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     [1] There was no change in the status of respect for religious freedom during the period covered by this report, and government policy continued to contribute to the generally free practice of religion. 

     [2] The generally amicable relationship among religions in society contributed to religious freedom. 

     [3] The U.S. Government discusses religious freedom issues with the Government as part of its overall policy to promote human rights. 

Section 1: Religious Demography 
     [4] The country has an area of 63,037 square miles, and its population is approximately 460,000. An estimated 37 percent of the population traces its ancestry to the Indian subcontinent, another 31 percent is of African descent, 15 percent claim Indonesian ancestry, and smaller percentages of the population are of Chinese, Amerindian, Portuguese, Lebanese, and Dutch extraction. 

     [5] According to government statistics, 40 percent of the population is Christian, including Roman Catholic 18 percent, Moravian 15 percent, and other Protestant - among them Lutheran, Dutch Reformed, Evangelical, Baptist, and Methodist - 7 percent. Twenty-seven percent of the population is Hindu, 22 percent identify themselves as Muslim, 8 percent follow indigenous religions, and 3 percent claim no faith. 

     [6] Several Christian denominations, including Canadian and U.S.-based church groups, have established missionary programs throughout the country. There are an estimated 18 U.S. missionaries present, and nearly 90 percent of them are affiliated with the Baptist and Wesleyan Methodist churches. 

     [7] There are approximately 150 Jews, along with small numbers of Bahai's and Buddhists. There are also international groups such as the World Islamic Call Society, a nongovernmental organization that gives training and financial support to Islamic groups. 

     [8] Many political parties have strong ethnic ties and tend to be dominated by one faith. Three out of the four governing coalition parties are ethnic based. The mostly Creole National Party of Suriname is dominated by the Moravian faith, the mostly ethnic Indian United Reformed Party is dominated by the Hindu faith, and the mostly ethnic Javanese Pertjaja Luhur Party is dominated by the Muslim faith. However, parties have no requirement that political party leaders or members adhere to a particular religion. 

Section 2: Status of Religious Freedom 
     a. Legal/Policy Framework 

     [9] The Constitution provides for freedom of religion, and the Government generally respects this right in practice. The Government at all levels strives to protect this right in full and does not tolerate its abuse, either by governmental or private actors. 

     [10] The Constitution contains two provisions that protect the right to worship freely. Article 18 states, "Everyone has the right of freedom of religion and philosophy of life." The Constitution also forbids religious discrimination. Article 8, Section 2 explicitly states, "No one shall be discriminated against on the grounds of birth, sex, race, language, religious origin, education, political beliefs, economic position or any other status." Members of all faiths are allowed to worship freely. 

     [11] There is no official state religion. 

     [12] The Government does not restrict the formation of political parties based on a particular faith, religious beliefs, or interpretations of religious doctrine. 

     [13] There are five officially recognized religious holy days that are celebrated: Holi Phagwa (Hindu), Good Friday (Christian), Easter Monday (Christian), Id ul Fitre (Muslim), and Christmas (Christian). Citizens of all faiths tend to celebrate these holidays. 

     [14] The Government does not establish requirements for recognition of religious faiths, nor are religious groups required to register with the Government. 

     [15] Aside from the standard requirement for an entry visa, missionaries face no special restrictions. 

     [16] Government leaders attend religious services during religious holidays. 

     [17] Government employees are not required to take a religious oath, and they are free to display or practice any element of their faith. For example, female civil servants are allowed to wear headscarves. 

     [18] Adherence to a particular faith does not confer advantage in civil, political, economic, military, or other secular status. 

     [19] The military maintains a chaplaincy that provides interfaith services for Hindu, Muslim, and Catholic members. Military personnel are welcome to attend other religious services. 

     [20] The government education system provides limited subsidies to a number of public elementary and secondary schools established and managed by various religious organizations. While the teachers at the schools are civil servants and the schools are public, religious groups provide all funding with the exception of teachers' salaries and a small maintenance stipend. While religious instruction in public schools is permitted, it is not required for all students. Schools offer religious instruction in a variety of faiths. 

     [21] Parents are not allowed to home school their children for religious or other reasons; however, they are allowed to enroll their children in private schools, which offer religious instruction. Students in public schools are allowed to practice all elements of their faith, including wearing headscarves, crosses, or yarmulkes. 

     b. Restrictions on Religious Freedom 
     [22] Government policy and practice contributed to the generally free practice of religion. 

     [23] There were no reports of religious prisoners or detainees. 

     c. Forced Religious Conversion 
     [24] There were no reports of forced religious conversion, including of minor U.S. citizens who had been abducted or illegally removed from the United States, or of the refusal to allow such citizens to be returned to the United States. 

     d. Abuses by Terrorist Organizations 
     [25] There were no reported abuses targeted at specific religions by terrorist organizations during the period covered by this report. 

Section 3: Societal Attitudes 

     [26] The generally amicable relationship among religions in society contributed to religious freedom. Most citizens, especially those living in the capital of Paramaribo, celebrate to varying degrees the religious holidays of other groups. 

     [27] In 2002 police informed Jewish community leaders that they had received a threat to set fire to the country's main (and only active) synagogue. Synagogue leaders increased security. No suspects had been identified by the end of the period covered by this report. 

     [28] There is an Inter-Religious Council (IRIS) composed of representatives of various religious groups. Council members meet once a month to discuss planned ecumenical activities and their position on government policies. 

Section 4: U.S. Government Policy 

     [29] The U.S. Government discusses religious freedom issues with the Government as part of its overall policy to promote human rights. The U.S. Embassy maintains a dialogue with leaders of the country’s religious communities. In 2003 the Embassy sponsored a Fulbright Senior Specialist who conducted a course at Anton De Kom University, in which human rights principles, including religious freedom, were taught to students and policymakers. 
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Profiles of Asylum Claims and Country Conditions Report Series
Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Armenia, Bangladesh, Belarus, Bulgaria, Burma, Cambodia, Cameroon, China, Columbia, Cote d’Ivoire, Cuba, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Fiji, Macedonia, Gambia, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, India, Iran, Kenya, Laos, Latvia, Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Peru, Philippines, Romania, Russia, Rwanda, Senegal, Serbia-Montenegro, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, Togo, Uganda, Ukraine, Vietnam, Ex-Yugoslavia, Democratic Republic of the Congo (former Zaire).

Stated Purpose: By regulation, the Department of State may provide information on country conditions to help adjudicators assess the accuracy of asylum applicants’ assertions about country conditions and their own experiences; likely treatment were the applicants to return; whether persons similarly situated are known to be persecuted; whether grounds for denial are known to exist; other information  relevant to determining the status of a refugee under the grounds specified in section 101(a)(42) of  the Immigration and Nationality Act.

Actual Purpose: Pursuant to a request of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, and in light of their mutually shared objective – a significant reduction in the number of viable asylum claims, the Department of State has crafted a series of country-specific, inter-agency memoranda, collectively known as the Profile of Asylum Claims and Country Conditions. The series is primarily designed to undermine the credibility of asylum applicants and call into question the basis, and thus meritorious nature, of their claims. Past experiences and repatriation concerns, are at best dismissed as moot due to `changed country conditions,’ or worse motivated by economic hardship.    
A couple of footnotes

1. The Department of State is a political, not an academic institution.

2. State’s publications reflect the political views of the administration in 

    power at the time of their release.  

3. State’s reports fall short of the minimally accepted, contemporary 

    standards of a junior high school term paper. 

4. The identity and country-specific credentials of State’s writers are 

    withheld from the asylum officers and immigration judges they were 

    intended to guide.

5. State’s writers reference few, if any authoritative sources to support their 

    opinions. Noticeably absent from any report are footnotes, endnotes, or a 

    bibliography, fundamental components of a basic term paper and skills 

    typically acquired in an eighth grade English composition course.        

6. State’s writers fail to encourage asylum officers and immigration judges 

    to consult, either on a regular basis, or otherwise, with the nation’s 

    foremost country- and issue-specific experts for guidance in 

    understanding and appreciating the significance of recent developments 

    (past 90 days) and current country conditions.   

7. Neither the Department of State, nor its writers represent their opinions, 

    either as true, accurate, objective, devoid of political spin, or the product 

    of intellectually honesty, diligent, scholarly, duplicateable research.

8. Unlike expert witnesses presenting written affidavits to, and/or testimony 

    in support of a claim before an immigration judge, State’s writers are not 

    subject to testifying under oath, cross examination, or held 

    accountable for the distortions written into, and/or significant omissions 

    written out of it’s Profiles.

9. A fundamental assumption of asylum officers and immigration judges in 

    discerning the meritorious nature of a claim is that disparities between 

    State’s Country Reports and Profile of Asylum Claims, and statements 

    attributable to an applicant, warrant the dismissal of the latter.

10. Unless and until authoritative evidence is presented, either in the form of 

      documentation, and/or the guidance of an expert, to serve as a corrective 

      lens for claim-relevant distortions written into, and significant omissions 

      written out of State’s reports, the assumption of the asylum officer and 

      immigration judge is that State’s versions of reality, as manifest in the 

      Country Report and Profile of Asylum Claims, are embraced, both by the 

      applicant and their attorney, as full, complete and authoritatively  

      accurate.                 

11. Following careful examination of State’s Country Reports on Human 

      Rights Practices and Profiles of Asylum Claims and Country Conditions, 

      country-specific scholars express profound reservations regarding their 

      accuracy and reliability (distortions written into, and significant 

      omissions written out of the reports), and the degree to which they 

      mislead naïve or uninformed asylum officers and immigration judges 

      in the process of discerning the meritorious nature of a claim. 

12. Unlike the annual Country Reports on Human Rights Practices, State 

      releases country-specific Profiles every two (2) to seven (7) years. While 

      fine wine may improve with age, State’s Profiles do not. Incomplete and 

      inherently unreliable from the date of their release, State continues to 

      peddle its Profiles to asylum officers and immigration judges as 

      authoritatively accurate until updated.

13. State’s Profiles dated in excess of one (1) year (assuming them accurate 

      at the time of their release), merit a shelf life no greater than State’s 

      Country Report on Human Rights Practices. If a Country Report dated 

      two (2) or more years ago proved more favorable to a claim than the 

      current edition, but is excluded in favor of a successor version released 

      within the past twelve (12) months, by what logic does a Profile report  
      released two (2) or more years before warrant any greater consideration? 

      The reality is, most asylum officers and immigration judges defer to 

      State’s Profile reports irrespective of their date and all too many 

      immigration attorneys fail to appreciate and take advantage of their 

      vulnerability. 

File: ProfileofAsylumClaimsandCountryConditionsCritique.doc
                                                                                       Complements of www.pards.org
                                                                                       Princeton, New Jersey 08542


