
IJnitcd Statw Genwal Accounting Office 

1Zepor-t to the Honorable 
Arlen Specter, U.S. Senate 

INTERCOUNTRY 
ADOPTION 
Procedures Are 
Reasonable, but 
Sometimes 
Inefficiently 
Administered 





GAO United State8 
General Accounting Office 
WasNngton, D.C. 20548 

National Security and 
Interuational AfT’ah Division 

B-251093 

April 26,1993 

The Honorable Arlen Specter 
United States Senate 

Dear Senator Specter: 

This report responds to your request that we review the requirements and procedures that US. 
citizens must follow to adopt a foreign child. It contains recommendations to the Comissioner 
of the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Secretary of State aimed at improving the 
efficiency of the Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Department of State 
intercountry adoption procedures and the quality of services to adopting parents. 

Unless you announce its contents earlier, we plan to make no further distribution of this report 
until 14 days after its issue date. At that time, we will send copies to the Secretary of State; the 
Commissioner, Immigration and Naturalization Service; the Director, Office of Management and 
Budget; appropriate congressional committees; and other interested parties. We will also 
furnish copies to others upon request. 

This report was prepared under the direction of Harold J. Johnson, Director, International 
Affairs Issues, who may be reached on (202) 5125790 if you or your staff have any questions. 
Other major contributors are listed in appendix IV. 

Sincerely yours, 

Frank C. Conahan 
Assistant Comptroller General 



Executive Summary 

Purpose ail other nations combined. Each year, U.S. citizens adopt between 7,000 
and 10,000 foreign children for a variety of reasons-often because the 
prospective parents believe they are ineligible for domestic adoptions and 
consider intercountry adoptions to be easier, faster, and less expensive 
than domestic adoptions. However, once involved in this adoption 
process, some parents find the process to be complex, stressful, and 
difficult to complete. Many private adoption agencies share this view. 

Concerned that the intercountry adoption system may be unnecessarily 
bureaucratic, complex, and impersonal, Senator Arlen Specter requested 
that GAO review the requirements and procedures of the system. 
Specifically, GAO assessed whether (1) the procedures of the U.S. agencies 
involved in such adoptions were reasonable and met applicable legislative 
requirements, (2) the agencies administered the procedures efficiently, 
and (3) American families and adoption agencies were satisfied with the 
quality of services they received from the agencies during the adoption 
process, GAO also provides information on efforts underway by the 
intergovernmental Hague Conference on Private International Law to 
prepare a convention that seeks to define common principles for countries 
involved in inter-country adoptions. 

Background requirements for prospective adoptive parents of children from foreign 
countries and criteria for the children’s entry into the United States. The 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and the Department of State 
are the primary federal agencies charged with implementing the act’s 
intercountry adoption requirements. INS is the principal federal focal point 
for receiving and processing intercountry adoption applications, 
determining the parents’ eligibility and fitness to adopt, and adjudicating 4 
the children’s orphan status (a major factor considered in a child’s entry 
authorization). State provides information to prospective adoptive parents 
about intercountry adoptions and the requirements of the country from 
which they choose to adopt a child. State’s overseas consular offices verify 
the children’s orphan status and issue visas for entry into the United 
states. 

Intercountry adoption requirements vary, sometimes dramatically, from 
country to country. Although prospective parents may obtain information 
about inter-country adoptions from U.S. agencies, they must independently 
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(or with the help of private adoption agencies or agents) locate, adopt, or 
otherwise arrange for the emigration of the children they wish to adopt. 

Results in Brief Intercountry adoption is a complex and difficult process for adoptive 
parents because of the variety of state, federal, and foreign government 
requirements parents must meet. On the basis of its review, GAO believes 
federal requirements and implementing procedures are reasonable and 
necessary. INS and State procedures generally satisfy U.S. immigration 
requirements for ensuring the prospective parents’ eligibility and fitness to 
adopt a foreign orphan and for verifying the child’s orphan status and 
eligibility to enter the United States. 

A GAO survey of parents and private adoption agencies who completed 
intercountry adoptions in 1991 disclosed that 70 percent of the parents 
were generally satisfied with the overall adoption process. About 
40 percent of the parents, including some who were generally satisfied, 
encountered substantial difficulties with one or more elements of the 
process; however, these difficulties involved principally the quality of 
services provided rather than the processes and procedures themselves. 
Inaccessibility of agency personnel by telephone was the most frequently 
mentioned problem. Parents indicated that agency personnel were often 
nonresponsive to inquiries and lacked courtesy and sensitivity and 
knowledge about intercountry adoption laws and regulations. Although 
federal agencies have substantial information available about intercountry 
adoptions, many parents did not have adequate information about the 
process as they were going through it. 

GAO found that the U.S. agencies did not administer some of their 
procedures efficiently-specifically, in processing the parents’ fingerprints 
for background checks and in transmitting case data to overseaS visa 
issuing offices. These inefficiencies sometimes resulted in adoption 
processing delays. 

A 

U.S. accession to the draft Hague convention would not alter the basic 
approach that parents use to adopt a foreign orphan, but it would result in 
additional federal agency reporting and management responsibilities. It 
would also establish more safeguards for the children involved and result 
in some procedural changes. 
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Principal Findings 

Adoption Procedures Were INS and State established and implement procedures consistent with the 
Reasonable but Not Immigration and Nationality Act to determine the eligibility and fitness of 
Always Efficiently prospective parents to adopt foreign children and the eligibility of the 

Implemented children for orphan status and U.S. entry. INS determines whether the 
prospective parents are U.S. citizens and, in determining the parents’ 
fitness to provide proper care to an adopted child, requires parents to 
submit (1) fingerprints for a background check by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and (2) a home study conducted by an authorized or 
state-licensed agency that evaluates the parents’ financial, physical, 
mental, and moral capabilities to rear and educate children. GAO found 
that, in conformance with INS procedures, INS personnel reviewed the 
home studies and followed up on them when they contained insufficient or 
questionable information. INS officers and State consular officers 
investigated the orphan status of adoptive children and, in accordance 
with INS and State Department procedures, consular officers referred cases 
that were not clearly approvable to INS for investigation before issuing a 
child a visa to the United States. 

GAO found that the procedures established pursuant to the Immigration 
and Nationality Act were reasonable, but they were not always being 
efficiently administered by INS and State. These inefficiencies sometimes 
resulted in adoption processing delays. According to Federal Bureau of 
Investigation officials, INS has a poor record among federal agencies for 
submitting legible fingerprints; about one-third are illegible and have to be 
resubmitted. GAO also found that orphan petition approval notices, usually 
sent by telegram from INS offices in the United States to appropriate 
overseas consular offices, were sometimes lost or delayed in transmission. . 

Parents Reported Poor 
Quality Service by Federal 
Agencies 

To obtain perspectives on the quality of services provided, GAO surveyed 
the parents who completed inter-country adoption processing in 1991. GAO 
also obtained information from U.S. adoption agencies involved in the 
process. GAO’S survey of adoptive parents showed that about 70 percent 
were satisfied with the overall intercountry adoption process, but about 
40 percent, including some who were generally satisfied, encountered 
substantial difficulty with one or more elements of the process. Parents 
surveyed said they experienced difficulty contacting INS personnel by 
telephone because of automated recordings; once they contacted an 
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individual at INS, they were sometimes unable to obtain comprehensive 
and accurate information on intercountry adoption or the status of their 
case. 

Other areas where parents had difficulty were: office accessibility 
(36 percent), courtesy of officials (21 percent), sensitivity of ofEArls 
(23 percent), knowledge of intercountry adoption laws (16 percent), ability 
to provide information about their cases (25 percent), and timeliness of 
responses to inquiries (33 percent). Problems identified by adoption 
agencies tended to parallel those identified by the adoptive parents that 
GAO surveyed, both with respect to the process and the quality of services 
provided by INS and State. 

Proposed Hague Broad international agreements on intercountry adoption standards and 
Convention Would Simplify procedures do not now exist, but an agreement along the lines of a 
F’oreign Adoptions convention now being drafted by a special commission of the Hague 

Conference on Private International Law would establish uniform 
principles and procedures that would permit a smoother transfer process 
to take place once the connection with the child to be adopted has been 
made and assist in monitoring adoption placements to ensure they are 
properly and successfully completed. 

If the United States were to ratify the convention, U.S. intercountry 
adoption policies would not be significantly altered. However, significant 
changes in current implementation procedures would be required. For 
example, a central authority would be designated to carry out the 
convention’s requirements, additional federal agency reporting and 
management responsibilities would be performed, and a determination 
would need to be made on whether the United States would agree to the 
requirement that it determine before an adoption could take place that an 
adoptable child under the terms of the convention would be permitted 
entry and residency. 

4 

Recommendations take steps to develop and implement additional procedures and programs 
aimed at eliminating avoidable delays in the processing of orphan 
petitions, improving staff courtesy and responsiveness to client inquiries, 
and better informing prospective parents of the complex legal and 
administrative requirements of intercountry adoptions. Specific 
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recommendations on these issues are provided in this report at the end of 
chapters 2 and 3. 

Agency Comments 
and GAO Evaluation 

their review. INS did not submit formal written comments on the draft 
report but GAO discussed it with officials from INS Offices of Information 
Resources Management, International Affairs, and Strategic Planning; and 
the Adjudications and Records Management Divisions. The INS officials 
advised GAO that they generally agreed with the report’s findings and 
recommendations. They said that within its resource limitations, the 
agency would continue to place high priority on reducing or eliminating 
processing delays, improving staff courtesy and responsiveness, and 
providing better information on intercountry adoption requirements to 
prospective parents. In addition, GAO clarified or corrected certain 
statements in the report as suggested by INS offkials. 

The Department of State provided written comments (see app. III). 
Overall, it was pleased that GAO concluded that INS and State Department 
intercountry adoption procedures are necessary, reasonable, and 
suffkiently flexible; and that a clear mdority of survey respondents were 
satisfied with the Department’s handling of adoption cases. It noted that 
quality of service and processing procedures could always be improved, 
that it had taken a series of specific steps in the past year to improve them, 
and that the need for courtesy and responsiveness would continue to be 
stressed to field offices abroad. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

The United States is the world’s largest receiving country for intercountry 
adoptions and is believed to account for more than half of such adoptions. 
However, children adopted from foreign countries make up a 
comparatively small proportion of the total number of adoptions by U.S. 
citizens-about 10 percent of the approximately 70,000 children adopted 
by US. citizens in 1990. From fiscal years 1982 through 1991, about 84,000 
children were brought to the United States for adoption. In fLscal year 
1991, about 9,000 such children were admitted. 

American citizens choose intercountry adoption rather than domestic 
adoption for a variety of reasons. Many prospective adoptive parents 
believe they are ineligible for domestic adoption because of age, marital 
status, or because they already have children. Also, intercountry adoption, 
especially the adoption of infants, is generally considered easier, faster, 
and less expensive than domestic adoption. Nevertheless, intercountry 
adoptions involve complex legal and administrative procedures. Child care 
policies, adoption laws, and immigration regulations vsry significantly 
between countries, and American parents who adopt a foreign child must 
observe the procedural requirements of the child’s birth country as well as 
applicable U.S. federal and state laws. 

U.S. families have adopted children from many countries, but adoptions 
have been heavily concentrated in a few countries over the last decade, 
with Korea consistently being the largest provider (except for a surge in 
Romania during 1991) of available children. In 1991, just under 60 percent 
of intercountry adoptions were from Korea (1,817) or Romania (2,662). 
These two countries, along with 12 others (Brazil, Colombia, Chile, 
El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Mexico, Peru, the Philippines, 
Paraguay, and Thailand) accounted for 89 percent of intercountry 
adoptions in 1991 (see fig. 1.1). 
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‘lgure 1 .l: Country of Lart Residence: Orphans lmmigratlng Into the United States During Fiscal Year 1991 

Romania - _- 
2,552 

Honduras 
244 

Colombia 
527 

Geographical Region 
No. 

of lmmlgrants Geographical Region 
No. 

of Immigrants 

Afrlca 

Ethropia 
Morocco 
Nrgeria 
Cape Verde 
Rwanda 
Egypt 
Ghana 
Kenya 
Lesotho 
Malt 
Sierra Leone 
Uganda 1 

Total 

ASI@ 

Korea 
India 
Phtlippmes 

41 

1.617 
446 
417 

Asia 

Thailand 
Japan 
ChinalPRC 
Cambodia 
Taiwan 
Hong Kong 
Lebanon 
Vietnam 
Bangladesh 
Pakistan 
Nepal 
Turkey 
Sri Lanka 
Iran 
Macau 
Singapore 
Malaysia 
Afghanistan 

127 
63 
62 
59 
55 
40 
17 
17 

9 
9 
6 
6 
5 

Geographical Region 
No. 

of Immigrants 

Ada 

Indonesia 1 
Israel 1 
Jordan 1 
Saudi Arabia 1 

Total 3,194 

Europe 

Romania 2,552 
Poland 95 
Hungary 25 
Albania 19 
United Kingdom 12 
CIS/USSR 12 
Yugoslavia 12 
Portugal 10 
Bulgaria 6 
Greece 5 

Legend: 
Immigrant orphans from the 65 countries shaded in grey entered the U.S. in fiscal year 1991. Fourteen countries identified above accounted for 6.024 of the 
9,006 orphans (69%)“All orphans from the former Soviet Union have been recorded as from Russia. 
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l 

India 

a Thailand 
1 P Philippines 127 

L ?I?%----- 417 

Korea 
1,817 

448 

Geographical Region 
No. 

of Immigrants 

Europa 

Llthuanla 5 
Latvla 4 
Estonia 1 
Ireland 1 

Total 2,761 

North America 

Guatemala 
Honduras 
El Salvador 
Mexico 
Costa Fka 
Haiti 
Qominlcan Republic 
Jamaica 
Canada 
Trimdad and Tobago 

324 
244 
122 
106 

55 
52 
50 
39 
12 
12 

Geographical Region 

North America 

No. 
of lmmlgrants 

Nicaragua 11 
Panama IO 
Belize 4 
Bahamas, The 2 
Dominica 1 
Grenada 1 
St. Kitts and Nevis 1 
St. Vincent and Grenadines 1 

Total 1,647 

Oceanla 

Kiribati IO 
Fiji 2 
Western Samoa 2 
Australia 1 
Papua New Guinea 1 

Total 16 

Geographical Region 
No. 

of Immigrants 

South America 

Peru 
Colombia 
Chile 
Brazil 
Paraguay 
Bolivia 
Argentina 
Ecuador 
Venezuela 
Guyana 
Uruguay 

Total 

World Total 

722 
527 
263 
178 
177 

51 
11 
11 

5 
3 

1,949 

9,008 

Source: Immigration and Naturalization Service. 
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Intercountry Adoption 
Requirements Vary by 
Co&-&y - - 

Foreign governments’ adoption procedures vary widely with respect to 
relinquishing a child for adoption and emigration and permitting citizens 
to adopt a child from another country. Whereas some countries openly 
discourage intercountry adoption, the United States and other Western 
industrialized countries generally allow their citizens to proceed with 
adoptions in the child’s country of birth. Foreign governments, as well as 
the United States, impose a myriad of requirements on prospective 
parents. These requirements include adoption and emigration 
requirements on children available for adoption and fitness criteria for the 
prospective parents. 

Immigration and The Immigration and Nationality Act and implementing immigration 

Nationality Act 
regulations define U.S. parameters for intercountry adoption. They also 
govern the process by which a child may gain U.S. citizenship upon 

Defines U.S. application after immigrating to the United States. If the child came to the 

Parameters for United States to be adopted, proof of a valid adoption decree recognized in 
the state of residence must be submitted with the application. Under the 

Intercountry Adoption act, the prospective parent of an orphan must be a U.S. citizen and, if 
married, apply for permission to adopt a foreign orphan jointly with his or 
her spouse or, if unmarried, be at least 25 years old at the time of the 
adoption. The act also requires that the prospective parent(s) be 
determined fit to properly care for an adopted child. If the orphan is not 
adopted abroad, the prospective parents must indicate their ability and 
agreement to adopt the child in their US. state of residence. 

The act provides three methods through which a child may enter the 
United States for adoption. The most common method is through the filing 
of an orphan petition by the prospective parent(s). Orphan petition 
processing involves a set of qualifying procedures for the parents and a 
determination of the child’s orphan and U.S. entry status. A child (under A 

age 16 at the time the petition is filed) can immediately enter the United 
States if the child meets the deftition of an “orphan,” as stipulated in the 
act. The act defines an orphan as a child that has been orphaned by the 
death or disappearance of, or abandonment or desertion by, or separation 
or loss from both parents. If one parent remains, that parent must be 
incapable of providing the proper care for the child and must, in writing, 
irrevocably release the child for adoption and emigration. 

An orphan petition involves a series of steps for the prospective parent(s). 
The parents must file forms and documents with various government 
agencies, submit fingerprints and a favorably recommended home study, 
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identify and arrange for the adoption or legal custodianship of the child, 
submit proof of the child’s orphan status, and secure any necessary 
preadoption clearances and an immigrant visa for the child. The 
prospective parents may carry out these requirements themselves or seek 
the assistance of private agencies, attorneys, or adoption facilitators. 

If the child does not meet the qualifying orphan definition, he or she may 
gain US. entry by having resided with and been in the legal custody of the 
adopting parent(s) for at least 2 years prior to the filing of an immigrant 
visa petition. Adopting parents in these circumstances do not have to meet 
the same eligibility and fitness requirements imposed on parents adopting 
orphans. 

The third way that a foreign child may enter the United States for adoption 
is through a provision in the act that permits the Attorney General to 
parole a foreign child into the United States as a nonqualifying alien on a 
temporary basis in emergency situations or for reasons deemed to be in 
the public interest. 

Roles of Federal 
Agencies and State 
Courts in Governing 
Adoption 
Requirements 

State are the primary federal agencies involved with foreign adoptions. 
The Department of Health and Iluman Services provides advisory services 
and administers State grant programs for children and families, but it has 
no direct role in the foreign adoption process. INS immigration officers and 
Department of State consular officers provide parents and adoption 
agencies with general information on foreign adoption procedures and 
U.S. admission requirements; INS officers process orphan petitions in the 
United States and overseas; State consular officers process orphan 
petitions and visas overseas. 

INS %‘unctions 

j ‘il I..-, 

j 

In the United States, INS is required to determine whether the prospective 
parent(s) are eligible to adopt a foreign child and, if the child is an orphan, 
are fit to provide the child with proper care. The determination of fitness 
is based on (1) a Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) fingerprint check; 
(2) a valid home study; and (3) other documentation, such as proof of 
citizenship, age, marriage license, and divorce decrees. If the child is 
coming to the United States to be adopted, MS officers must also confirm 
that any state preadoption requirements have been met. INS further 
processes adopted foreign-born children for naturalization as U.S. citizens 
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upon the application and submission of proof of a legally valid state 
adoption decree. 

INS investigates orphan petitions at either its U.S. or overseas field offices 
to determine whether an adopted (or to be adopted) foreign child meets 
U.S. immigration law requirements and qualifies him or her for entry into 
the United States. Requests for humanitarian parole may be filed and have 
been granted in certain cases where petitions appeared to be deniable. 

Department of State 
Flmctions 

The Department of State and its consular offices are responsible for 
ensuring that the adoptive child’s status is accurately represented in the 
orphan petition and issuing the child’s visa for travel to the United States. 
The Department of State’s Office of Overseas Citizens’ Services in 
Washington, D.C., and embassies and consulates overseas provide, for 
prospective parents who travel abroad and request them, country-specific 
(1) adoption laws and regulations, (2) travel advisories, and (3) referral 
services. 

In the case of an orphan petition, State’s overseas consular offices must 
verify that the data contained in the petition is accurate, determine 
whether the child has any undisclosed medical condition, and ensure that 
alI necessary documentation is in order prior to issuing an immigration 
visa. In countries where INS does not have an overseas field office, State 
consular officers may also be responsible for investigating the orphan 
petition’s validity. However, consular officers can approve only “clearly 
approvable” orphan petitions. Those with questionable circumstances and 
those that appear deniable are referred to the appropriate overseas INS 
office for adjudication, 

-- 
The States’ Requirements While formal adoption of a child in a foreign court may be accepted as 

lawful in the United States, it is the individual state courts that give 
recognition to a foreign adoption after the child has immigrated to the 
United States and become a permanent resident. State preadoption 
requirements vary but appear to be in agreement that a child is not 
adoptable unless the rights of the birth parents are fully and properly 
terminated. 

a 

Objectives,” Scope, 
and Methodology 

At the request of Senator Arlen Specter, we reviewed the requirements and 
procedures that U.S. citizens must follow in the intercountry adoption 
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process. Specifically, we assessed whether (1) the procedures of the U.S. 
agencies involved in intercountry adoptions were reasonable and met 
applicable legislative requirements, (2) the agencies administered the 
procedures efficiently, and (3) American families and adoption agencies 
were satisfied with the quality of services they received from U.S. 
government agencies during the adoption process. We also provide 
information on efforts underway by the intergovernmental Hague 
Conference on Private International Law to prepare a convention that 
seeks to standardize principles and procedures of countries involved in 
intercountry adoptions. 

To identify and evaluate U.S. intercountry adoption requirements and 
procedures, we reviewed pertinent legislation and agency regulations, 
procedures, and records, and interviewed INS, FBI, and Department of State 
officials at their respective headquarters in Washington, D.C. We also 
visited four countries where intercountry adoptions were taking place: 
Korea, the Philippines, Romania, and Thailand. We chose these locations 
because they were representative of differing foreign adoption 
requirements U.S. citizens must observe overseas. At these locations, we 
reviewed INS documents and cables and interviewed officials from INS, the 
Department of State, adoption agencies, and foreign governments. 

To assess the reasonableness of the agencies’ procedures, we examined 
whether they complied with U.S. legislative requirements and contained 
any unneeded or unduly cumbersome provisions that could burden 
families involved in intercountry adoptions. In determining whether the 
agencies were implementing their procedures efficiently, we could not 
identify set performance standards, such as the length of time it should 
take to review and approve parents’ orphan petitions. We therefore 
considered the tasks involved, determined whether applicable tasks were 
being completed concurrently where possible, noted the length of time it 
took to complete phases as well as the entire process, and observed the 
agencies’ overall work loads and staffing levels. 

During this review, we visited two INS district offices in separate regions to 
examine their procedures for ensuring that the home studies submitted by 
licensed or authorized state agencies on prospective adopting families 
were comprehensive and valid. We did not, however, examine the states’ 
licensing requirements or the monitoring procedures of agencies 
conducting the home studies. 
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To obtain additional perspectives on the intercountry adoption process 
and evaluate the quality of services prospective parents received from U.S. 
agencies, we conducted a telephone survey of families who had completed 
intercountry adoptions in 1991. We were able to contact 204 families out of 
a sample size of 242 families, for an M-percent response rate. The families 
interviewed adopted 1 or more of the 8,921 children that entered the 
United States between October 1990 and September 1991 under IR-3 
(orphan adopted abroad) or IR-4 (orphan to be adopted in the United 
States) immigration status. 1 We surveyed the parents about the quality of 
service they received from U.S. government agency personnel and the 
difficulty they encountered, if any, in (1) obtaining information about 
intercountry adoption policies and procedures; (2) filing the paperwork 
required by U.S. government agencies in order to adopt a foreign child; 
(3) working with U.S. government agencies, both in the United States and 
overseas; and (4) working with foreign individuals and organizations 
involved in the adoption process. Appendix I provides g&percent 
confidence intervals for the population estimates (mid-point values) 
provided in this report. 

We also conducted a mail survey of 197 adoption agencies. These agencies 
were identified through national adoption organizations as providing 
intercountry adoption services to Americans during 1991. We asked them 
about the quality of services they and prospective parents received from 
federal agencies and their perspectives on intercountry adoption 
procedures. Our adoption agency results are based on responses from 155 
agencies-a 79-percent response rate. Appendix II describes the agency 
survey results in more detail. 

Due to the lack of centralized records and the difficulties in identifying a 
population from which a reliable sample could be drawn, we did not 
attempt to directly contact parents who did not complete the adoption a 
process. However, on the basis of responses provided by the adoption 
agencies we surveyed, we believe the number exiting the process 
prematurely is small relative to the number of foreign children the 
agencies place with U.S. families. Responding agencies placed a total of 
6,234 foreign children (an average of 42 children per agency) in 1991 and 
reported that 649 families quit the process (an average of 4 families per 
agency) during the year. Nonetheless, our adoption agency survey results 
include the agencies’ views on the efficiency and quality of services 

‘This figure excludes 87 children whose immigrant status was adjusted to orphan after entry to the 
United States or who had previously completed adoption processing but were not reflected in earlier 
year INS statistics. 
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families received from U.S. government agencies whether the families 
completed the adoption process or not. 

We provided a draft of this report to INS and the Department of State for 
their review. INS did not submit formal written comments on the draft 
report, but we discussed it with officials from the INS Ofpices of 
Information Resources Management, International Affairs, and Strategic 
Planning and from the Adjudications and Records Management Divisions. 
The Department of State provided official written comments (see app. III). 
We have incorporated the INS and State Department comments in the 
report as appropriate. We conducted our review from June 1991 to 
November 1992 in accordance with generalIy accepted government 
auditing standards. 
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Chapter 2 

U.S. Intercountry Adoption Procedures Are 
Reasonable, but Some Were Administered 
Inefficiently 

Intercountry adoption is a complex process, involving state, federal, and 
foreign country requirements and procedures as well as substantial 
commitment and effort by prospective parents. Our review focused 
primarily on federal agency requirements and procedures and the 
demands they place on adopting parents. On the basis of our review, we 
believe federal agency regulations and procedures are reasonable and 
necessary. They generally satisfy U.S. legislative requirements for ensuring 
the prospective parents’ eligibility and fitness to adopt a foreign orphan 
and the status of the child being adopted. Several agency procedures were 
often inefficiently administered, however. These inefficiencies resulted in 
delays in the adoption process for some parents and children. 

m 

lccyuirements for Americans seeking to adopt a foreign orphan are relatively free to do so 

Adopting Orphans Are without federal government supervision and control and are subject only 
to immigration law. Prospective adoptive parents may proceed with a 

Based on U.S. foreign adoption on their own in the foreign country or they may use an 

Immigration Law adoption agency or facilitator of their choice to make the arrangements. 

Immigration law permits foreign children to be admitted to the United 
States as immediate relatives of U.S. citizens without regard to any visa 
preference or numerical limitation if they qualify as orphans. The law 
further defines who is eligible to be adopted as an orphan and whether the 
petitioners for the child’s admission are qualified to be adoptive parents. 
The law requires that the child have no remaining tie to his or her birth 
parents, that married parents both consent to the adoption, that proper 
care will be furnished to the child, and that any applicable preadoption 
requirements of the child’s proposed state of residence will be met. 

Intercountry Adoption We found INS and Department of State procedures for intercountry 

Procedures Are 
Reasonable 

adoption to be consistent with the requirements of U.S. immigration law 
and sufficiently flexible for efficient and timely processing. The 
procedures generally worked well for most of the American families and 
adoption agencies we surveyed, although our review of federal agency 
procedures and the surveys showed inefficient implementation of some 
elements of the process. 

Procedures Conform With As the U.S. government focal point for processing orphan petitions, INS 

Immigration -Law requires that applicants submit required forms and documents for 
determining that they meet the qualification and fitness requirements of 
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immlgration law. Pursuant to the requirements of immigration law, the 
prospective adoptive parent(s) must submit documentary evidence of their 
qualification to adopt a foreign child, including proof of U.S. citizenship, 
marital status, and age (25, if not married). In addition, INS meets the law’s 
requirement for determining the parents’ fitness to provide proper care for 
a child on the bases of an FRI fmgerprint check and a favorably 
recommended home study conducted by an authorized agency. Upon 
finding a child to adopt, applicants are required by INS (under immigration 
law) to submit proof of the child’s age, orphan status, and, if the child is to 
be adopted in the United States, they must comply with any applicable 
preadoption requirements in the orphan’s intended state of residence. 

Upon the receipt of the required forms and documentation, INS makes-or 
delegates to State Department consular offices abroad in countries where 
INS has no offices-the eligibility determinations required by immigration 
law. The orphan investigation can range from a document review to a full 
field investigation, depending on the specifics of the case and the 
resources available. As required by law, INS recognizes a foreign adoption 
only if the petitioner and spouse (if married) personally saw and observed 
the child prior to or during the adoption proceedings. Depending on 
whether or not the parent(s) saw the child during the adoption abroad, 
consular officers overseas will issue immigrant visas for approved orphan 
petitions in one of two categories, either as having been “adopted abroad” 
(IR3) or “to be adopted in the United States” (IR-4). 

Procedures Are Generally 
Flexible and Efficient 

We found that U.S. orphan petition and immigrant visa procedures were 
generally flexible and efficient, resulting in adoptions that protect the 
children’s welfare and can proceed smoothly for the prospective adoptive 
parents. To meet the immigration law provision that prospective parents 
be fit to properly care for a child, INS regulations require that the parents 
be favorably recommended in a valid home study conducted by an 
authorized or state-licensed agency in the state of the child’s proposed 
residence, and clear an Fr+conducted fingerprint check used to determine 
if the parents have an arrest record. To be valid, INS regulations require 
that a home study contain a factual evaluation of the financial, physical, 
mental, and moral capabilities of the prospective parent(s) to rear and 
educate the child properly. 

a 

We found that the home study and fingerprint requirements are consistent 
with procedures used for domestic adoptions and generally regarded as 
necessary. We also discussed the home study approval process and 
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reviewed selected approved home studies with responsible officials at INS 
district offices as part of our review of orphan petition procedures and in 
response to concern expressed by some federal and adoption agency 
ofMals about inconsistent quality of home studies and whether the home 
studies showed that families were adequately prepared to adopt a child 
from another country. On the basis of our review, we believe that INS’ 
review of home studies offers authorities reasonable assurance that an 
orphan will be furnished proper care if admitted to the United States. 

We found that the INS examiners we contacted review home studies to 
determine whether they (1) were prepared or endorsed by a qualified 
official, (2) provided sufficient descriptive information, and (3) included a 
discussion of the basis used for the assessment. The examiners told us 
they place particular stress on the need for full disclosure of any criminal 
history or involvement with any illegal substance, alcohol, and child abuse. 
They also said they do not place undue reliance on the required favorable 
recommendation by authorized state or licensed agency officials but use 
the FBI fingerprint checks and documents submitted by the petitioner to 
spot and require explanations of omissions and inconsistencies in the 
home study. 

According to INS officials, the current INS regulations define what 
constitutes a valid home study; however, they acknowledged that the 
home study provisions of the regulations lack adequate specificity. For 
example, the existing regulations contain no criteria as to how current the 
home study must be and do not require that indications of a history of 
physical or substance abuse be specifically and fully explained. INS 
officials told us that efforts were underway to revise the regulations to 
give added assurance that the home studies are current and provide 
complete disclosure. 

To expedite the processing of orphan petitions, INS permits adoptive 
parents to file an advance processing application to reduce the time 
necessary to process the orphan petition after the orphan is known. For 
further flexibility, the advance processing application may be submitted 
up to 1 year ahead of the home study’s completion. However, to ensure 
that the information provided during advance processing is accurate, INS 
requires prospective parents to file the orphan petition naming the child 
within 1 year of completing the advance processing to avoid having to 
update or repeat elements of the advance processing. 
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Also, to expedite orphan petition processing, INS regulations provide that 
the determination of whether the child meets the orphan definition may be 
made either by an INS immigration officer or a State Department consular 
officer overseas, depending on where the petition naming the child is 
submitted. This provision helps to speed the process for those parents 
who decide to travel abroad in their effort to identity the child to be 
adopted. However, if a consular officer cannot clearly determine that the 
orphan petition is approvable, the petition must be referred to the nearest 
INS office for adjudication. 

INS' stated policy is to give orphan cases priority processing. In keeping 
with this policy, INS offices in the United States notify overseas offices by 
telegram of favorable determinations if the prospective parents plan to 
travel abroad to file the orphan petition. INS examinem told us that 
notifications of approval of advance processing and of the final orphan 
petition (if the child is known) are routinely sent by cable to the 
appropriate overseas office to facilitate prompt petition adjudication or 
carry out any further investigation pursuant to petition approval and visa 
issuance. If the orphan petition has been previously approved by INS, 
consular officers verify that the facts provided about the child in the 
approved petition are correct and determine that the child does not have 
an undisclosed medical condition as final cautionary steps to protect the 
adoptive parents before they issue the child a visa. 

INS advises prospective adoptive parents that the procedure for 
determining whether a foreign child meets the orphan definition under 
U.S. immigration law is intended to guard against splitting intact, 
functioning foreign families. The law does not define “abandonment,” but 
the INS instructions state that a finding of abandonment cannot be made if 
the natural parents exercise any parental control over the child and its 
placement, adoption, or support, or if the parents otherwise indicate any a 
intent to reclaim the child in the future. Strong evidence is usually required 
to show that the child was unconditionally abandoned to an orphanage or 
legally documented as abandoned by a competent legal authority in the 
child’s country of origin. We did not review the decisions made by the 
examining officials, but the requirements posed no significant difficulty for 
the adoptive parents and adoption agencies we surveyed. 

The procedure for determining whether a foreign child meets the orphan 
definition under US. immigration law is an area of some confusion in 
which petitioners bear the responsibility for submitting the necessary 
documentation or proof. The determination of orphan status often 
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requires discretionary judgment on the part of the immigration or consular 
officer deciding the case since abandonment is not well-defined. The 
officer must decide the case on the basis of the available facts, an 
interpretation of parental intent to abandon the child, and prior 
administrative decisions. 

The process does not require an advance determination of orphan status 
before the child is matched with, or even adopted abroad by, an American 
family. Thus, prospective adoptive families frequently may be able to 
complete the authorization of custody or arrange for an adoption in the 
child’s country before the orphan petition is acijudicated. The orphan 
determination is the final step of the petition process, and a finding of 
abandonment may be difficult to prove unless the child has been 
consigned to an institution. Therefore, situations have occurred in which a 
family adopted or agreed to adopt a child in another country, secured 
permission to take the child out of the country, but was unable to obtain 
an immigrant visa to bring the child into the United States. 

Overall adoption processing time was highly variable, but it did not appear 
to be unduly lengthy in most instances. INS case files we reviewed showed 
that the elapsed time between the initial filing of an orphan petition and 
the issuance of the child’s visa ranged from about 1 week to about 2-l/2 
years. Processing time was less than 1 year for about 90 percent of the 
families. We believe this time frame is reasonable when compared with 
multiyear waits that are often required for domestic adoptions through 
public or private agencies. Cases that involved extended processing times 
could usually be traced to difficulties encountered in identifying or 
matching a child with a particular set of parents or in securing the child’s 
release for adoption and emigration from the foreign government. INS 
approved about 85 percent of the completed petitions without requesting 
additional information. Of the remaining 16 percent who were required to 4 
submit additional information, most involved the resubmission of 
fingerprint cards. Parents we interviewed said the cards were lost or 
lacked sufficient clarity for FBI processing. 

Adoptive Parents Are 
Generally Satisfied W ith 
the Process 

Our survey of adoptive parents indicated that most parents believed that 
the intercountry adoption process was working well but that 
implementation could be improved. About 70 percent of adoptive families 
were very or generally satisfied with the overall intercountry adoption 
system and process, including U.S. and foreign adoption requirements (see 
app. I). About 40 percent of the families, including some who were 
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generally satisfied, encountered substantial difficulties with one or more 
elements of the process; however, these difficulties involved principally 
the quality of services provided, rather than the required processes and 
procedures themselves. Frequently mentioned problems included parents’ 
difficulties in interactions with US. and foreign government agencies, 
inaccurate or unavailable information about intercountry adoption 
regulations and procedures, and matters related to immigrant visa 
processing. 

The survey data suggested that families who were more prepared for the 
adoption process or who received greater levels of assistance encountered 
less difficulty in carrying out their adoptions. Foreign travel in connection 
with the adoption process also played a significant role in family 
experiences and their evaluation of the process. Families who traveled 
abroad for their adoptions tended to assess themselves as being less 
prepared for the experience, and they were more likely than other families 
to find that their adoption experience was difficult to carry out. 

Adoption Agencies Noted 
Certain Procedural 
Weaknesses 

Adoption agencies assist many prospective parents to meet U.S. 
requirements for adopting a foreign child. Most agencies we surveyed said 
that INS administrative responsibilities were very or genertiy efficiently 
carried out (see fig. 2.1). However, agencies cited INS processing and 
approval of fingerprints, notification to parents of problems with 
documents, and transfer of approval of parents’ eligibility from one 
country to another as particular weaknesses. 
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Figure 2.1: Agency Perepectlve on How Efficiently INS Handled Intercountry Adoptlon Procedures 

100 Numkr of adoptlon rgonclrr 

00 

00 

70 

00 

so 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 

--I n 

Procodur~o (number of rmqaoneo8) 

I-J Very/generally efficiently 

As efficiently as inefficiently 

Very/generally inelficienlly 

Note: See appendix II for the exact text of the question and nonresponse rates. 

Some Federal Agency While federal agency procedures for inter-country adoption were generally 

Procedures Are Not 
reasonable and necessary, we found that some of them were not 
adequately administered. Mishandled or lost fingerprint cards and 

Adequately 
Administered 

problems transmitting approval notices to overseas offkes were most 
often responsible for avoidable processing delays. 

F’ingerprint Card Parents and adoption agencies were generally satisfied with the parent 
Processing qualification process, except for the delays in processing fingerprint cards. 
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Parents and adoption agencies also complained about the length of 
time---ranging up to 2 years-that it took to complete overseas 
investigations after INS had made the orphan determinations. Delays of 
6 months to a year occurred in some instances because the investigation 
reports were lost during transmission. INS and State officials told us that 
processing cases that required travel to remote areas to investigate orphan 
petitions took more time to complete because they have limited staff and 
because they tried to delay scheduling trips until they had a sufficient 
caseload. 

Coordination of 
Federal Information 
and Assistance 
Services Was 
Inadequate 

Our survey of adoptive parents showed that many who had difficulties 
with the intercountry adoption process, particularly those who traveled 
abroad in connection with their adoption, were not well-informed about 
the requirements involved. While federal agencies provided useful 
information and assistance to parents during the course of the process, we 
found that the available informational services were not adequately 
coordinated or routinely provided to parents at the outset or in advance of 
their travel. However, while adequacy of preparation played an important 
part in the parents’ experience, we found that some parents knowingly 
took risks in pursuit of adopting a foreign child and failed to heed 
available information about the process. 

INS offices are often the adoptive parents’ first point of contact with a 
federal agency in connection with foreign adoptions since they receive the 
application for orphan petition processing, INS provides prospective 
parents and adoption agencies with various publications and forms that 
describe orphan petition requirements and procedures, but this 
information is generally limited to the INS role in the adoption process. INS 
also provides direct line telephone service or, in the larger population 
areas, an automated telephone information system that gives callers b 
detailed recorded messages about adoption procedures, access to agency 
operators, and the opportunity to leave a message or request publications 
or forms. Individual problem cases may also be discussed with 
information officers at INS district offices or referred to a central office 
specialist. 

We found that the principal INS publication describing orphan petition 
procedures (M-249Y) is informative and authoritative about the basic 
petitioning and naturalization process. However, it does not provide a full 
overview of the issues and problems faced by prospective parents seeking 
to adopt a foreign orphan. These include, for example, considerations that 
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may be involved in selecting an adoption agency or facilitator, information 
on adoption requirements in various countries, possible difficulties of 
dealing with foreign governments and agents, and overseas visa processing 
procedures. Parents we surveyed also told us that they would like to have 
checklists of the required forms, fees, and documentation, along with 
estimated timetables for completing the steps involved in the advance, 
petition, and visa processing. 

The Department of State has prepared information pamphlets that give 
general details on international adoption requirements as well as on 
country-specific adoption procedures and practices and the visa 
application and issuance process. State also provides travel advisories and 
suggested contact lists for specific countries; makes inquiries regarding 
the status of specific cases before foreign courts on behalf of adoptive 
parents; and assists in clarifying documentary requirements. The 
assistance is provided in response to telephone inquiry or by personal visit 
or mail contact with the Department’s Washington, D.C., headquarters or 
overseas offices. However, because adoptive parents have little reason to 
contact the Department concerning a foreign adoption until they are ready 
to travel overseas or to arrange to adopt a specific child, they often receive 
the information too late to be of optimal value. 

The Department of Health and Human Services operates a research 
facility, called the National Adoption Information Clearinghouse, under a 
contract arrangement in the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area, that has 
information on the intercountry adoption process available on request. 
The information is broad based and generally useful, but it contains some 
mistakes that could cause a processing delay or confusion. For example, 
prospective parents are advised that an approved home study is needed 
when submitting an orphan application for advance processing when, in 
fact, the home study may be submitted later. Also, according to the 4 
clearinghouse information, the orphan petition should be filed when the 
child is legally adopted in the foreign court. To the contrary, it should be 
filed as early as possible. 

Conclusions Federal agency requirements and procedures for qualifying prospective 
adoptive parents and processing foreign orphan petitions appear to be 
responsive to immigration law, are generally reasonable and necessary, 
provide adequate safeguards, and are flexible enough to ensure timely 
completion of foreign adoptions. However, in some instances, the 
procedures were not sufficiently explicit or carried out efficiently; as a 
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result, completion of adoptions was delayed. Avoidable processing delays 
were also experienced as a result of lost or mishandled fingerprint cards 
and orphan petition approval notices sent to overseas offices. 

Adequate information was not always made available to the parents, 
though they bear the principal burden of submitting accurate and 
complete data on the adoption to the federal agencies. Processing delays 
and inconveniences to parents also occurred because consular officers 
wanted to review original case files rather than rely on INS offkers’ orphan 
petition approvals. Overseas investigations are a necessary part of orphan 
determinations. However, when they are not conducted promptly, they 
unduly delay visa issuance for a child who is otherwise ready to travel to 
the United States and petitioners or their agents are not promptly notified 
of the cause of the delays. 

Prospective parents who were knowledgeable and prepared for the 
intercountry adoption process tended to have fewer difficulties with it 
than those who were less knowledgeable. While information and 
assistance services on intercountry adoption are available from a number 
of federal and private sources, we found that the federal assistance efforts 
were not adequately coordinated so that parents would know about them 
and could be rely on them early in the process when the information was 
most helpful. Among the federal agencies, INS is in the best position to 
make this information available to prospective parents because it receives 
their initial application for foreign adoption and conducts the preliminary 
orphan petition processing. 

Recommendations We recommend that the INS Commissioner 

l establish procedures for ensuring that the adoptive parents’ fingerprint l 

cards forwarded by INS field offices to the FBI for records check are 
suitable for FBI processing; 

l establish administrative controls to ensure that orphan petition approval 
notifications are promptly and accurately transmitted to the appropriate 
overseas consular offices, and that petitioners are advised of processing 
delays; and 

l coordinate federal agency development and early distribution to 
prospective parents of a comprehensive information package on 
intercountry adoption requirements, procedures, and issues that parents 
may face in seeking to adopt a foreign child, including laws or regulations 
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and referral data for parents arranging for an adoption in a specific 
colmtry. 

We also recommend that the Secretary of State direct the As&&ant 
Secretary of State for Consular Affairs to instruct counsular offices to rely 
on information in approval notification cables from the INS to begin 
processing visa applications and scheduling parent interviews, and not 
require that the original orphan petition and supporting documentation be 
produced for visual inspection, unless the cable presents information that 
would call into question the validity of the approval. In those exceptional 
cases in which consular officers withhold issuance of immigrant visas to 
adoptive foreign children after receipt of orphan petition approval by INS, 
the consular officer should immediately notify the petitioners or agents of 
the withholding action and reason(s) for the officers’ concerns. 

Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 

INS offnAals acknowledged that some problems in fingerprint card 
processing and the routing of overseas communications had led to delays 
in completing intercountry adoptions but indicated that they were 
addressing these problems. They told us that seven instructions and an FBI 
video presentation on fingerprinting were sent to field units during 1991 
and 1992 and that appropriate personnel were reminded of the importance 
of the review function. They attributed the current problems of routing 
cable traffic overseas to their having to use Defense Department 
communications lines and said they would explore the possibility of 
improving the cable notifications via a direct interface with the 
Department of State. INS officials said they also recognized the need to 
update and improve the usefulness of INS advisory services to prospective 
adoptive parents and make prospective parents better aware of the 
availability of other informational resources. They said that they have 
discussed the matter with Department of State and adoption community l 

officials. 

Department of State offMals said that consular officers have the 
discretion to process immigrant visas based on INS cable approvals but 
that information in cables is often incomplete, requiring a wait for the 
original petition. Nonetheless, they said that they would remind consular 
officers that they should not hold up visa processing if there was no 
reason to question the validity of the approval and if the information in the 
cable was complete. 
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Many Adoptive 
Parents Concerned 
With Quality of 
Federal Services 

. 

. 

. meeting parent or child eligibility requirements, and 

. securing a visa for their child. 

Our surveys of adoptive parents and adoption agencies indicated that 
while the intercountry adoption system was working well for many 
families, many had difficult and frustrating experiences during the 
process. Poor quality service by the federal agencies administering the 
system, particularly INS, was often cited as the principal source of 
difficulty. About 40 percent (3,600 families) of the parents surveyed 
encountered substantial difficulty at one point or another during the 
adoption process, Many of the adoption agencies said that the quality of 
service the families received from U.S. agency personnel was inadequate. 
The agencies further reported that they also often received poor quality 
service from INS regional and local personnel. 

Family contacts with U.S. government agencies in the United States 
occurred primarily with the INS’ district offices or suboffices. About 
70 percent of the families telephoned or visited INS about their adoptions. 
A substantially smaller number, about 20 percent, contacted the State 
Department and approximately 70 percent of the families traveled abroad 
in connection with their adoptions. Overall, about 40 percent of the 
families in our study experienced major difficulties completing one or 
more of the following steps in the adoption process: 

obtaining accurate information about U.S. rules and regulations governing 
intercountry adoptions, 
working with U.S. government agencies or foreign individuals and 
organizations on their adoptions, 

Working with U.S. government agencies was a source of major difficulty 
for about 20 percent of the families in the study population. Other areas of 
difficulty were: getting accurate information about U.S. rules and 
regulations (12 percent), working with foreign contacts (14 percent), and 
securing an immigrant visa for their child (11 percent), Relatively few 
families (4 percent) had problems meeting parent eligibility requirements 
or demonstrating a child’s orphan status (3 percent). The parents we 
interviewed described a range of problems such as difficulty reaching 
personnel by telephone because of recordings, difficulty getting 
comprehensive and accurate information on adoption or the status of their 
case, and lost documentation or delays in processing adoption documents. 
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To assess the quality of service families received from U.S. government 
personnel, our survey examined several service features, assessing them 
separately for INS and the State Department. These were 

l accessibility of personnel by telephone and at their offices, 
l courtesy and sensitivity of personnel to intercountry adoptions, 
l knowledge of intercountry adoption laws and regulations and ability to 

provide accurate information about the status of an adoption, and 
. timeliness of responses to intercountry adoption inquiries. 

INS Services to Families While a large proportion of families were satisfied with many features of 
the services provided by INS in the United States, many were not. An area 
of particular weakness was the nonavailability of agency personnel by 
telephone. An estimated 70 percent of the families who called INS, 
representing about 4,400 of the families in our study population, were 
dissatisfied with the accessibility of INS personnel by telephone, and an 
estimated 16 to 35 percent of the families who contacted INS offices in the 
United States were dissatisfied with each of the other service features we 
studied (see fig. 3.1). 
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Figure 3.1: Family Satlrfactlon With the INS’ Services in the United States 
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Many of the families we interviewed gave illustrations of the types of 4 
problems they encountered. The automated telephone recordings caused 
difficulties for most of them. For example, families said that 

l recorded messages did not provide useful information, 
l messages they left were not responded to, 
l reaching INS personnel by telephone was time-consuming, and 
l it was difficult to get beyond recorded messages to make contact with 

someone knowledgeable about their case. 

INS provides prospective adoptive parents informational assistance via a 
telephone information system called “Ask Immigration.” The system 
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provides callers with detailed recorded messages about adoption 
procedures, allows them to access agency operators, and gives them the 
opportunity to leave messages or request publications or forms. INS 
officials informed us that the system was installed because of a lack of 
agency staff to give individual attention to public inquiries, and they said 
that it has proven to be cost-effective. 

According to INS officials, telephone inquiries about adoption are not given 
any special priority or attention for personal assistance, but must compete 
with other types of immigration inquiries. They said that adoption inquiries 
represent less than 1 percent of incoming calls. Some parents we surveyed 
told us that that they had to wait up to a half hour before they could get 
access to INS operators. 

Department of State 
Service to Families 

About one-fifth of the families in our study population phoned or visited 
the Department of State in the United States regarding their adoptions. 
However, because relatively few of the families we interviewed contacted 
the Department of State, we were unable to make meaningful population 
estimates about specific aspects of services parents received from the 
Department. 

Most of those traveling abroad in conjunction with their adoptions, an 
estimated 6,100 of the approximately 9,000 families in our study 
population, had contact with U.S. consular offices and/or INS personnel 
abroad.’ On the basis of our sample results, we estimated that about 
77 percent of the families who phoned or visited these offices were 
satisfied with the overall quality of the service they received from the 
consular offices. Conversely, about 23 percent had qualified opinions or 
were dissatisfied with the services they received. 

A 
More specifically, an estimated 13 percent of the families were dissatisfied 
overall with services they received, with higher percentages being 
dissatisfied with some aspects of the services. Table 3.1 reflects the 
dissatisfaction, by aspect of service, of those families contacting US. 
consular offices abroad in connection with their adoptions. 

‘Because questionnaire pretesting showed that parents could not distinguish between consular and 
INS personnel, we asked them to assess the service they received from consular office personnel as a 
gtoup. 
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Table 3.1: Eatlmater of Families 
Dirsatllrfled With Aopecto of U.S. 
Government Sewlcer Abrcad Accessibility of consular personnel by telephone 

Sensitivity of consular personnel 

Percentage dls8atldied 
21 
15 

Accessibilitv of oersonnel at the consulate 14 
Ability of consular personnel to provide accurate 
information about adoption case 
Courtesy of consular personnel 

11 
10 

Knowledge of consular personnel about intercountry 
adoption laws and regulations 
Timeliness of responses by consular personnel to 
inauiries 

9 

7 
Overall dissatisfaction with U.S. government services 
abroad 13 

Adoption Agencibs’ 
Views on the Quality 
of Federal Services 

during 1991 to obtain greater insights into the quality of federal services 
they and their clients received in the United States and overseas. We 
examined the agencies’ assessments of service of the INS regions and ten 
selected local offices throughout the United. States and INS and/or consular 
offices in 11 countries overseas. We examined several service categories, 
including employees’ accessibility by telephone and at their offices, 
courtesy, sensitivity, knowledge of intercountry adoption laws and 
regulations, and ability to provide accurate information about the status of 
cases. 

To assess the adoption agencies’ perceptions of the services provided to 
families involved in intercountry adoptions at home and abroad, we 
queried the agencies about INS and State employees’ 

l knowledge of applicable laws and procedures; 
. consistent administration of policies and procedures; 
l tact and sensitivity; and 
l delivery of helpful service, advice, and support 

While the adoption agencies’ assessments varied by region and local office 
in the United States and by country, the overall results revealed a high 
level of marginal or inadequate services by federal employees. 
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Adoption Agencies’ Agency assessments of quality of service in the INS' Northern, Southern, 
Assessment of Services and Western regions was marginally adequate overall. About half of the 
Provided by INS Offices in service ratings for these regions were adequate or higher, and the 

the United States remainder was divided between marginal and inadequate. The quality of 
service in the Eastern Region was higher; about two-thirds of the ratings 
were adequate or higher 

From the adoption agencies’ perspective, accessibility of personnel by 
telephone and at their offme was particularly troublesome in all regions. 
Overall, about 42 percent of the agencies rated the quality of service as 
marginally adequate or unsatisfactory. We also found that about one-third 
of them rated INS staff courtesy in the Western and Eastern regions as 
marginally adequate to unsatisfactory. In the Eastern Region, about 
one-third of the ratings assessed staff sensitivity to intercountry adoption 
as marginally adequate or lower. 

Adoption agencies assessed the INS’ local offices as average or lower for 
one or more service factors in 9 of the 10 offices rated. Nearly half of the 
agency ratings assessed one or more of the services as marginally 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory. For example, three-fourths of the agencies 
assessing the Washington office rated accessibility of staff by telephone as 
generally or very unsatisfactory; about one-third of the agencies said they 
were generally or very dissatisfied with the courteousness of the San 
F’rancisco staff; and about 40 percent of reporting agencies rated the 
Newark of&e staff’s ability to provide accurate information about the 
status of cases as unsatisfactory. Only one office (Chicago) received 
consistently high service ratings, not only overall but for each of the 
service features we surveyed. 

Table 3.2 reflects the adoption agencies’ assessments of quality of services 
by INS personnel in the United States. Specific locations are listed if nine or l 

more agencies rated that location. Aggregation to regions includes all 
locations within these regions which agencies rated. 
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Table 3.2: Adoption Agencler’ SaMaction Wlth the Ouallty of Servlce Provided by INS Personnel In the Unlkd States In 
1991 

Abllity of 
Knowledge personnel to 
personnel had provide 

Senrltlvity of about accurate 
Accerslblllty of Accerslblllty of personnel to Inter-country lnformatlon 
personnel by personnel at Courtesy of Intercountry adoption law8 about status of 

INS location telephone their off ice personnel adoption and regulations a caee 
All INS locations AS(M) AS(M) WW AS(C) GW-3 WC) 
Northern Region AS(M) AW.4 AS(C) AS(C) WC) AS(C) 

Chicago VS(VC) VS(VC) VW/C) VS(VC) VS(VC) VS(VC) 
Milwaukee WC) GW) ‘WC) WC) AS(VC) AS(C) 

Southern Region GW4 AS(M) ASP.4 AS(M) WC) AS(C) 
Western Region AS(M) AS(M) WW AS(M) AS(C) AS(M) 

San Francisco AS(M) AS(M) AS(M) AS(M) AS(M) AS(M) 
Eastern Region AS(M) ASH.2 G%C) GSP.2 GSO ASP-3 

Baltimore 
Boston 
Buffalo 
Newark 
New York 
Philadelphia 
Washington, DC. 

WC) GW4 GS(C) GW4 AS(C) WW 
GS(M) AS(C) GSW AS(M) WC) WC) 
AS(M) GD(VM) GW) ‘WC) WC) GS(C) 
AS(C) AS(C) AS(C) AS(C) GSC) AS(C) 
AS(M) 
AS(C) 
GDP4 

GDP4 
AS(C) 
AS(M) 
Legend 

GS(C) WC) AS(C) AS(C) 
WC) WC) GfW) WC) 
GW2 AS(M) AS(M) AS(M) 

VS = Very satisfied 
GS = Generally satisfied 
AS = As satisfied as dissatisfied 
GD = Generally dissatisfied 
VD = Very dissatisfied 

(VC) = Very consistent 
(C) = Consistent 
(M) = Mixed 
(VM) = Very mixed 
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Adoption Agencies’ About three-fourths of the adoptive children entering the United States 
Assessment of Services during fiscal year 1991 emigrated from seven countries. Because of the 
Provided by Overseas important role these countries have played in inter-country adoptions, we 

Offices asked the adoption agencies whose staff or foreign representatives called 
or visited these countries to assess the quality of service provided by INS 
and US. consular office staff during 1991. A total of 30 agencies we 
surveyed contacted U.S. personnel in these countries on behalf of about 
2,300 US. families pursuing intercountry adoptions. 

I 

I! 
Table 3.3: Adoptlon Agency Contact 
With INS end U.S. Conrular Offlce Steff Estimated number of 
During 1M Number of agencies families agencies made 

I Country contacting country contacts for 
Colombia 17 162 
Guatemala 24 150 

8’ India 21 203 
Korea 19 617 
Peru 36 233 
Philippines 22 225 
Romania 37 467 
Total 2,257 

While the agencies’ assessments of countries varied, overall they reflected 
significant concern over the quality of services they received. The agencies 
reported a higher quality of service in Korea and Colombia than in the 
other countries. Table 3.4 reflects the adoption agencies’ level of 
satisfaction with the quality of services received in these seven countries. 
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Tabie 3.4: Adoption Agencleo’ Satl~factlon With the Quallty of Service Provlded by INS and U.S. Conrular Office Staff In 
Seven Countrle8 In 1991 

Ablllty of 
Knowledge personnel to 
personnel had provide 

Sensltlvity of about accurate 
Accerrlbility of Accorrlbllity of penonnel to Intercountry lnformatlon 
personnel by peroonnel at Courtesy of intercountry adoption laws about status of 

Country telephone their offlco personnel adoptlon and regulations a case 
Colombia GS(C) GSG) GW4 WW GS(M) GS(C) 
Guatemala 
India 
Korea 
Peru 
Philippines 
Romania 

GW) 
WC) 
GS(VC) 

AS(C) 
GD(C) 
AS(C) 

WC) 
AS(C) 
GW) 
AS(C) 
GDP) 
AS(C) 
Legend 

AS(C) AS(C) GW-3 AS(C) 
GS(C) AS(M) AS(M) GS(M) 
WC) GSG) WC) WC) 
AS(M) AS(C) AS(C) AS(C) 
ASP.3 AS(C) AS(C) AW4 
AS(C) AS(C) AS(C) AS(C) 

VS = Very satisfied 
GS = Generally satisfied 
AS = As satisfied as dissatisfied 
GD = Generally dissatisfied 
VD = Very dissatisfied 

(VC) = Very consistent 
(C) = Consistent 
(M) = Mixed 

Except for Korea, some adoption agencies expressed dissatisfaction with 
service aspects in each of the other six countries in terms of accessibility 
of personnel by telephone and at the office, staff courtesy, sensitivity and 
knowledge of procedures, and ability to provide accurate case information 
about the status of an adoption. Overall, the service in the Philippines was 
considered the poorest, with the services in Peru and Romania rated only 
marginally better. Over half the agencies contacting U.S. personnel in the 
Philippines rated accessibility of personnel by telephone and at the office 
as unsatisfactory. Moreover, over half the agencies were dissatisfied with I 
the ability of U.S. staff to provide accurate information about the status of 
a case. Nearly half the agencies in all three countries were dissatisfied 
with staff courtesy and sensitivity. 
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Some agencies commented on the quality of services received in four 
other countries (Chile, El Salvador, Honduras, and Paraguay), and their 
assessments varied also. Their responses indicated overall satisfaction 
with services received in Chile and Honduras but included several mixed 
or negative evaluations for the quality of services received in El Salvador 
and Paraguay. 

Adoption Agencies’ In addition to gathering adoptive parents’ perceptions of the quality of 
Assessments of the Quality services they received abroad, we asked adoption agencies for their 
of Services Adoptive perspectives on the U.S. services provided to families abroad during 1991. 

Families Received at U.S. Many agencies assessed the quality of services as being moderate or poor, 

Consular Offices Overseas particularly with respect to U.S. staff providing helpful service, advice, and 
support to prospective parents. Figure 3.2 reflects agency assessments for 
the service features we examined. 

Flgure 3.2: Agency Perrpectlveo on 
Quality of Service Famlliee Received (K) Numbor of adoption agenclrr 
From INS end U.S. Consular Staff 
Abroad 

40 

Provldo Admlnlrter 
lnformrtlon pollcias and 
about laws and procedure8 
pRWdlIrCW consistently 

r0 a very greatlgreat extent 

To a moderate extent 
To no extent&ttle or some extent 

Show 
approprlato tact 
and senrltlvlty 

Provide helpful 
servlco, advlce, 
and l upport 

Note: See appendix II for the exact text of the question and for nonresponse rates. 
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Conclusions The intercountry adoption process is a complex and often frustrating 
ordeal for adoptive parents. For most, the process is a once-in-a-lifetime 
experience, and they must rely heavily on INS and the Department of State 
and its overseas consular offices for guidance and assistance as they 
pursue their adoptions. We found that in many cases INS personnel in the 
United States and INS and consular personnel overseas provided marginal 
or unsatisfactory services to adoptive parents and adoption agencies. 
Inaccessibility of federal personnel by telephone or at their offices was the 
most frequent problem. Many parents told us that the INS automated 
telephone information system was a major problem. While cost-effective, 
the system did not provide satisfactory service in the minds of many of 
those telephoning INS with adoption inquiries. Responsiveness to inquiries, 
knowledge of adoption laws and regulations, and courtesy and sensitivity 
by INS and State personnel were also cited as problems in many cases. As a 
result, greater emphasis on quality service by INS and the State Department 
would appear to significantly improve the chances for a positive 
intercountry adoption experience for thousands of American parents. 

Recommendations In light of the results of our surveys of adoptive parents and adoption 
agencies, we recommend that the INS Commissioner 

l improve the automated telephone information system’s responsiveness to 
callers with questions about intercountry adoptions; 

l develop and implement programs for improving the quality of services INS 
personnel provide adoptive parents, including increased emphasis on 
courtesy, responsiveness to inquiries, and knowledge of intercountry 
adoption laws and procedures; and 

l institute a monitoring process to ensure that courteous, responsive, and 
knowledgeable service is consistently provided to adoptive parents or 
those who may inquire about foreign adoptions. 

We also recommend that the Secretary of State direct the Assistant 
Secretary of State for Consular Affairs to develop and implement programs 
to improve overseas consular office staffs’ responsiveness and courtesy in 
serving the needs of American adoptive parents abroad and monitor these 
programs to ensure that satisfactory service is provided to them. 

Page 42 GAOMSlAD-93-83 Interconntry Adoption 



Chapter 3 
May Adoptive Parenta and Adoption 
A$uI~~ Baportad ltecelvhg Poor Quality 

Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 

INS official told us that they plan t0 review immigration officer training 
programs and issue instructions to the field with a view toward ensuring 
improved courtesy, responsiveness, and subjectmatter knowledge in 
processing orphan adoptions. They said that monitoring of employee 
performance is an ongoing responsibility of supervisors and that they 
would remind field managers of the importance of ensuring proper service 
in orphan cases. 

State Department officials commented that while our survey showed that a 
clear m@ority of respondents were satisfied with State’s handling of 
adoption cases,2 they agreed that service could always be improved and 
said that the Department had taken a series of steps in the past year to 
enhance their ability to provide quick, courteous, and responsive service 
to US. citizens. In addition, they said that officers have been assigned to 
follow adoption matters and that improvement of service to citizens 
abroad is a regular focus of management seminars held with consular 
officers (see app. III). 

We support the steps that INS and State Department officials have planned 
or already taken to improve quality of service for those involved in seeking 
intercountry adoptions and urge that they continue to look for ways to 
ease this already complex and often frustrating process for many 
Americans. 

“Reference here is made to the families we surveyed. 
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Varying Country Requirements Pose 
Dilemmas for Intercountry Adoptions 

Americans seeking to adopt a foreign child face an intercountry adoption 
process that varies with the requirements imposed by foreign governments 
and their institutions. Broad international agreements on standards and 
procedures for intercountry adoption do not now exist. The absence of 
such agreements, especially in sending countries that do not have effective 
foreign adoption programs, have contributed to confusion, delays, 
irregularities, and possible abuse. However, efforts are under way by the 
intergovernmental Hague Conference on Private International Law to 
prepare a convention that will seek to define substantive common 
principles and establish a framework for cooperation between sending and 
receiving countries. The convention, if signed by the United States and 
entered into force, would require changes in prevailing U.S. intercountry 
adoption procedures, including possible legislative revisions and changes 
in federal agency operating procedures. 

Requirements for In addition to meeting U.S. federal and state laws, prospective American 

Intercountry Adoption parents must contend with varying foreign government requirements as th ey relate to their fitness to care for a child and to obtaining the child’s 
Vary by Country release for adoption and emigration. Varying degrees of official approval, 

involvement by third parties, and documentation may be required whether 
the child is relinquished to a government or private institution or directly 
from the birth mother to the adoptive parents and whether the 
relinquishment takes place in a formal judicial or private setting. 
Increasingly, because of the illegal activities they have experienced with 
child placements abroad, some foreign countries are seeking to curtail 
privately arranged adoptions by requiring contacts to be channeled 
through sanctioned agencies or government institutions. There are various 
inconsistencies in foreign governments’ adoption policies. 

Qualifications for Adoption The decision of who is qualified to adopt a foreign child is a matter of a 
interest to both the sending and receiving governments. As a result, 
although prospective adoptive American parents are required to show that 
they are suitable for adopting a foreign-born orphan, the sending country’s 
government or courts may require additional information for assessing the 
parents’ fitness. The requirements vary by country but may include such 
factors as age, income, race, religion, length of residency incountry, and 
number and backgrounds of other children. Some countries also require 
post-placement information on a child and notification of final adoption 
when a child is released for guardianship and enters the United States to 
be adopted. 
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Adoption Most countries require that a child who is placed for adoption must be 
legally recognized as an orphan or, in a case in which only one natural 
parent is living, legally and unconditionally released for adoption and 
emigration. Some countries require that the child be adopted in the courts 
of their country as a prerequisite for the child to leave, with either or both 
adoptive parents’ being required to appear personally or through 
arrangement by proxy-depending on the country’s requirements. Thus, 
whereas a country of origin may recognize a foreign adoption of an orphan 
as being valid if it is arranged by proxy or with only one prospective 
parent being present, U.S. immigration law requires that (if the petitioner 
is married) both of the prospective parents must have seen and observed 
the orphan abroad prior to or during the adoption proceedings in order for 
the foreign adoption decree to be recognized as valid in the United States. 
Other countries (such ss Korea) effectively grant the adopting parent(s) 
legal guardianship of the child and simply require a special exit visa from 
the child’s country, with the adoption to be completed in the receiving 
country. Not all countries have a national authority to control or regulate a 
child being available for adoption by foreign citizens. 

Emigration It is possible that a child determined to be available for foreign adoption, 
and possibly already adopted or given legal custody by American parents 
in his or her own country, may not be eligible to enter the United States 
because the examining U.S. officer does not consider the child to be an 
orphan. This is because the U.S. orphan definition is not always consistent 
with the determination of a child’s availability for foreign adoption and 
emigration by the sending country. For example, whereas the sending 
country might consider a child abandoned if the child has been placed in 
an orphanage, but the parents still contribute to the child’s support, U.S. 
officials would not. 

Timeliness is critical. While the United States is the largest receiving 
country for intercountry adoptions, sending country and cooperating 
adoption agency officials told us they may be more apt in certain instances 
to place an adoptable child with a family in countries that have less 
stringent approval processes. Children available for foreign adoption but 
not assured of immediate U.S. entry may instead be made available to and 
adopted by families in Canada and Western European countries, which 
accept the findings of the child’s birth country and require no further test 
for entry. 
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Agency-Assisted Versus 
Independent Adoptions 

While U.S. citizens are free to act on their own behalf or use an attorney or 
agent to arrange a foreign adoption, an increasing number of countries are 
requiring that such adoptions be carried out through selected accredited 
agencies. We found that agency-assisted adoptions have worked well in 
Korea and other countries that have established foreign adoption 
programs. Agencies based in the receiving country usually have a 
contractual arrangement with institutions or licensed agencies overseas 
with access to available children, and they offer parents a complete range 
of services-including a home study of the prospective parents, 
preparation of legal documents, selection and presentation of the child, 
and post-placement services. Prospective parents who work 
independently with the birth mothers or private agents in the country of 
origin usually want to avoid the purportedly higher cost, longer wait, and 
loss of personal control that are often associated with agency-assisted 
adoptions. However, whereas cooperating agencies can be held 
accountable to their contractual commitments by the foreign government, 
independent arrangements cannot be as easily monitored. As a result, 
problems can occur-as they did recently in Romania. 

Problems Associated Wide media attention given to the plight of children left abandoned or 

With Romanian 
Adoptions 

orphaned in Romanian institutions during the Ceausescu regime led to a 
significant rise in the number of American adoptions from Romania 
following the regime’s overthrow in late 1989. Up to that time, the number 
of Romanian children adopted by American families was insignificant. 
Following a modest rise during fiscal year 1990, adoptions ballooned to 
2,662 during fiscal year 1991 until July when, because of alleged baby 
selling activities, Romanian authorities suspended all foreign adoptions 
pending the establishment of a Romanian Adoption Committee to oversee 
all adoptions and carry out comprehensive new procedures. 

The surge in the number of Americans adopting Romanian children and 
the problems accompanying them were caused by a combination of 
factors. Prominent among these was public confusion resulting from the 
lack of a smooth-functioning adoption program based on established laws 
and procedures that allowed private adoption arrangements to flourish. 
Contributing to the confusion were prospective parents who were 
ill-informed about or unwilling to follow U.S. laws and regulations and a 
U.S. staffing shortage to properly investigate and document orphan 
petitions and visa applications. Parents who sought to adopt a child were 
often matched with, and sometimes even adopted or gamed legal custody 
of, the child before obtaining a formal decision about the child’s orphan 
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status under U.S. law. Most of the children processed early came from 
orphanages and government institutions, and thus were more easily 
determined to be clearly approvable as an orphan. However, some INS and 
consular officlals expressed doubt as to whether appropriate criteria were 
applled in adjudicating the orphan petitions because there was a staff 
shortage to conduct the orphan investigations and 97 to 98 percent of the 
petitions were approved despite reports of widespread irregularities and 
fraud. State officials told us that extensive follow-up investigations by 
State and INS did not disclose fraud and that all of the children involved 
received either immigrant visas or humanitarian parole. 

Nearly one-third of the Romanian children admitted to the United States 
during fiscal year 1991 were admitted on the basis of the issuance of an 
IR-4 visa-in other words, without having been seen and observed by the 
parent(s) at the adoption proceedings abroad. We were told by agency 
officials that it was possible in these circumstances that a child may have 
been released from a birth parent through a local court without the central 
government’s knowledge or supervision and that the adoption was 
arranged without agency assistance. 

A number of Americans who adopted or agreed to adopt a child that was 
later determined to be a nonorphan were granted relief through the 
Attorney General’s discretionary humanitarian parole authority. Used only 
occasionally and sparingly in the past to admit foreign children who did 
not quality for U.S. entry as orphans, the authority was used temporarily in 
1991 on a broad basis to admit nonqualifying orphan children from 
Romania who either already had been adopted by or had bonded with 
American parents traveling to Romania to adopt a child. Parole status was 
granted to a total of about 250 of these nonorphan children. The parole 
process is not normally available for adoptions and has been granted only 
in a few such cases, chiefly for U.S. military families overseas who were 4 
transferred to a new duty station on short notice. 

The Romanian government has amended its adoption laws and established 
an adoption committee to oversee foreign adoptions. It requires that future 
foreign adoptions be processed through this committee and established a 
list of requirements for adoptions to take place. As of July 1992, it had 
authorized five U.S. agencies to facilitate adoptions but had not yet 
permitted them to resume adoption processing. 

Page 47 GAO/NSIAD-93-83 Intercountry Adoption 



Cbrptar 4 
v&ryhg country Ilequlrement4 Po8e 
Dllemmu for Intercountry Adoptiona 

A 

No Broad Agreement Adoption and foster placement of children domestically and abroad is 

Exists on 
International 
Adoption 

generally regulated by the local and state laws of each nation, and to a 
growing extent by international law. While international adoption of 
children has been addressed from time to time in resolutions adopted by 
the United Nations General Assembly, the only existing international 
agreement that deals specifically with the adoption of foreign children is 
one that operates only between Austria, Switzerland, and the United 
Kingdom. 

Adoption Convention 
Being Developed by the 
Hague Conference 

In recent years there has been some support for an adoption treaty or 
convention that would establish generally binding procedures for 
international adoptions. In 1933, responding to encouragement by the 
United Nations, the intergovernmental Hague Conference on Private 
International Law formed a special commission to prepare a convention 
that would identify issues, study possible approaches, and establish agreed 
norms and procedures for adoption of children coming from abroad. 
Delegates to the conference felt that there was a clear practical need for a 
multilateral instrument that would define substantive principles and 
establish a basic legal framework of cooperation between authorities in 
countries of the children’s origin and receiving countries. The commission 
has prepared a draft text of the convention for consideration by Member 
States, scheduled for final approval by the Conference in May 1993. 

United States Participation For the convention to be ratified and become effective in the United 
in Drafting the Convention States, the State Department has indicated it will first seek the 

endorsement of the various organizations involved in intercountry 
adoptions before the convention is transmitted by the President to the 
Senate for its advice and consent and the need for enactment of federal 
implementing legislation is determined. A U.S. delegation to the Hague 4 
Conference special commission has been assisting in the commission’s 
work and attempting to secure provisions in the convention that will be 
viewed as being as fully acceptable as possible to the United States. The 
delegation is chaired by the State Department’s Legal Adviser for Private 
International Law and includes experts on family law and intercountry 
adoption. To provide guidance to the delegation, a Study Group on 
Intercountry Adoption was established consisting of law professors, 
adoption attorneys, national adoption agency representatives, and federal 
and state government officials. The group met in June 1990, January 1992, 
and January 1993 prior to meetings of the Hague Conference commission. 
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Impact of Draft Hague The draft convention sets out the basic procedural framework, or 

Convention on U.S. minimum requirements, to be followed in all adoption cases between 
cooperating member countries. It also provides the flexibility for any 

Processing 
Adoptions 

of Foreign country to unilaterally impose additional restrictions or conditions to 
those established in the convention. For example, while the draft 
convention gives prospective adoptive parents the latitude to seek 
adoptions without private agency assistance and travel to the country of 
origin to identify the child to be adopted (subject to prior approval by a 
competent authority), some countries of origin may decide to deal with 
only certain accredited agencies that agree to meet their criteria. 
Receiving countries may continue to set eligibility requirements for entry 
that they consider necessary for permanent residence. 

Basic Provisions of the 
Draft Convention 

The draft convention establishes some basic and broadly supported 
provisions that will substantially confirm many existing policies and 
practices but also seek to make certain improvements in the manner that 
intercountry adoption procedures currently take place. The provisions 
esssentially relate to specific duties and obligations of sending and 
receiving countries that are aimed at protecting a child from getting caught 
in a legal limbo that can occur because of varying adoption and 
immigration requirements between countries. 

A major provision of the draft convention is that member countries 
designate a central authority. This authority is to be responsible for 
cooperating with other government authorities in keeping each other 
informed about their laws and monitoring adoption procedures, and either 
performing certain specified procedural functions on its own or delegating 
them to public authorities or accredited bodies. Such a national authority 
does not now exist in the United States and would have to be established. 
Directly or by delegating the functions, it would be required to (among b 
other things) 

. receive and review the applications of those persons wishing to adopt a 
child in a foreign country (INS currently performs this procedure); 

l prepare and transmit for each intercountry adoption a report to a central 
authority in the state of origin that contains the applicants’ identity, 
background, eligibility, suitability to undertake an adoption, and the 
characteristics of children they would be qualified to care for (this 
function is not now being performed systematically but is essentially 
covered by the home study process); 
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l provide official assurance of agreement with the placement and, before an 
adoption is allowed to proceed, take all the necessary steps to ensure a 
smooth transfer of the child from the sending to the receiving state (this 
function is not being done now); 

l monitor and report to the cooperating central authority on the progress 
made to complete adoptions and probationary placements and, in the 
event of unsuccessful placements, provide for an alternative adoption or 
arrangement in cooperation with the sending state (this function is done 
now only by adoption agencies under contractual arrangement with the 
sending government); and 

l take measures to prevent improper financial or other gain from an activity 
related to an intercountry adoption (U.S. law does not specifically impose 
penalties for persons trafficking in children). 

If the draft convention were to take effect, prospective adoptive parents 
would not be permitted to have any contact with the child to be adopted 
or its parents until certain conditions were met. Specifically, they are that 
the competent authority in the country of origin would have to determine 
that (1) the child was adoptable, (2) intercountry adoption was in the 
child’s best interest, and (3) proper counseling and consents were given. 
Further, the competent authority in the receiving country would have to 
determine that the prospective adoptive parents were eligible and suited 
to adopt a foreign child. Although the parents could contact the birth 
parent(s) and the child after these conditions were met, they would not be 
able to proceed with the adoption until the receiving country determined 
that the child was authorized to enter and become a permanent resident 
there. 

The procedure to be followed under the draft convention ensures that 
authorities in the country of origin would be informed at the beginning of 
the process the prospective adoptive parents’ intent to seek a child from b 
that country, enabling the authorities to set conditions for establishing the 
initial contact and to improve their control and monitoring. The procedure 
also requires that public authorities or accredited bodies in both the 
sending and receiving countries would ensure that the intercountry 
adoption be in the best interests of the child and that they would establish 
a system for accountability and monitoring. 

Issues to Be Addressed by Issues remain to be addressed about how the draft Hague convention, 
the United Stat& were it to be approved by the United States and allowed to enter into 

force, would affect U.S. immigration law and federal agency 
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responsibilities. Among the principal issues that would need to be 
addressed by federal implementing legislation or regulation include (1) the 
establishment of a national central authority to discharge certain required 
functions, (2) the delegation of other functions to licensed public 
authorities or accredited bodies involved In intercountry adoptions, and 
(3) the requirement for a determination that a child who is qualified for 
intercountry adoption by the sending country is or will be allowed to enter 
and reside in the United States before the adoption can take place. 

Most of the functions required by the draft convention are already being 
performed to a varying extent through INS, the Department of State, the 
individual 50 states, and private adoption agencies and attorneys. 
Nevertheless, the draft convention would expand the federal government’s 
role by making it directly responsible for reporting to central authorities in 
other countries and holding it more accountable for the successful 
placement and completion of the adoption. No decision had been made at 
the time of our review regarding which federal agency (or combination of 
agencies) would be responsible for the central authority’s functions or 
how some of the functions might be delegated, should the United States 
become a member of the convention. 

The draft convention allows signatory countries great flexibility in how the 
central authority may decide to discharge or delegate the convention’s 
required functions. However, by imposing this responsibility on the central 
authority, the federal government may have to make decisions about the 
division of responsibility between itself and the individual 60 states-such 
as possibly establishing a minimum uniform standard for accreditation of 
private adoption agencies and others involved in intercountry adoptions 
and providing measures to prevent the participants from receiving 
improper financial and other gain. 

It is likely that the convention would create a new classification of 
adoptable children determined by early mutual consent of sending and 
receiving countries to be eligible for intercountry placement and ensured 
of a smooth transfer process. This could increase or decrease the number 
of children available for intercountry adoption. Also, if it chose to do so, 
the United States could unilaterally continue to apply its test for 
determining orphan status irrespective of the country of origin’s 
determination. However, unlike current practice that can result in the 
adoption of an orphan child overseas and subsequent delay of U.S. entry 
for eligibility reasons, a determination of the child’s eligibility for 
immediate entry to and residency in the United States would have to 
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precede an adoption or award of legal custody to the prospective adoptive 
parents. 

Conclusions 
A 

Ratification and entry into force of an international agreement along the 
lines of the draft Hague convention would establish uniform principles and 
procedures for efficient foreign adoption processing while providing 
improved safeguards for the child and less anxiety for the adoptive 
parents. In particular, U.S. delegates believe the draft convention would 
(1) permit a smoother transfer process to take place once the connection 
with the child to be adopted has been made and (2) assist in monitoring 
adoption placements to ensure they are properly and successfully 
completed. 

U.S. accession to the draft convention would not alter the basic approach 
that parents use to adopt a foreign orphan, but it would result in additional 
federal agency reporting and management responsibilities and some 
adjustments to the existing adoption processing procedures. Issues remain 
to be addressed as to how these responsibilities would be carried out by a 
designated central authority and under which circumstances this 
authority’s required functions would be delegated to other competent 
bodies. It is also uncertain whether the United States would agree to the 
requirement that it determine, before an adoption could take place, that an 
adoptable child under the terms of the convention would be permitted 
entry and residency. 
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Responses to Our Survey of Parents 
Completing INS Orphan Immigration 
Processing During Fiscal Year 1991 

This appendix shows the results of our survey of parents completing the 
Immigration and Naturahzation Service (INS) orphan immigration 
processing during fiscal year 1991. The objectives of the survey were to 
learn about families’ experiences with and views of lntercountry adoption 
procedures and the quality of services they received from U.S. government 
agencies during the adoption process, We selected fiscal year 1991 in 
order to reduce memory errors and provide a current picture of U.S. 
government service. Our study examines the intercountry adoption 
process from the point of submission of the orphan petition to when the 
child enters the United States. The study does not cover the process of 
obtaining citizenship for the child. 

Study Methodology The study population consists of the 8,921 orphans entering the United 
States in fiscal year 1991 under IR-3 (adopted abroad) or IR-4 (to be 
adopted in the United States) immigration status. Some families adopted 
more than one child. However, we project the survey results to a 
population defined as families of the 8,921 orphans entering the United 
States. We selected a simple random sample of 250 orphans from this 
population using documentation provided by the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service to conduct telephone interviews with the families 
these children joined. We deleted eight cases from the sample because the 
families did not meet our study criteria, that is, they participated in 
pretesting abroad at the time of our interviews. Therefore, the adjusted 
sample size is 242. We were able to contact and interview by telephone 204 
of the families-an 84-percent response rate. We conducted the telephone 
interviews between mid-March and mid-April 1992. 

Our sample, like most statistical samples, is subject to some uncertainty. 
In this appendix, we report the 95-percent confidence intervals to quantity 
the statistical uncertainty associated with our results. If our methodology a 
was replicated, chances are 19 out of 20 that the results would be within 
these confidence intervals. Nonsampling errors, such as the wording and 
order of questions and the differences between interviewers, may also 
cause errors in surveys. In order to minimize the effects of these errors, 
we obtained three expert reviews of the questionnaire from professionals 
in intercountry adoption, pretested the questionnaire, and applied social 
science principles of survey design. 

We did not survey parents who began but did not complete the foreign 
adoption process. We could not directly contact parents who did not 
complete the process due to the lack of centralized records and the 
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inherent difficulties in identifying a population from which a reliable 
sample could be drawn. In order to obtain some information about the 
experiences of this group, as well as about parents who remain in the 
process, we asked adoption agencies to report their professional opinion 
about the efficiency and quality of service U.S. government personnel 
provided to all families in 1991 (see app. II). 

In some cases, questions were preceded by a filter question that screened 
out parents from responding. For example, in the section on parents who 
traveled abroad in order to conduct adoption business, we project to a 
population of about 6,100 families who traveled for adoption business. In 
other cases, not all parents eligible to answer a given question did so. The 
nonresponse rates ranged from 0 to 2 percent for the survey questions in 
this appendix. On some questions, parents could choose more than one 
response category, and the sum of responses may exceed the population 
total. 

For questions where parents reported dollar amounts or lengths of time, 
we present the average (the mean and median), standard deviation, and 
range of responses. For some questions, we have provided brief 
summaries of the responses. 

For many questions in the survey, respondents chose from five response 
categories so that their answers would closely reflect their views. 
However, we collapsed categories on some questions for clearer reporting 
in this appendix. These categories are denoted with a “f’ between two 
collapsed choices. 

The exact text for many of the questions is included in this appendix. We 
have edited the text for other questions in order to eliminate interviewer 
cues and prompts for response categories. Several sections of the survey 
contain a series of similar questions, such as those concerning U.S. 
government services provided by different agencies. For these sections, 
the entire question is provided once along with shortened wording for 
subsequent questions. 

,,(‘, 
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Summary of Survey 
Results 

Profile of Intercountry 
Adoption Families 

(a) Approximately what was the total amount of your 
out-of-pocket expenses for your adoption, including such things as 
travel, agency and application fees, and other expenses? 

Median 
Mean 
Standard deviation 
Range 
Note: Figures are based on 197 survey responses. 

$lO,om 
$11,500 

4,900 
$2,000-$30,000 

(b) How much did you expect to pay when you began the process? 

Median $lO,ooo 
Mean $10,300 
Standard deviation 
Rant-in 

4,300 
$1 oo-$20.ooo 

Note: Figures are based on 184 survey responses. 
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(c) Comparison between actual and expected adoption coets. 

Expected Adopilon Cortr 
Figure 1.1: Compariron of Actual and 

Parents paid about what they expecteb. 
Parents paid less than they 
expected. 

Parents paid 
expected. 

than they 

Note: We derived the percentages from 194 survey responses by comparing the amounts parentS 
actually paid and what they expected to pay to adopt a child. 

(d) Is this your first intercountry adoption? 

The percentage of families who answered “yes” ranged from 70 to 82.’ 

‘Ranges represent the lower and upper ends of the 9bpercent confidence intelval e&mates to the 
population. Unless otherwise specified, values represent the estimated percentage of families in the 
population of 8,921 with the characteristic being reported. 
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(e) Which of the following sources provided you with useful 
information about intercountry adoption procedures and 
requirements? 

Percentaae of famlliem 
Provider of professional adoption services 48-62 
Friends and relatives 28-42 
A parent croup 17-29 
The Immigration and Naturalization Service 7-16 
Other adoptive parents 1-6 

(f) Consider any information you collected about intercountry 
adoption. Think about information concerning the requirements, 
costs, and length of time to adopt, as well as information about 
intercultural and heaIth issues when adopting abroad. To what 
extent, if at all, did this information prepare you for your adoption 
experience? 

To little or no/some extent 
Percentage of familiar 

13-24 
To a moderate extent 20-32 
To a great/very great extent 49-63 

(g) Who provided you with adoption services in the United States? 

An adoption aaencv 
Percentage of familkr 

70-82 a 
A social worker 
A parents’ group 
Other tvues of adoption facilitators 

1 O-20 
5-14 
5-12 

A lawyer 
Did not receive adoption services in the United States 

4-11 
3-10 
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(h) How much a&stance, if any, did you receive ikom your 
adoption facilitator/s in completing each of the following steps in 
your adoption: little or none, some, a moderate amount, a great 
amount, or a very great amount of a&stance? 

Percentage of familleo 
recelvlng great or very great 

amount8 of arrlstance 
Identifying a child for you to adopt 60-73 
Collectina evidence to show that your child is an orphan 56-70 
Locating a person to conduct your home study 
Communicating with citizens of your child’s home 
country about your adoption case 

55-69 

48-62 
Securina a visa for vour child 37-51 
Communicatina with INS about vour case 25-38 

(i) Why did you choose intercountry rather than domestic 
adoption? 

Number of famlller In the 
survey 

Families believed they were ineligible for domestic 
adootion. 104 
Families believed intercountry adoption could be 
completed in less time than domestic adoption. 77 
Families wanted to adopt a child with certain 
characteristics. 
Families believed intercountry adoption would be easier 
than domestic adoption. 

55 

41 
Families believed intercountry adoption would cost less 
than domestic adoption. 
Families were concerned about birth parent rights in 
domestic adoption. 

27 
4 

20 
Families wanted to helo disadvantaaed children. 19 
Families were advised to pursue intercountry options. 15 
Families had previous intercountry adoption experience. 14 
Families believed there were no children available to 
adoot domesticallv. 13 
Note: Figures indicate the number of families in the survey that mentioned each reason: 203 
respondents answered this question. 
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(j) Which of the following categories most closely matches your 
gross annual family income from all sources during 19911 

Less than $25,000 
$25,000 to $50,000 

Percentage of famlller 
2-8 

26-40 
$50.000 to $75.000 26-39 
More than §i75.000 24-37 

(k) Did your child have any health problem that you did not know 
about at the time you agreed to adopt? 

The percentage of families who answered “yes” ranged from 11 to 21. 

Intercountry Adoption 
Processing 

(a) After INS received all of the application materials to qualify you 
and your child, did INS approve your application, or did they ask 
you for more information? 

Percentage of families 
Aooroved aoolication as submitted 79-89 
Asked for more information 11-21 

(b) What information did INS ask for before approving your 
application? 

Parents reported that they provided the following kinds of additional 
information to INS: replacement fingerprint cards for originals that were b 
lost or unusable; additional or updated home study information, including 
copies of the license for the social worker conducting the home study; 
birth and marriage certificates; additional fees; and confirmation of 
relinquishment of the child by a surviving parent. 
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(c) Do any of the following statements apply to your adoption case? 

I plan to adopt my child in the United States. 
I have already adopted my child in the United States. 
I have received a Resident Alien Card for my child. 
I have filed an application for U.S. citizenship for my 
child. 
My child is now a U.S. citizen. 

Percentage of families who 
said “yes” 

29-42 
32-46 
74-85 

12-22 
1 O-20 

Satisfaction With U.S. 
Government Services in 
the United States 

(a) Did you or your partner contact the following about your 
adoption? 

Contact a Member of Congress 
Phone the Department of State in the states 
Visit the Deoartment of State in the states 

Percentage of families who 
said “yes” 

28-42 
12-22 

4-12 
Phone INS in the states 65-78 
Visit INS in the states 56-70 

Pnge 61 GAO&MAD-93-83 Intercountry Adoption 



Appendix I 
Re8power to Our Survey of Parenta 
Completing INS Orphan Immigration 
Frocedng During Fbcal Year 1991 

(b) How satisfied or dissatisPied were you with the following 
aepectfl of service provided by INS in the United States for your 
adoption: were you very satisfied, generally satisfied, aa satisfied 
88 dissatisfied, generally dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied? 

Percentage of families 
Accessibilitv of INS oersonnel bv telephone 

Very/generally satisfied 12-22 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 2-8 
Generallvlverv dissatisfied 43-57 

Accessibility of INS personnel at their office 
Very/generally satisfied 25-38 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 5-13 
Generallv/verv dissatisfied 16-28 

Courtesy of INS personnel 
Very/generally satisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 

42-56 
6-14 

Generallv/verv dissatisfied 12-22 
Sensitivity of INS personnel to your intercountry adoption 

Very/generally satisfied 38-52 

Generally/very dissatisfied 
Knowledge INS personnel had about intercountry 
adootion laws and regulations 

Very/generally satisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 
Generally/very dissatisfied 

As satisfied as dissatisfied 7-16 
13-24 

34-48 
7-16 
8-17 

Ability of INS personnel to provide accurate information 
about your case 

Very/generally satisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 
Generally/very dissatisfied 

Timeliness of responses by INS to your inquiries 
Very/generally satisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 
Generally/very dissatisfied 

34-48 
4-12 

15-26 

32-46 
7-16 

19-32 
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(c) Why were you dissatisfied with the accessibility of INS 
personnel by telephone? 

Parents reported that they had problems with the INS automated telephone 
system.2 For example, parents said that recorded messages did not provide 
useful information; the instructions were unclear; INS did not respond to 
messages families left on the system; and reaching INS personnel by 
telephone was time-consuming. Parents also said it was difficult to get 
beyond the recorded messages and make telephone contact with someone 
knowledgeable about their adoption case. 

(d) Why were you dissatisfied with the accessibility of INS 
personnel at their ofPice? 

Parents reported that they had to wait a long time for service at INS offices 
and that INS office hours made it difficult to visit.3 Parents also said INS 
personnel were rude, that they were not knowledgeable about 
intercountry adoption, and that they were not helpful. Parents also 
reported difficulty locating or contacting the person responsible for 
intercountry adoption at INS offices. 

(e) How satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the service 
provided by the State Department in the United States for your 
adoption? 

Because relatively few of the families we interviewed contacted the 
Department of State, we are not able to make sensible population 
estimates about specific aspects of the service parents received from the 
Department, and we are limited to describing the survey results. 

Between 25 and 36 of the 39 families in the survey who called or visited 4 
the Department of State in the United States are satisfied or neutral about 
the courtesy of Department personnel, their sensitivity to intercountry 
adoptions, the timeliness of their responses to family inquiries, and the 
accessibility of Department personnel by telephone. 

“One hundred one respondents who were generally or very dissatisfied with INS telephone 
accessibility answered this question on the survey. 

JForty-four respondents who were generally or very dissatisfied with access to personnel at an INS 
office answered this question. 
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Smaller numbers of families are satisfied or neutral about the knowledge 
Department personnel have of intercountry adoption laws and regulations, 
their abilily to provide accurate information about adoption cases, and the 
accessibility of Department personnel at their of&es. About one-quarter 
of the parents we interviewed who called or visited the State Department 
in the United States are generally or very dissatisfied with the accessibility 
of Department personnel. 

(f) Consider all of the items just mentioned: accessibility of agency 
personnel, their courtesy, sensitivity, knowledge, and timeliness. 
Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the quality of 
federal government services you received (fkom the State 
Department and INS) here in the United States during your 
adoption? 

Percentage of families 
Verv satisfied 6-15 . 
Generally satisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 

22-35 
13-24 

Generally dissatisfied 
Very dissatisfied 

[Figure I.4 depicts these levels of satisfaction.] 

11-21 
4-11 
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Difficulties Encountered in (a) How difficult, if at all, was it for you to complete each of the 
the Intercountry Adoption following steps during your adoption: was it of little or no 
Process difficulty, somewhat difficult, moderately, very, or extremely 

diflicult? 

Getting accurate information about U.S. rules and 
procedures for intercountry adoption? 

Percentage of families 

Little or no difficuftv/somewhat difficult 69-82 
Moderately difficult 8-18 
Very/extremely difficult 8-17 

Working with U.S. government agencies on your 
adoption? 

Little or no difficulty/somewhat difficult 
Moderately difficult 
Very/extremely difficult 

53-67 
14-25 
15-26 

Meeting INS requirements for adoptive parents, such as 
obtaining a favorable home study and clearing the 
background investigation? 

Little or no difficultvlsomewhat difficult 86-95 
Moderately difficult 3- 9 
Very/extremely difficult 2- 8 

Working with citizens of your child’s home country who 
were involved in your adoption? 

little or no difficulty/somewhat difficult 63-76 
Moderately difficult 6-14 
Verwextremelv difficult 10-20 

Demonstrating to INS that your child was an orphan? 
Little or no difficulty/somewhat difficult 
Moderatelv difficult l-5 

88-96 

Very/extremely difficult 
Gettinq an entry visa for your child? 

l-6 

Little or no difficultv/somewhat difficult 77-88 
Moderately difficult 
Very/extremely difficult 

Figure I.2 illustrates the responses to these questions. 

2- 9 
7-16 
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Figure 1.2: Degree of Dlfflculty Perente Experienced With Various Step6 in the Adoption Procesr 
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Note: Values represent the percentage of parents reporting each level of difficulty. See appendix 
text for confidence interval estimates. 

(b) Can you briefly describe why the adoption process w&8 
difficult? 

Parents described a range of problems such as difficulty reaching INS 
personnel by telephone because of voice mail recordings, difficulty getting 
comprehensive and accurate information on adoption or on the status of 
their adoption case, and lost documentation or delays in processing 
adoption documents. Parents also encountered problems abroad, such as 
language barriers and requests for bribes from individuals in some 
countries. 
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(c) Now consider all of the items just mentioned such as getting 
information, working with government agencies, and meeting 
requirements for adoption. Overall, how difficult, if at all, was your 
int43rcountry adoption experience? 

Little or no cliff iculty 
Somewhat difficult 

Percentage of famllier 
30-44 
22-35 

Moderatelv difficult 14-25 
Very difficult 8-17 
Extremely difficult 2-8 

Experiences and Views of 
Parents Who Traveled to 
Adopt Their Child 

(a) Did you or your partner go to your child’s home country to 
facilitate your adoption process? 

Respondent traveled 
Partner traveled 

Percentage of famllier 
13-24 

1-5 
Respondent and partner traveled 45-59 
Neither traveled 22-34 

(b) About how long did you spend abroad? 

Median 4 weeks 
Mean 4.7 weeks 
Standard deviation 4.8 
Ranae l/2 to 45 weeks 
Note: Figures are based on survey responses of all parents who traveled. 
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(c) For which of the following reasons did you travel to your child’s 
home country7 

Percentage of famlllee who 
said “yes” 

To brina vour child into the United States? 92-99 
To legally adopt your child in its home country? 74-88 
Because the host country required you to appear? 69-83 
To learn about your child’s cultural heritaqe? 49-65 
To see your child before agreeing to adopt? 
To locate your child? 
Note: Estimates are projected to the population of about 6,400 parents who traveled. 

29-46 
27-43 

(d) Did you or your partner phone or visit the U.S. embassy or 
consulate about your adoption7 

Percentage of families who 
said “ves” 

Phone the U.S. embassv or consulate 48-65 
Visit the U.S. embassy or consulate 
Note: Estimates are projected to the population of all parents who traveled. 

92-99 

(e) How satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the following 
aspects of service provided by U.S. embassy or consulate staff, 
including INS personnel, in your child’s home country for your 
adoption?4 

“In (e) and (f) we report results for families who traveled abroad in order to conduct business related 
to their adoption, about 6,100 of the families in the study. We have excluded families who did not 
travel and families who traveled only for other purposes (about 300 families), such as escorting their 
child to the United States, learning about their child’s cultural heritage, or seeing a child before 
agreeing to adopt. 
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Completing INS Orphan Immigration 
Procedng During Fircal Yeu 1901 

Accessibility of consular personnel by telephone 
Percentage of families 

Verv/aenerallv satisfied 63-77 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 4-12 
Generally/very dissatisfied 19-25 

Accessibility of U.S. government personnel at the 
consulate 

Very/generally satisfied 70-84 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 3-11 
Generally/very dissatisfied 9-20 

Courtesv of consular oersonnel 
Very/generally satisfied 67-82 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 7-18 
Generallvlverv dissatisfied 6-16 

Sensitivity of consular personnel to your intercountry 
adoption 

Very/generally satisfied 63-79 

Generally/very dissatisfied 
Knowledge consular personnel had about intercountry 
adoption laws and reoulations 

Very/generally satisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 
Generally/very dissatisfied 

As satisfied as dissatisfied 6-17 
9-21 

68-83 
2- 9 

5-15 
Ability of consular personnel to provide accurate 
information about your case 

Very/generally satisfied 63-79 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 
Generally/very dissatisfied 

Timeliness of responses by the consulate to your 
inauiries 

2-10 
6-17 

4 

Very/generally satisfied 75-88 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 3-12 
Generally/very dissatisfied 

Figure I.3 illustrates the responses to these questions. 

4-13 
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Besponser to Our Survey of Parenta 
Completing INS Orphan Immlgratlon 
Proceselng During Fiscal Year 1991 

Flgura 1.3: Satlrfactlon Wlth Asp&r of Swvlco Provided by the U.S. Government Abroad 

100 Prcont 

00 
00 
70 
60 
so 
40 
30 
20 
10 

sa 

0 

Tolophono off IO@ 
rccnrlblllty l ccooslblllty 

n 

Knowledge Ablllty to provldo 
informatlon 

Tlmollmr 

Very/generally satisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 

Generallylvery dissatisfied 

Note: Values represent the percentage of parents reporting each level of satisfaction. See 
appendix text for confidence interval estimates. 

(f) Consider all of the items just mentioned: accessibility of agency 
personnel, their courtesy, sensitivity, knowledge, and timeliness. 
Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with the quality of 
federal government services you received abroad during your 
adoption? 

l 
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R.8spoxlse4 to ow survey of Parenta 
Compledng INS Orphan Immigration 
Procednq During FYacd Yeu 1881 

Percentage of famlller 
Very satisfied 33-50 
Generally satisfied 25-4 1 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 6-16 
Generaliv dissatisfied 3-12 
Verv dissatisfied 3-l 1 

[Figure I.4 depicts these levels of satisfaction.] 

Overall Satisfaction W ith (a) We would like your overall assessment of your entire adoption 
the Intercountry Adoption experience, Consider both the U.S. and foreign requirements for 
System and Process adoption, 88 well as services you received here and abroad during 

your adoption. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with 
the intercountry adoption system and process? 

Verv satisfied 
Percentage of famllles 

22-35 
Generallv satisfied 35-49 

I  

As satisfied as dissatisfied 
Generallv dissatisfied 

12-22 
6-14 

Verv dissatisfied 2-8 

[Figure I.4 depicts these levels of satisfaction.] 

(b) Why are you dissatisfied with the intercountry adoption 
system? 

Parents said they are dissatisfied because of problems they had with U.S. 
government agencies; because the process is complex, redundant, 
difficult, and time-consuming; and because they had problems working 
with their child’s home country during the adoption.6 

‘Twenty-five respondents who are generally or very dissatisfied with the intercountry adoption system 
and process answered this question. 
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Beeponeer to Our Survey of Parent8 
completig INS orphan lnuntgr~tJon 
Proceutng During Flscd Year 1991 

Flgure 1.4: Comparlron oi 8atl8faction 
L8VOl8 
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Very dissatisfied 

Generally dissatisfied 
As satisfied as dissatisfied 

Generally satisfied 

Very satisfied 

Note: Values represent the percentage of parents reporting each level of satisfaction. See 
appendix text for confidence interval estimates. 

Page 72 GAOINSIAD-99-89 Intercountry Adoption 

,’ 



Appendix II 

Responses to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agencies Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Services During 1991 

This appendix shows the results of our survey of adoption agencies 
providing intercountry adoption services during 1991. The objectives of 
the survey were to obtain agency perspectives on (1) the services agencies 
provide, (2) the quality of service these agencies received from U.S. 
government personnel they contacted in 1991 on behalf of prospective 
adoptive parents, and (3) the quality of service families received in their 
adoption-related dealings with the U.S. government personnel. We 
surveyed agencies in addition to adoptive families in order to obtain a 
more comprehensive picture of the efficiency and effectiveness of US. 
government services in the area of foreign adoptions. 

Study Methodology Adoptive families use various sources of assistance to adopt foreign-born 
children. We mailed our questionnaires in April 1992 to 197 adoption 
agencies identified by national public service organizations that provide 
information on foreign adoptions. We analyzed 155 questionnaires 
representing a response rate of 79 percent. The agencies we studied had 
substantial contact with the INS, the Department of State, and U.S. 
consular office staff during 1991. 

To reduce the respondents’ burden, we asked the agencies to evaluate 
specific aspects of the service they had received from (1) no more than 
three INS offices in the United States that they had telephoned or visited 
during 1991 and (2) U.S. government personnel in seven foreign countries. 
If the agencies had contacted more than three INS offices, they were to 
evaluate those they phoned and visited most frequently. We chose the 
specific seven foreign countries because they were the source countries of 
about 76 percent of the foreign adoptees immigrating into the United 
States in fiscal year 1991. Agencies provided written comments assessing 
their contacts with U.S. government personnel in countries other than the 
seven we designated. Because agencies do not operate in fLscal years, we b 
asked them to recollect their experiences in calendar year 1991. 

We combined agency responses for district INS offices and their associated 
units (such as suboffices). To provide a more complete picture of U.S. 
government performance, this appendix provides survey responses on 
specific INS locations (including suboffices) assessed by nine or more 
adoption agencies. 

Summary ratings from multiple agency evaluations of quality of service for 
the same INS location or foreign country are the arithmetic averages of all 
agency ratings for the locations. The degree of consistency of the 
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Beeponsee to Our Survey of Adoption 
Ageades Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Servicer During 1991 

Summary of Survey 
Results 

combined ratings for a single location was dependent upon the amount of 
dispersion of agency ratings. This appendix provides more specific 
information on the number of agencies endorsing various levels of quality 
of service (e.g., very or generally satisfied versus generally or very 
dissatisfied). 

Some questions in the survey were preceded by a filter question to screen 
out agencies from responding to subsequent items, For example, because 
some agencies had contacted only one INS office during 1991, questions 
about contacts with other INS offices did not apply. Also, some agencies 
did not answer all questions applicable to them. Information on the item 
nonresponse rates is provided throughout this appendix. For some 
questions agencies could choose more than one response category, so the 
sum of responses may exceed the number of agency questionnaires we 
analyzed. 

For many questions, respondents chose from five response categories so 
that their answers would closely reflect their views. However, in reporting 
responses we collapse categories to convey the overall results. 

This appendix provides the exact text for the agency survey questions. 
Transitional phrases and special instructions to respondents (e.g., 
reminders of the time period to report on) are not included. A few survey 
items with high nonresponse rates were not used in our analysis and are 
not included in this appendix. 

Pr&le of Adoption (1) In what month and year did your agency start providing 
Agencies intercountry adoption services? 

Year 
Median 1983 
Ranne 1950-1992 

Note: This question was answered by 147 agencies: 96 started providing intercountry adoption 
services before 1986; 43, between 1986 and 1990; and 8, after 1990. The remaining eight 
agencies should have answered but did not. 
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EebpoMer to our survey of Adoption 
Agender Providing Int.ercountry Adoption 
servtca# Durhg 1991 

(2) Which of the following intercountry adoption services did your 
agency provide to families in 19911 

Conducted home studies 
Assisted clients with US. legal and/or documentary 
requirements for foreign adoption 
Provided post-placement services 
Provided information on intercultural or health issues 
Contacted U.S. government officials, other individuals, 
or foreign institutions outside the United States on behalf 
of parents wanting to adopt 
Located children for intercountry adoption 
Provided other service 
Note: This question was answered by 154 agencies. 

Number of agender 
146 

145 
144 
142 

115 
94 
36 

(3) About how many families, if any, did your agency staff conduct 
home studies for in 19917 

Agency estimates of number 
of famllle~ 

Median 30 
Range l-600 
Note: Home studies were conducted by 137 agencies. Eleven agencies said they did not conduct 
home studies in 1991, and seven should have answered but did not. 

(4) What is the average number of hours per family your agency 
staff spent conducting face-to-face interviews for a home study? 

Average number of interview 
hours 

Median 10 
Ranae 3-30 
Note: These figures come from 133 agencies’ responses; 4 agencies who said they conducted 
home studies did not answer. 
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Ibpomea to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agendee Providing Intmconntxy Adoption 
Servtcsr Durhg 1991 

(5) How many foreign children did your agency place with U.S. 
families in 19911 

Number of placements In 
1 QQl 

Median 21 
Mean 42 
Standard deviation 63 

Range O-540 

Note: Foreign children were placed by 128 agencies. Twenty-three other agencies said they did 
not place foreign children with U.S. families in 1991: the remaining four agencies should have 
answered but did not. 

(6) How many families to whom your agency provided intercountry 
adoption services during 1991 dropped out of the process during 
that year? (Exclude families who only attended orientation or 
initial consultation sessions.) 

Median 
Number of famllles 

2 

Mean 4 

Standard deviation 

Range 

6 

O-50 

Quality of Service Agencies (1) During 1991, did your agency phone or visit any INS district 
Received From the INS in offices or suboffices here in the states on behalf of families 
the United States receiving intercountry adoption services? 

b 

Number of agencies 
134 
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Beeponeer to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agencier Providing Intercountzy Adoption 
Servlccr During 1991 

(2) During 1991, how many INS offices here in the states did your 
agency phone or visit? Also, on behalf of how many families did you 
phone or visit these offkes? 

(a) Number of INS offices each agency phoned/visited. 

Median 1 
Range 1-22 

(b) Agency estimates of the number of families they phoned/visited 
ofTIces about. 

Median 15 

Ranae l-300 

Note: 133 agencies answered part a, and 1 agency did not; 128 responded to part b, and 8 
agencies did not. 

(3) Write below the name of the INS office here in the United 
States that your agency phoned or visited in 1991 on behalf of 
families you were providing intercountry adoption services for. 
Also, on behalf of how many families did your agency contact this 
offke? 

Agencies could list a maximum of three INS offices to evaluate. If more 
than three offices were contacted, they were asked to select those they 
phoned and visited most frequently. 

4 
Of the 134 agencies contacting INS locations, 132 evaluated the service they 
received at 63 district offices or other INS locations in the United States 
during 1991. Their contacts were made on behalf of at least 3,410 families 
seeking assistance for intercountry adoptions. 
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IteBponeee to onr SuNey of Adoption 
Agender Providing Intercon~try Adoptlon 
&rvlcar Daring 1981 

(4) How satisfied or dissatisfied is your agency with each of the 
following aspects of service it received from this INS office? (The 
response scale options were very satisfied, generally satisfied, as 
satisfied as dissatisfied, generally dissatisfied, very dissatisfied, 
and cannot say.) If the quality of service at an INS location 
improved or de&ted during 1991, agencies answered for the 
service received after the change occurred. If the service remained 
about the same or if agencies could not judge whether change had 
occurred, they based their answers on all contacts made with a 
location during 1991.) 

The following matrix shows agency assessments of specific features of the 
service agencies received from several INS locations. The assessments in 
the table summarize agency quality of service ratings for ah INS locations, 
the agency’s geographical regions, and specific district office locations. 
The latter category may include agency ratings of affiliated units such as 
suboffices. Data for specific INS locations are listed if nine or more 
agencies evaluated the location. We listed Milwaukee, a suboffice of 
Chicago, separately because nine agencies rated it. 
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Responses to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agendem Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Servtcee lhrhg 1991 

INS locatlon 

All INS locatlons 

Northern Region 

Chlcago 
Mllwaukee 

Southern Region 

Western Reglon 

San Francisco 

Accesslblllty 
of personnel 
by telephone 

AS . 

AS . 

iii:: 

GD 0 

AS l 
AS . 

Accesslblllty 
of personnel 
at their offlce 

AS l 
AS l 
vs 0 
GD 0 

AS l 
AS l 
AS . 

courtesy of 
personnel 

GS l 
AS 0 
vs 0 
GD 0 
AS 0 
GS 0 
AS 0 

Sensltlvlty of 
personnel to 
Intercountry 
adoptlon 

AS 0 
AS 0 
vs 0 
GD 0 

AS 0 
AS 0 
AS . 

Eastern Reglon 

Baltimore 
Boston 
Buffalo 
Newark 
New York 
Phlladelphla 
Washington, D.C. 

GS 0 
GS 0 
GS 

2 8 0 
GS 0 
GS 0 
GS 0 

GS 0 

Knowledge 
personnel 
had about 
Intercountry 
adoptlon 
laws and 
regulations 

GS 0 

GS 0 

1: El 

AS 0 
AS 0 

AS . 

GS 0 

AS 0 

2: 8 
GS 0 
AS 0 
GS 0 
AS . 

Ablllty of 
personnel to 
provlde 
accurate 
lnformatlon 
about the 
status of 
a case 

AS 0 
AS 0 

vs CI 
AS 0 

AS 0 
AS l 
AS l 
AS 0 
GS l 
GS 
2: 

8 
0 

AS 0 
GS 0 
AS . 

VS - Very satisfied 
GS = Generally satisfied 
AS - As satisfied as dissatisfied 
GD I Generally dissatisfied 
VD = Very dissatisfied 

q Very consistent 
g ;onestent 

I Very mixed 

Letters designate the arithmetic average of all agency ratings for a location. Symbols designate the amount of dispersion of agency ratings around the average. The 
total number of agencies assessing specific features of any given INS location is given in the next matrix. Within a location, the number responding to each feature 
varies because respondents chose the “cannot say” option or did not rate each of the features of service we asked about. Two agencies said they contacted certain 
INS locations but did not provide any ratings on the quality of service they had received. 

4 

We recorded the number of agency ratings at each satisfaction level by 
region and selected INS locations. We condensed the five levels of 
satisfaction that agencies could choose from to three: very and generally 
satisfied were combined and became ‘3”; as satisfied as dissatisfied stayed 
the same, “AS”; and generally and very dissatisfied were combined and 
became “D”. 
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Agenchw Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Service8 Ihwhg 1991 

INS locatlon 

All INS locatlons 

Accssslblllty Accesslblllty 
of personnel of personnel Courtesy of 
by telephone at their office personnel 

s AS II S ASD B AS D 

99 24 t-99 30 12 37 129 33 48 

Northern Region 24 6 25 12 6 12 28 11 17 

Chlcago 9 002 00 9 0 0 
Mllwaukaa 216114 14 4 

Southern Region 8 1 15 I4 0 4 1 12 4 9 

Western Region 

San Francisco 

Eastern Reglon 

Baltimore 
Boston 
Buffalo 
Newark 
New York 
Phlladelphle 
Washington, D.C. 

46 12 38 

7 2 2 
10 2 3 
6 
2 : ii 

3 0 9 

13 4 16 

: A 0 1 
: 2 0 2 

2 0 : 
3 :, 2 
1 3 

65 15 12 

1: ; ii 
8 3 I 
6 3 3 

11 0 2 
13 2 1 

7 3 0 

Sensltlvlty of 
personnel to 
Intercountry 
adoptlon 

Knowledge 
personnel 
had about 
Intercountry 
adoptlon 
laws and 
regulations 

Ablllty of 
personnel 
to provlde 
accurate 
Information 
about the 
status of 
a case 

S ASD S AS D S AS D 

114 38 54 114 49 36 107 49 44 

25 14 14 30 14 8 26 15 11 

8 0 0 7 0 0 8 0 0 
1 4 4 5 3 1 2 3 4 

10 5 10 I 10 7 5 112 5 5 

20 6 11 20 7 9 18 9 10 

13 3 7 12 3 7 12 4 7 

59 13 19 54 21 14 51 20 18 

7 0 3 442 622 
; 5 3 2 1 II 11 

7 1 9 9 1 : ii 
11 0 2 11 4 2 5 61 
11 4 1 10 4 1 

5 4 2 
3 : 

4 2 507 

(6) Overall, how would you rate the quality of service your agency 
received from this INS offIce? The response scale options were very 
adequate, generally adequate, marginally adequate, generally 
inadequate, and very inadequate. Overall judgments were based on 
the same period of time used to assess a location’s specifk 
features of service. 
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Reeponees to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agencier Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Servicer During 1991 

-- 

INS locatlon 
All INS locations 

Northern Region 

Chicago 
Mllwsukee 

Southern Region 

Western Region 

San Francisco 

Eastern Region 

Baltimore 
Boston 
Buffalo 
Newark 
New York 
Phlladelphla 
Washlngton, D.C. 

Overall assessment 
of quallty of service 
Generally adequate 0 

Marginally adequate 0 

Very adequate c] 
Marginally adequate 0 

Marginally adequate 0 

Marginally adequate 0 

Marginally adequate 0 

Generally adequate 0 

Generally adequate 0 
Generally adequate l 
Marginally adequate 0 
Marginally adequate 0 
Generally adequate 0 
Generally adequate c] 
Marginally adequate l 

Estimated number 
of famllles agencies 
made contacts for 

3,410 

1,225 

123 
74 

379 

559 

305 

1,247 

86 
435 
125 
239 
102 
146 

91 

q Very consistent 
0 Consistent 
l Mixed 
111 Very mixed 

Note: The agencies were to record their judgements about the quality of service they received, after considering each of the specific features of 
service they had previously rated and the number of families they had contacted these locations about. The number of families is an 
underestlmate. A few agencies did not estimate the number of families they made contacts for. The quality-of-service rating is the arithmetic 
average of all agency ratings for a location. Symbols designate the amount of dispersion of agency ratings around the average. 

The following matrix elaborates on the previous one by listing the number 
of agencies that endorsed each quality-of-service rating for the INS’ regions 
and selected locations. 
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Appendix II 
Besponser to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agencies Providing Intercountry Adopdon 
Services During 1991 

INS location 
All INS locations 
Northern Region 

Chicago 
Milwaukee 

Southern Region 
Western Region 

San Francisco 
Eastern Region 

Very/generally Marginally Generally/very 
adequate adequate Inadequate 

125 49 41 
30 15 10 

9 0 0 
2 4 3 

13 6 8 
20 8 9 
13 3 7 
62 20 14 

Baltimore 7 3 
Boston 10 3 2 
Buffalo 8 2 4 
Newark 8 2 2 
New York 9 3 1 
Philadelphia 13 3 0 
Washington, DC. 4 4 4 

The Quality of Service 
Agencies Received From 
U.S. Consular and INS 
Staff in Seven Countries 

(1) In which of the following countries did your agency (or foreign 
representatives of your agency) phone or visit INS or U.S. consular 
ofilce staff during 19911 Also, on behalf of how many families did 
your agency make contacts in each of the seven countries? 

Country 
Colombia 
Guatemala 
India 
Korea 

Estimated number of 
Number of agencies families agencies made 

contacting country contacts for 
17 162 
24 150 l 

21 203 
19 817 

P0rll 38 233 
Philippines 22 225 
Romania 37 467 

Note: A total of 80 agencies provided one or more quality-of-service ratings. Some agencies did 
not estimate the number of families they had made contacts for. 
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Appendix II 
Jhponoer to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agencier Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Servicer During 1991 

The following matrix shows assessments from the agencies of specific 
features of the service they received during 1991 from U.S. government 
personnel in the seven countries we asked agencies to rate. The question 
text was “How satisfied or dissatisfied is your agency with each of the 
following aspects of service you received when you phoned or visited INS 
or US. consular office staff in [country] during 1991?” 
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Beeponsee to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agencies Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Services During 1991 

Country 

Accessibility 
of personnel 
by telephone 

Colombia GS 0 

Guatemala GS 0 

India GS 0 

Korea GS 0 

Peru AS 0 

Philippines GD 0 

Romania AS 0 

Accessibility 
of personnel 
at thelr office 

GS 0 

GS 0 

AS 0 

GS 0 

AS 0 

GD 0 

AS 0 

Courtesy of 
personnel 

GS e- 

AS 0 

GS 0 

GS 0 

AS l 
AS 0 
AS 0 

Sensitivity 01 
personnel to 
intercountry 
adoption 

GS l 
AS 0 
AS l 
GS 0 
AS 0 
AS 0 
AS 0 

Knowledge 
personnel 
had about 
intercountry 
adoption 
laws and 
regulations 

GS l 
GS 0 
AS l 
GS 0 
AS 0 
FJS 0 
AS 0 

Ability of 
personnel 
to provide 
accurate 
information 
about the 
status of 
a case 

GS 0 

AS 0 

GS l 
GS 0 
AS 0 
AS l 
AS 0 

VS = Very satisfied 
GS = Generally satisfied 
AS = As satisfied as dissatisfied 
GD = Generally dissatisfied 
VD = Very dissatisfied 

Cl Very consistent 
0 Consistent 
l Mixed 
II Very mixed 

Letters designate the arithmetic average of all agency ratings for a location. Symbols designate the amount of 
dispersion of agency ratings around the average. The total number of agencies assessing any given INS location 
can vary because respondents chose the “cannot say” option, or they did not respond. 

The following matrix records the number of agency ratings given at each 
assessment level for the service received from the INS or U.S. consular 
office staff in the seven countries. 
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Reaponaee to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agsndee ProtidIng Intereountry Adoption 
Service* During 1991 

Country 

Colombia 
Guatemala 
India 
Korea 
Peru 
Phillpplnes 
Romanla 

Ability of 
Knowledge personnel 
personnel to provide 
had about accurate 

Sensitivity of intercountry information 
Accesslblllty Accessibility personnel to adoption about the 
of personnel of personnel Courtesy of intercountry laws and status of 
by telephone at their office personnel adoption regulations a case 
S AS D S AS D S AS D S AS D S AS D S AS D 
12 2 1 10 1 2 12 1 2 11 1 3 9 4 2 10 1 3 
16 4 1 15 2 3 11 6 4 11 5 5 13 3 5 11 6 4 
10 5 2 9 3 5 11 5 2 9 4 4 8 4 4 11 3 2 
13 1 0 11 4 1 12 3 1 13 2 1 14 1 1 13 2 1 
13 5 12 11 5 12 12 4 15 10 7 15 12 10 9 10 8 11 

5 3 11 2 5 8 6 4 8 5 5 a 6 6 4 6 2 10 
18 7 9 18 8 10 13 8 14 12 6 17 14 7 12 15 4 13 

We condensed the five levels of satisfaction that agencies could choose from to three: very and generally satisfied 
were combined and became “S”; as satisfied as dissatisfied stayed the same, “AS”; and generally and very 
dissatisfied were combined and became “D.” 

The Quality of Service 
Agencies Received From 
U.S. Consular and INS 
Staff in Other Countries 

(1) What other countries did your agency (or foreign 
representatives of your agency) phone or visit, and on behalf of 
about how many families? 

Seventy-one agencies reported on a total of 32 countries other than the 7 
we have mentioned so far. We report information on Chile, El Salvador, 
Honduras, and Paraguay because many adoption agencies provided 
comments about the service they received from INS or U.S. consular office 
staff in these countries. 

Country 

Estimated number of 
families agencies made 

Number of anencies contacts for 
Chile 17 176 
El Salvador 12 60 
Honduras 18 102 
Paraauav 17 93 
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Appendix II 
Reepozuee to Our Survey ol Adoption 
AgencIee Providing Iutercountry Adoption 
Servlcee During 1991 

(2) Please describe below the quality of service your agency 
received in these countries. (Consider accessibility of personnel, 
their courtesy, sensitivity, and knowledge.) 

The quality of service was higher in Chile and Honduras than in the other 
countries. In Chile, each of the 17 adoption agencies described the service 
they received as satisfactory, either in terms of overall service quality, or 
in terms of specific features of service (such as courtesy and sensitivity of 
staff). All but two of the 18 agencies contacting personnel in Honduras had 
only positive comments about the intercountry adoption service in that 
country. Twelve of the 17 agencies contacting personnel in Paraguay said 
the quality of service was satisfactory; the other five agencies had negative 
or mixed evaluations of the service. The service was more uneven in 
El Salvador, with some agencies noting that staff were helpful, courteous, 
and knowledgeable about intercountry adoption requirements and others 
noting problems with timeliness, courteousness, or other areas. 

Agencies’ Assessment of 
the Service That U.S. 
Government Personnel 
Provided Families Involved in Adoption Procedures I Efficiency of Procedures 

* 

In the following questions, agencies were asked to provide their 
professional opinion about how U.S. government personnel dealt with 
families involved in various intercountry adoption procedures. 

(1) During 1991, in your view, how efficiently or ineffkiently did 
U.S. government agencies carry out the following intercountry 
adoption procedures? (Consider length of processing and 
administrative and procedural competency.) 
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&eponeer to Our Survey of Adoption 
Ageacler Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Servicer Dwtng 1991 

Percentage of agencies 

Adoption procedure 
Ellglblllty of parents: 

Very/generally As efficiently as Generally/very Cannot 
efflclently Inefficiently Inefficiently say 

INS processing/approval of fingerprints 40 18 36 6 

INS processing/approval of other supporting documents for 
parents’ eligibility 

60 19 14 7 

INS notification to parents of approval of eligibility 58 19 16 7 

INS notification to consular office of approval of parent eligibility 50 22 11 18 

Transfer of INS approval of parents’ eligibility from one foreign 
country to another 

35 10 24 32 

Eliglbillty of Chlldren: 

INS or consular office processing/approval of child’s Orphan 
Petition 

51 20 13 15 

Other: 

INS notification to parents that documents are missing or that 
there is a problem with documents 

36 20 33 12 

Note: Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. The item nonresponse rates ranged from 
1 to 5 percent. 

II. Qualitv of Service to Families Abroad 

(2) In your agency’s view, to what extent, if at all, did INS and U.S. 
consular office staff abroad achieve the following levels of service 
to families pursuing intercountry adoptions in 19917 
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Appendix II 
Beeponeee to Our Survey of Adoption 
Agenclee Providing Intercountry Adoption 
Servicea During 1991 

Service _--.- 
Conducted the determination of a child’s orphan status/ immigration 
eligibility with appropriate tact and sensitivity 

Percentage of agencies - 
Very 

great/great Moderate Some/little/no Cannot 
extent extent extent say 

26 21 26 28 

Provided the prospective adoptive parent(s) with helpful service, advice 
and support 

21 19 37 23 

Showed adequate knowledge of intercountry adoption laws and 
procedures 

37 20 18 25 

Interpreted and administered U.S. intercountry adoption policies and 31 16 28 26 

Note: Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. The item nonresponse rates ranged from 
6 to 8 percent. 
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Appendix III 

Comments From the Department of State 

United Statee Department of State 

Washington, D.C. 20520 

Note: GAO comments 
supplementing those in the 
report text appear at the 
end of this appendix, 

JAN I A 1993 

Dear Mr. Conahan: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on your draft 
report, " INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTIONS: Procedures Are Reasonable But 
Sometimes Inefficiently Administered" (GAO Job Code 472264). 
Comments are enclosed. 

If you have any questions on this issue, please call 
George C. Lannon, CA/VO/F, on 663-1160. 

Sincerely, 

Roger‘ R. Gamble 
Associate Comptroller 

for Management Policy 

Enclosure: 
As stated. 

Mr Frank C. Conahan, 
Assistant Comptroller General, 

National Security and International Affairs, 
U.S. General Accounting Office, 

441 G  Street, N.W., 
Washington, D. C. 20548 

a 
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Appendix III 
Commenta From the Department of State 

See comment 1. 

GAO Draft Report: “INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTIONS 
Procedures Are Reasonable But Sometimes Inefficiently 

Administered,” GAO Job Code 472264 

CA Comments 

Overall CA is pleased with the GAO draft report. The report 
concluded that INS and State Department procedures are 
necessary, reasonable and sufficiently flexible. Although the 
report focused on the dissatisfaction some people expressed 
with the process, the survey clearly showed that the 
overwhelming majority (87% of the respondents) were satisfied 
with the Department of State’s handling of their adoption cases. 

There was one error in the draft report. On page 18, the 
report indicated Embassies and Consulates provide translation 
services. Consular offices do not do this. They may, however, 
be able to provide the names of competent translators. 

As to the GAO’s specific recommendations: 

-- The GAO recommended that “the Secretary of State direct the 
Assistant Secretary of State for Consular Affairs to develop 
and implement programs for improving the overseas consular 
office staffs’ responsiveness and courtesy in serving the needs 
Of U.S. adoptive parents abroad, and develop and implement a 
system to ensure that satisfactory service is provided.” 

While most of those surveyed by the GAO indicated they were, 
for the most part, pleased with the service rendered by 
consular staffs, CA believes the level of service can always be 
improved. During the past year, there have been a series of 
messages to the field from the Assistant Secretary for Consular 
Affairs stressing the need for quick, courteous and responsive 
service to U.S. citizens. The Bureau holds regular overseas 
and domestic management seminars with consular officers 
representing each regional bureau. A regular focus of these 
seminars is the discussion of ways to improve service to 
Americans, including those seeking to adopt abroad. To ensure 
that satisfactory service is rendered, the Bureau of Consular 
Affairs’ Visa Services Directorate and Overseas Citizens 
Services Directorate have assigned officers to follow adoption 
matters. Additionally, an Adoptions Committee, with 
representatives from all elements of the Bureau of Consular 
Affairs, other offices within the Department of State and INS, 
was formed about a year ago to monitor the issue. This 
committee meets regularly to discuss problem areas and 
recommend solutions. 
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Commentr From the Department of State 

See comment 2. 

-2- 

-- The QAO recommended that “the Secretary of State direct the 
Assistant Secretary for Consular Affairs to instruct consular 
offices to rely on information in approval notification cables 
from INS to begin processing visa applications and scheduling 
parent interviews, rather than require the original petition 
and supporting documents be produced for visual inspection, 
unless the cable presents information that on its face would 
call into question the validity of the approval.” 

It is already within the consular officer’s discretion to do 
this. It should be noted, however, that cable approvals often 
arrive with incomplete information, such as the petitioner’s 
local contact, which makes it difficult to start processing a 
case. Regardless, CA will send a message to consular officers 
reminding them they should accept cable approvals and not wait 
for the original petition, if there is no reason to question 
the validity of the approval and the information in the cable 
is complete. 

Finally, a note on the report’s section on Romanian adoptions. 
The sentence on page 68 that begins “However, some INS and 
Consular officials...” seems to us gratuitous since in spite of 
extensive investigations by both the Department of State and 
INS fraud was not found. In fact, all of the children involved 
received either immigrant visas or humanitarian parole. This 
sentence should be deleted from the report. 
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Commenta From the Department of State 

The following are GAO'S comments on the Department of State’s letter 
dated January 14,1993. 

GAO Comments 
- 

1. The indication that Embassies and Consulates provide translation 
services has been deleted from the report. 

2. We did not delete the sentence in question from the report because it is 
what responsible officials we interviewed told us; however, we noted the 
Department’s response that fraud was not found in spite of extensive 
follow-up investigations by State and INS, and that all of the children 
involved received either immgrant visas or humanitarian parole. 

Page 92 GAO/NSIAD-93-83 Intercountry Adoption 



Appendix IV 

Major Contributors to This Report 

Nationail Security and David R. Martin, Assistant Director 

International Affairs 
Rolf A. Nilsson, Evaluator-in-Charge 
Karen S. Heinemann, Evaluator 

Division, Washington, Dr. Marilyn Mauch, Social Science Analyst 

DC. Arthur L. James, Jr., Statistician 
Daniel B. Mezger, Social Science Analyst 

European Office Patricia F. Hinnen, Evaluator 
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