partment has suspended refugee admissions from 
five African countries (Kenya, Ethiopia, Uganda, 
Guinea and Ghana).  The suspension is due to DNA 
evidence showing fraudulent claims among appli-
cants who reported family members living in the 
United States. The pilot DNA testing program began 
in Kenya in February of 2008. Suspicion had grown 
that “unrelated Africans posing as family members” 
were being approved to U.S. refugee status (Jordan, 
2008, para. 5).  Principle refugees (those living in 
the U.S.) are allowed to apply for permission to 
bring spouses and unmarried children under the age 
of 21 to the U.S. through derivative refugee status.  
Derivative refugee status allows those family mem-
bers still living in areas of persecution to join the 
principal refugee in the U.S., so long as the rela-
tionship “existed prior to the principal’s admission 
into the United States and continues to exist through 
the derivatives’ subsequent admission” (Jefferys & 
Martin, 2008, p. 2). Until 2008, DNA similarities 
have not been a requirement for a family member to 
receive derivative refugee status.

In the areas where refugee programs have been 
suspended, “hundreds of thousands of people have 
been stranded in precarious conditions since civil 
war erupted in the early 1990’s” (Jordan, 2008, 
para. 3). According to Ralston H. Deffenbaugh Jr., 
president of Lutheran Immigration and Refugee 
Services, “such a demand creates an incentive to 
get past the system [and] desperation makes people 
more susceptible to abuse or bribery” (Jordan, 2008 
para. 23). Concerns about fraud are particularly sen-
sitive in refugee situations since refugees often lack 
documents proving their family relationship (Feller, 
E., Türk, V., & Nicholson, 2003, p. 558).

Barbara Strack, Director of U.S. Citizenship and 
Immigration Services (USCIS) stated that “this pro-
gram is designed for people to reunify with family 
members already in the U.S.” (Jordan, 2008, para. 
5). The procedure requires a swab of cheek cells 
from declared family members. The results are then 
sent to the U.S. for analysis. Notably, upon imple-
mentation of this new program, “some applicants 

began missing their appointments and others re-
fused to cooperate” (Jordan, 2008, para. 9).  

As a result of the refugee program suspension 
many, U.S. resettlement agencies are experiencing 
a decrease in work. Catholic Charities is a resettle-
ment agency in Minnesota which has the largest 
population of East African refugees. For the fiscal 
year of 2008, they have resettled 35 East African 
families.  In 2007, they settled over 450 family re-
unification cases, and in 2006, close to 1,300 cases.  
The last time Catholic Charities handled a family 
reunification case was on March 19, 2008 (Jordan, 
2008, para. 14).  

Aside from individuals who refuse DNA testing, 
refugees who agree to be tested are also seeing a 
lapse in the processing of their application. As cited 
by Jordan (2008):  

Abdirahman Dhunkal, who hails from 
Somalia, petitioned in early 2005 for his 
father, mother and six siblings who are in 
Kenya to join him in Minnesota.  Their 
case was approved in 2006, but Mr. Dhu-
kal says that his family was asked to take 
a DNA test earlier this year.  Since the 
cell samples were collected, ‘nothing has 
happened.  We are still waiting,’ says Mr. 
Dhunkkal, 31 who hasn’t seen his family 
in 14 years. (para. 16, 17, 18)

The suspension of refugee programs from Af-
rica has raised some questions about the validity 
of DNA testing. Bob Carey, chair of the Refugee 
Council USA and vice president of resettlement for 
the International Rescue Committee says, “DNA is 
not the only means to assess family relationships” 
(Jordan, 2008, para. 20).

Furthermore, people fleeing persecution often 
times take on “sons” and “daughters” of neighbors 
or friends, as civil war involves death and separa-
tion of family members. Such instances extend the 
definition of family outside of the bloodline. Jor-
dan (2008) continues, “family unity has long been 
a pillar of U.S. refugee admissions, with relatives 
accorded priority. U.S. officials say the government 
must balance a need to ensure the integrity of the 
program with the desire to let in vulnerable refu-
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gees” (para. 26).  

Background

The process and procedure for applying for refu-
gee status is extensive and detailed. Access to the 
U.S. Refugee Admissions Program (USRAP) is 
based on three priorities. USRAP’s first priority is 
a recommendation from the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), a U.S. Em-
bassy, or certain NGOs. The second priority for ac-
cess to USRAP is to be part of a group of special 
humanitarian concern. As mentioned earlier, family 
reunification is the third priority for access to US-
RAP. Once a refugee has met those requirements , 
they go through multiple pre-screening interviews 
and several tedious and perfunctory completions of 
required documents to be submitted and reviewed 
by USCIS. Then USCIS interviews the refugee 
and determines if they are admissible to seek asy-
lum in the U.S. Following the interviews, medical 
examinations are performed to verify U.S. manda-
tory health standards. Upon approval, a refugee is 
assigned to a resettlement agency and moved to the 
host country (Jeffereys & Martin, 2008, p. 2).

Current refugee law outlines specific differences 
between refugees and asylum seekers.  Jefferys and 
Martin (2008) wrote: 

Refugees and asylees must meet the defini-
tion of a refugee set forth in section 101(a)
(42) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act (INA) for purposes of adjudication; 
however, whereas a refugee is located out-
side the United States at the time of appli-
cation, an asylum-seeker is located in the 
United States or at any port of entry.  Ac-
cording to the INA, a refugee is a person 
who is unable to or unwilling to return to 
his or her country of nationality because of 
persecution or a well-founded fear of per-
secution on account of race, religion, na-
tionality, membership in a particular social 
group, or political opinion. (p. 1)

In other words, asylum seekers are also consid-
ered refugees because they have a well-founded 
fear of persecution. What sets asylum seekers apart 
is that they land on U.S. shores and then apply for 
U.S. refugee status from inside the U.S.; whereas 
individuals applying for refugee status from outside 
the U.S. are labeled refugees. This paper will ad-
dress DNA testing of refugees (those who are ap-

plying for refugee status outside of the U.S.).  
Another term often used when discussing refu-

gees is internally displaced persons, or IDPs. Mr. 
Jan Egeland, United Nations (UN) Coordinator for 
Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs 
and Emergency Relief, says that IDPs are individu-
als who “have been uprooted within their country 
by conflicts and human rights violations…or as a 
result of natural disasters or infrastructural prob-
lems” (United Nations, 2004, p. i). IDPs are often 
times on their way to becoming refugees, however, 
IDPs are not considered as such until they cross an 
“internationally recognized State border” (Brook-
ings Institute, 2007, p.13).      

In addition, IDPs are crucial to understanding 
and influencing refugee efforts because IDPs are in 
close proximity to the current events of the specific 
area. Cohen (2008) of the Brookings Institute con-
tinues to explain that although IDP accounts can be 
“colored by emotion, time, distance, and political 
agendas, [IDPs are] the most authentic source of 
human rights and humanitarian information” (p. 2).   
In addressing the issue of DNA testing and refugee 
admissions it is valid to include the perspectives of 
IDPs.

Literature Review

There are three main arguments made regarding 
DNA testing to validate kinship. The first argu-
ment is that, for national security reasons, the U.S. 
Department of Homeland Security (DHS) has the 
authority to dismiss refugee applicants based on un-
verifiable family connections. Second, DNA testing 
is arguably part of the governments change toward 
more transparency required by the U.S. State De-
partment and the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development (USAID). Lastly, the third 
argument is that the U.S. government does not have 
the authority to violate a refugee’s human right to 
family unification based on DNA evidence. 

Department of Homeland Security
 
The DHS requires certain criteria to be eligible 

for U.S. refugee status. As stated by Jeffereys and 
Martin (2008) of DHS, “eligibility for refugee sta-
tus is determined on a case-by-case basis. A person 
who USCIS has determined to be a refugee may 
nonetheless be inadmissible to the United States 
due to criminal, security, or other grounds” (p. 
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2). Arguably, DNA test results that fail to show a 
bloodline correlation between refugee and family 
members could be part of the “other grounds” dis-
missal clause in DHS eligibility requirements.  

In 2007, the DHS reported that the average annu-
al refugee admission has decreased 50 percent from 
1990 to 2007. Jefferys and Martin (2008) write that 
this decrease was “partly due to changes in security 
procedures after 9/11 and admission requirements 
resulting from the USA PATRIOT Act of 2001 and 
the REAL ID Act of 2005” (p. 3). The increased se-
curity measures resulting from terrorist attacks have 
decreased the number of refugees resettling in the 
United States.  

Yet the majority of derivative refugees resettling 
in the U.S. are children. As seen in Table 1 below, 
principle refugees comprised less than half of the 
refugees admitted to the United States.  In 2007, 
the remaining refugee applicants were of derivative 
status, with 43 percent and 15 percent being depen-
dent children and spouses, respectively.  Over half 
of the refugees moving to the United States do so to 
reunite with their families (Jefferys & Martin, 2008, 
p. 2-3).

Somalia shares its western border with Ethiopia, 
one of the five countries suspended from USRAP. 
As reported by the DHS, Somalia led U.S. refugee 
admissions in 2007 behind one other country in the 
world (Jeffereys & Martin, 2008, p. 3). However, 
the report continues to say that the “number of refu-
gees from Somalia decreased 33 percent between 
2006 and 2007. This decrease was largely due to an 
increase in denials with this long-standing refugee 
population” (p. 3). No further explanation for why 
there was an increase in denials was given.  

State Department and USAID

On January 19, 2006, Secretary of State Condo-
leezza Rice stated, “America’s foreign assistance 
must promote responsible sovereignty, not perma-
nent dependency” (U.S. State Department, para. 1).  
Secretary Rice then defined three goals of the new 
U.S. foreign assistance program.  The first goal is to 
“ensure that foreign assistance is used as effectively 
as possible to meet our broad foreign policy objec-
tives” then “more fully align the foreign assistance 
activities carried out by the Department of State and 
USAID” and finally, “demonstrate that we are re-
sponsible stewards of taxpayer dollars” (U.S. State 
Department, para. 2). In order to give evidence to 
taxpayers that their money is being spent effective-
ly, the State Department became more transparent.  
DNA testing was arguably a result of the Bush ad-
ministration’s need for increased transparency.  

Secretary Rice continues to affirm that the new 
transparent course of action for the State Depart-
ment will be better for the U.S. and the world.  Ac-
cording to Rice (2006), “if we can show that we 
are good stewards of the American taxpayer dollar, 
I believe that we can sustain a course of economic 
assistance around the world that will serve our in-
terests and our security as well as make life better 
for people around the world” (para.13). Debatably, 
to make refugee programs more equitable to all 
applicants, DNA testing was implemented where 
fraud was suspected. 

Human Rights Argument

The 1951 United Nations Refugee Convention 

Source: US Department of State, Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration (PRM), 
Worldwide Refugee Admissions Processing System (WRAPS).

Table 1: Refugee Arrivals by Category of Admission: Fiscal Years 2005 to 2007
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establishes that refugees must respect the laws and 
regulations of their country of asylum. DNA test-
ing has never been written into law as a legitimate 
or fair criteria for determining refugee status. The 
Final Act of the 1951 Refugee Convention gives an 
explicit recommendation to States acting in refugee 
affairs that the unification of family be preserved.

What makes for a unique human rights angle in 
this situation is that under the Universal Declaration 
of Human Rights (UDHR) family has never been 
explicitly defined as people sharing the same blood-
line. What the UDHR (1951) does state is that, “no 
one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference with 
his privacy, family, home or correspondence, nor to 
attacks upon his honour and reputation. Everyone 
has the right to the protection of the law against 
such interference or attacks” (Article 12). Similarly, 
Article 16 of the UDHR states that “family is the 
natural and fundamental group unit of society and 
is entitled to protection by society and the State” 
(1951). In other words, the State is responsible for 
protecting the right to family.

In the same vein, the International Convention on 
the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Work-
ers and Members of Their Families (ICPRMWMF) 
was created in 1990 to give explicit protection to 
migrant workers and their families. Although mi-
grant workers are not refugees, they do share the 
similarity of traveling to other countries to live. The 
term “family members” in Article 4 of this Conven-
tion is defined as:

Persons married to migrant workers or 
having with them a relationship that, ac-
cording to applicable law, produces ef-
fects equivalent to marriage, as well as 
their dependent children and other depen-
dent persons who are recognized as mem-
bers of the family by applicable legisla-
tion or applicable bilateral or multilateral 
agreements between the States concerned 
(p. 263).  

This definition states that the two nations in-
volved in the citizens migration must agree on who 
is considered a legitimate family member before 
any family member is included or exclued. 

Culturally speaking, in 1969, the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights 
(ICESCR) wrote in Article 1 that “all people have 
the right to self-determination. By virtue of that 
right they freely determine their political status and 
freely pursue their economic, social and cultural de-

velopment” (p. 49).  Arguably, it is within an indi-
vidual’s right to cultural development to create and 
define their own family.  Moreover, Article 4 of the 
Declaration on Social Progress and Development 
(DSPD) further defends the right to family: 

Family as a basic unit of society and the 
natural environment for the growth and 
well-being of all its members, particular-
ly children and youth, should be assisted 
and protected so that it may fully resume 
its responsibilities within the community.  
Parents have the exclusive right to deter-
mine freely and responsibly the number 
and spacing of their children (1969, p. 
50).

Communities function on the continued respon-
sibility of families. Individuals choose who is part 
of their family.

Machot Lat is a Sudanese refugee who was ac-
cepted into the USRAP and came to the U.S. in 2001. 
On November 11, 2008, I spoke with Lat about his 
experiences. He recalled a situation of one of his 
close friends who had a brother who was killed.  His 
friend’s brother had a son who he wanted to bring to 
the U.S.  They asked him to do a DNA test to prove 
he was the father.  But the man was not his father; 
he was his uncle.  His brother’s son was living in 
a refugee camp in East Africa as an orphan.  Lat 
continues, “so they say you have to adopt him […] 
This is not good for Sudanese because they don’t do 
that, you do not need to adopt your brother’s son.  
It’s like you don’t need to do that, it is not in our 
culture” (M. Lat, personal communication, Novem-
ber 11, 2008).  As stated before in the ICESCR, it 
is within individuals’ human rights to self-determi-
nation of cultural development to determine who is 
part of a family.  

Cultures have differing family structures. “In Af-
rica and the Sudan the family is an extended fam-
ily” (SSCW, 2004, p. 12). The family is far expand-
ed upon from the United States’ nuclear definition.  
Nephews, nieces, cousins, aunts and uncles are all 
considered under the same umbrella as a spouse or 
child would be. Traditionally, every family also has 
a male head who is responsible for all family mem-
bers. The head male is determined by the order of 
birth, with the first born accepting the responsibility 
until death when the next born takes on leadership 
of the family (SSCW, 2004, p. 12).  
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Research Question

Based on the problem above, there needs to be 
further research. The U.S. federal government has, 
and may continue, to use DNA testing to determine 
refugee family admissions. Refugee rights are at 
stake. The use of DNA testing by the government 
validates foreign assistance transparency. It also 
increases security measures for refugees entering 
the U.S.  By using DNA testing, the federal govern-
ment has acknowledged that there is an increase in 
the number of refugees seeking asylum in the U.S. 
and the availability of those spots is very valuable.  
However, there is an argument for an individual’s 
human rights: the human right to enjoy family. De-
fining family is the challenge in solving this issue 
and there may be other alternatives to consider in 
defining family.

Further research is warranted to establish if there 
is a universally accepted definition of family, espe-
cially in understanding how defining family may 
affect the overall refugee situation. Human rights 
are a minimum, not a secured happiness. Therefore, 
does imposing a definition of family on refugees 
violate their human rights? And if so, how can the 
U.S. improve its foreign policy to secure a refugee’s 
human right to family?

Results

This section will address specific components of 
the problem with suspending USRAP due to DNA 
testing. First, using DNA testing in USRAP impos-
es a definition of family. Second, how in depth is the 
science between DNA testing and biological fam-
ily membership? Third, I will discuss domestically 
protected classes. Fourth, I will consider the reasons 
why refugees come to the U.S. in phases as opposed 
to all at once. Fifth, I will address how seeking the 
opinions of refugees and IDPs could help USRAP. I 
will then discuss the development of domestic bills 
to enforce DNA testing on non-refugee immigrants. 
Finally, I will urge the U.S. State Department to re-
focus its efforts on the civil war conflict in refugee 
areas and expand U.S. foreign policy to protect a 
more flexible definition of family in reunification 
cases.

Imposing a Definition of Family

Imposing a definition of family can be too nar-

row. Given the varied types and forms of family, 
says Holland (2008):  

The recognition of immigration law’s ex-
plicit and implicit regulation of the fam-
ily is imperative, as such recognition will 
encourage lawmakers to better understand 
and calibrate immigrations laws effects’ on 
families. Although both immigration and 
family law evaluates various criteria for 
different purposes, immigration law could 
benefit from family law’s vast experience 
and guidance…immigration law impacts 
families as a by-product of its related pol-
icy goal for family unification. Immigra-
tion law’s other more conservative policy 
considerations, such as national security 
and administrative ease, might prevent it 
from embracing the more accommodat-
ing nature of family law. Without some 
adjustments, however, the overall policy 
goal of family unification will unite only 
some families, while many contemporary 
families will be wrongfully kept apart  (p. 
1050).

There are traditional as well as contemporary 
families with varying degrees of separation that 
must be accounted for in immigration policy. Ac-
counting for those variances will ensure justice to 
all refugees applying for family reunification.

A strongly worded recommendation by the UN-
HCR in the Final Act of the 1951 UN Refugee Con-
vention urged governments to protect the unity of 
refugee families. The Final Act discussed the chal-
lenges faced by limiting the definition of family. 
Even as traditional cultures and societies change to 
more modern forms of family, all forms of family 
should be included in reunification processes:

While it is true that traditional societies 
are changing, it is also important to recog-
nize that family life in every region of the 
world is evolving in response to new chal-
lenges and possibilities, such as the grow-
ing number of children orphaned by AIDS 
or armed conflict, shortages of land and 
housing, the increased prevalence of di-
vorce, greater social and legal acceptance 
of same-sex unions, advances in reproduc-
tive technology, and increased mobility 
within and between States (p. 584).

Flexibility is needed to accommodate the spec-
trum and variety of family structures. The UNH-
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CR’s view is that, “states should adopt a pragmatic 
interpretation of the family, recognizing economic 
and emotional dependency factors, as well as cul-
tural variations” (Feller, Türk & Nicholson, (Eds.), 
2003, p. 584). Same sex couples, long-term cohabi-
tants, fiancés, dependent children (no matter their 
age) should be reunited under the UNHCR’s recom-
mendation.  

The UNHCR recommends and argues that fam-
ily can be defined outside DNA and blood relation.  
The 1951 Refugee Convention Final Act states that, 
“economic and emotional ties should be given the 
same weight in reunification as relationships based 
on blood ties or legally sanctioned unions” (Feller, 
Türk & Nicholson, (Eds.), 2003, p. 586).   Family 
through blood or legal relation should be compared 
equally to family by way of economic or emotional 
dependence.

It is the responsibility of the host country to se-
cure and provide family reunification for refugees.  
Securing a refugee’s right to family can “restore 
something approximating a normal life” in a host 
country (Feller, Türk & Nicholson, (Eds.), 2003, 
p. 556). If refugees could have enjoyed the right 
to family in their own country they may not have 
fled.  It is therefore a refugee’s right to enjoy family 
unification in the country of asylum (Feller, Türk & 
Nicholson, (Eds.), 2003, p. 556).  In other words, 
it is a violation of human rights for the U.S. State 
Department to hinder the reunification of refugee 
family members in the U.S.

DNA Testing and Understanding Genetic 
Information

In the article “DNA profiling: Social, legal, or 
biological parentage” (Sharma, 2007), the require-
ment for accurate DNA testing is defined. The 
majority of DNA forensic analysis is used only to 
establish paternity/maternity for a child and vice 
versa. However, in order to establish paternal/ma-
ternal kinship, close relatives must also be sampled. 
Close kinship relatives include: either or both bio-
logical parents of the subject, spouse of the subject 
and their child(ren), and biological siblings of full 
blood relation. These criteria are standard for an 
accurate reading of someone’s paternal/maternal 
relation. The article states that without all of those 
samples, the results are futile.

Specifically speaking, the weaknesses of DNA 
testing are often confused with naturally occurring 

DNA strands. There are cases of individuals who 
have DNA of two mixed individuals, medically de-
fined as chimeras. Chimeras are “a mixture of two 
individuals, formed by the fusion of two zygotes in 
the womb which grow as a single individual […] 
if the father in a paternity case is a chimera […] he 
can be falsely excluded by DNA profiling” (Shar-
ma, 2007, p. 89). 

Other such instances that can skew DNA testing 
results are: “motherless paternity or fatherless ma-
ternity deficiency cases, incest cases, full siblings 
impersonating as parent/child, (and) cases involv-
ing mutations” (Sharma, 2007, p. 89). DNA testing 
is not an exact science.  

And as a result in Indian courts they “have given 
more importance to social parentage than the bio-
logical one” (Sharma, 2007, p. 91). This foreign rul-
ing is a good example for the U.S. courts to follow, 
as “legal experts say, particularly in cases involving 
human rights…the U.S. court is now guiding fewer 
nations” (Liptak, 2008, para. 6).

Protected Rights (Domestic)

On a domestic level, Washington, D.C. legisla-
tion guarantees genetic information as a protected 
right. At the Equal Rights Center in Washington, 
D.C., Maddox and Laber discussed the need for 
domestic public services to secure U.S. citizens 
protected rights. Federally protected classes include 
race, color, national origin, religion, sex, disability, 
and familial status. In addition, every state has the 
ability to protect other classes. Washington, D.C. 
has the most protected classes in the country, most 
notably for this case is genetic information as a pro-
tected class.  

The Equal Rights Center is responsible for test-
ing, research, and enforcement of protected classes 
in the Washington, D.C. area. Their work is largely 
a result of constitutional violations by the gov-
ernment, corporations, or other individuals who 
discriminate against protected classes. According 
to Laber, “you can’t impart your world views on 
other people” (personal communication, September 
11, 2008). The U.S. State Department is located in 
Washington, D.C. and within the confines of Wash-
ington, D.C. genetic information is a protected 
class. No discrimination can be made on the DNA 
of a person in Washington, D.C.; however, the refu-
gees living in Africa are being discriminated against 
based on their genetic information.
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National political leaders have also commented 
on the importance of family information as a pro-
tected class. According to Barack Obama (2006) 
the government’s opinions in the matters of family 
composition are irrelevant: 

Do not strengthen the family by bullying or 
coercing people into relationships we think 
are best for them. Or by punishing those 
who fail to meet the conservative standards 
of sexual propriety. We are not qualified to 
serve as anyone else’s moral arbiter (Ch. 8, 
CD 6, Track 11).

Definitions of family are more often than not 
based on moral beliefs. Culture, religion, and eco-
nomic circumstances all play a role in how each 
person defines a family. The definition may change 
over the course of a lifetime, but what is more im-
perative here is that the government does not have 
the right to force a definition of family on an indi-
vidual.

Segmented Immigration

Refugees move to countries of asylum at various 
times. Many families are separated by civil war and 
until they have established a safe haven a host coun-

try cannot reunite their family members. In some 
cases segmented immigration is by choice:

People migrate because others—relatives, 
friends, and friends of friends—migrated 
before them. The first immigrants break 
the ground of the foundation in the new 
land. They provide connections that are 
vital to subsequent immigrants from the 
same point of origin, by collecting infor-
mation and contacts about jobs, places 
to live, schools, and so forth. Over time 
powerful self-sustaining transnational net-
works are generated (Suárez-Orozco & 
Suárez-Orozco, 2001, p. 21).

Refugees are immigrants in the sense that they 
move from one country to another, and it is just as 
valuable to setup social, livable networks in a coun-
try of asylum as it is in any other country.

Figure 1 illustrates statistics based on the Office 
of Refugee Resettlement’s data report of refugee 
immigration from Africa to the U.S. between 1983 
and 2007. With the national influx of refugee ad-
missions and unstable situations in the U.S. around 
refugees it is understandable why a family would 
consider sending one person first. Furthermore, es-
tablishing a life in a new country is markedly easier 

Figure 1. African refugees entering the U.S. over the last 24 years. 
Source: Office of Refugee Resettlement, Budget Policy and Data Analysis
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when the responsibility to provide is only for one 
individual rather than many.

How Refugees and IDPs Can Help

In a meeting with a spokesperson from the Inter-
national Labour Organization (ILO) there was a dis-
cussion about the need for a “grievance comments” 
department in making programs more effective.  The 
Fair Labor Association implemented a department 
solely focused on collecting grievance comments.  
Comments included working conditions, wages, 
management strategies, etc. This grievance com-
ment program led to fewer employee turnovers and 
more stability in enforcing labor laws. Likewise, if 
the USRAP implemented a department solely fo-
cused on talking with the refugee population on 
how their needs could be better met, USRAP might 
see a more stable refugee population and more ef-
fectively enforce their laws.  

Cohen (2008) stated that, “consultations with 
IDPs can reinforce peace processes […] (and) re-
construction and development projects have a bet-
ter chance at sustainability if the views of IDPs are 
taken into account” (p. 2). Persons experiencing 
persecution and its aftermath are the best authori-
ties on how to meet their own needs. According to 
a book on refugee life, Fadiman (2007) writes that 
the construction of “a productive and mutually in-
vigorating dialog, with neither side dominating or 
winning out” can secure relevant and productive 
services for refugees (p. 37). If a refugee’s human 
right to family is to be secured, foreign assistance 
programs need to develop services involving the in-
put of the experienced IDPs and refugees.

DNA Testing Affecting Non-Refugee Immigrants

Family reunification is also a prominent goal in 
U.S. Immigration Policy for those applying without 
refugee status. In the Congressional Budget Office’s 
report on U.S. Immigration, family reunification was 
stated to be the cornerstone of current U.S. Immigra-
tion policy dating back since 1921 (Congress of the 
U.S., 2006). Furthermore, uniting families has often 
superseded other immigration rules, simply because 
of the sheer power and meaning of bringing immi-
grant family members together. Movement toward 
specific and accurate identification (USA PATRIOT 
Act, REAL ID Act) has required more immigrants 
to prove who they are; DNA testing is arguably one 
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of those measures.  
There has been a bill introduced to the House of 

Representatives, H.R. 4192 OVERDUE Immigra-
tion Reform Act of 2007, that requires DNA testing 
for “all aliens seeking visas based on biological re-
lationship” (Section 206). This bill would allow the 
Secretary of Homeland Security to increase the fees 
collected from aliens to carry out the testing. End-
ing the imposed definition of family through DNA 
testing is paramount to securing and protecting an 
immigrant’s right to family, as well as the rights of 
refugees. 

Urging the State Department to Focus on the 
Civil War Conflict

Expanding on the premise that the U.S. State 
Department needs to be closely monitoring the for-
eign assistance spending in receiving countries, the 
core issue is that providing foreign assistance is not 
improving the situation. Derouen and Barutciski 
(2007) argue that “protracted refugee situations 
(PRS) are one of the most pressing current issues 
[…] involved in international refugee policy” (p. 
214). Rather than limiting refugee assistance be-
cause of fraudulent claims based on DNA, Derouen 
and Barutciski argue that foreign assistance should 
be limited because the root cause lies in the area’s 
history of civil war. Therefore, they claim that no 
amount of money, resources, or government policy 
will end the war. The only viable option is to medi-
ate between the warring countries (Derouen & Bar-
utciski, 2007, p. 222).

Similarly, policy making around issues of refu-
gees have been consistently unsuccessful at solving 
the ongoing refugee problem. Derouen and Bar-
utciski (2007) wrote that protracted refugee situa-
tions are in “direct connection with specific types 
of internal armed conflict particularly affecting the 
African continent” (p. 222). The problem is not the 
people or the politics of the U.S. or Africa: the prob-
lem is unending civil war.

There is hesitation among some academics to dis-
cuss a perspective on refugee issues that does not 
respond directly to the plight of the people affected; 
however, it may be warranted to critique this hesita-
tion in efforts to find a solution:

With few exceptions, the academic lit-
erature on refugees has generally not ex-
plored in any depth the security threats 
posed by refugees. Understandably, there 
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tries if they so choose. This opportunity is part of 
sustaining an individual’s right to culture and en-
forcing the human rights of refugees in all regions 
of the world (personal communication, September 
9, 2008).

The U.S. government could improve its foreign 
policy by eliminating DNA testing and refocusing its 
efforts on the civil war conflicts of refugee regions. 
Reinforcing the human right to family unification 
and approaching long-standing and systematic refu-
gee situations as a failure to mediate between civil 
war groups could significantly change the lives of 
refugees and vulnerable populations (Derouen and 
Barutciski, 2007, p. 215). An effective foreign pol-
icy strategy for actually reuniting refugee families 
includes banning the requirement of blood relation, 
opening the definition of family to include econom-
ic and emotional ties, and involving a perspective 
of historical consideration of the groups at war with 
one another in these areas of Africa.   
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