
Despite its generally good human
rights record, Sweden has been repeatedly
criticized by international organizations and
NGOs for its policy concerning asylum
seekers and for its failure to guarantee asy-
lum seekers full rights. Racist and xenopho-
bic violence also persisted, and the judicial
system did not succeed in combating the
production and distribution of “White Po-
wer” music. Comprehensive anti-discrimi-
nation legislation was lacking, and ethnic
discrimination occurred on different levels
within society. The follow-up of cases of
misconduct by law enforcement officials re-
mained ineffective and the State’s interfer-
ence with the right to privacy continued to
give rise to concern.

Following the terror attacks in the Uni-
ted States on 11 September, the Swedish
Government called for respect for the rule
of law in the international campaign against
terrorism. However, according to the Swe-
dish Helsinki Committee (SHC), the Go-
vernment in reality acted in contradiction to
its own demands when neglecting and vio-
lating human rights in order to implement
measures aimed at curbing terrorism. In
particular, the SHC pointed out that the
Swedish practice regarding deportation and
expulsion changed in the aftermath of the
11 September events. According to the new
practice, the Government would allow for
the expulsion or deportation of suspected
terrorists even though the possibility existed
that these persons would be tortured or
sentenced to death in the requesting States.

Indeed, the Government would ask for
a written guarantee from the Governments
concerned that the requested individuals
not be subjected to abuse or sentenced to
death. However, the SHC considered it
highly questionable whether such guaran-
tees would result in any effective protection
of the expelled persons since only inade-

quate follow-up mechanisms existed. The
SHC also stressed that the new practice vi-
olated both national law and international
human rights law, in particular the principle
of non-refoulment, and contradicted
Sweden’s long-time engagement in favour
of abolishing the death penalty.2

Detainees’ Rights

A few weeks after the 11 September
attacks against the WTC and Pentagon, the
UN Security Council adopted a resolution
calling on UN member States to freeze
funds and other financial assets of persons
suspected of terrorism.3 Moreover, on 9
November, the UN Security Council Com-
mittee on Afghanistan presented a list of
persons and organisations believed to be
associated with Osama Bin Laden or the Al-
Qaida terrorist network. Three Swedes
were mentioned on this list and within a
few days the Swedish authorities had taken
the necessary measures to have their bank
assets frozen.

The list of terror suspects was drawn
up on the basis of information received
from the US Government, which was not
made publicly available. The Afghanistan
Sanctions Committee also took the deci-
sion to include the three Swedes on the list
without any prior consultation with the
Swedish Government, the Swedish police
or the individuals concerned. When the list
had been published, the three Swedes in
question strongly denied any connection
with Bin Laden or Al-Qaida.

The SHC concluded that the Swedish
Government had acted in violation of basic
human rights protections as laid down in
Swedish law as well as in international
treaties, when ordering the freezing of the
bank accounts of the three Swedes. The
three men were punished without any
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hearing, without any chance to defend
themselves, and without any crime having
been committed because alleged associa-
tion with a terrorist organisation did not
qualify as a criminal offence under Swedish
law. Initially, the three Swedes were also
denied legal aid, in spite of the fact that
they did not have any economic resources
at their disposal given the freezing of their
funds. The SHC stressed that the Swedish
Government could have complied with the
UN Security Council resolution in a manner
that safeguarded the rights of the three
men and in accordance with the funda-
mental principles of a law-based society.
The SHC also emphasized that a State has
an unconditional obligation to protect citi-
zens from abuses by a third party – no
matter whether this is another State or an
international organisation.

Torture, Ill-treatment and Police
Misconduct

In recent years, there have been sever-
al cases of people being shot dead in con-
frontations with the police. On one occa-
sion, a police officer shot an alleged car
thief in the back when he tried to escape,
leading to the death of the man. In anoth-
er case a police officer accidentally fired a
shot after he had pulled a drunken driver
out of his car, thereby killing the driver. In
the most recent incident, which took place
in March 2001, a police officer shot dead a
Kurdish man facing expulsion during an
identity check.

The manner in which police and prison
officers restrained people in detention also
gave rise to concern. The SHC stressed that
there was an obvious need for guidelines
as to what techniques of restraint were al-
lowed and for information to be given to
law enforcement officials about relevant in-
ternational human rights standards.

Cases of excessive force on the part of
police officers seldom led to prosecution or
even to internal disciplinary measures. If of-
ficers were prosecuted, they were usually

acquitted. It was not uncommon that a lack
of proper training was cited as a ground for
exempting officers from criminal responsi-
bility or for clearing them of suspicion. This
occurred for instance in the above-men-
tioned case of the drunken driver.

In its report on a 1998 visit to Swe-
den4, the European Committee for Preven-
tion of Torture and Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment (CPT) empha-
sized that access to effective legal instru-
ments is an important guarantee and de-
terrent as regards the prevention of use of
excessive force by police. In particular, the
CPT questioned two aspects of the Swe-
dish procedure relating to complaints
against law enforcement officials: the fact
that the police authorities themselves con-
duct investigations into misconduct of their
own colleagues and the fact that com-
plaints seldom result in disciplinary meas-
ures when officials have been exempted
from criminal responsibility. The CPT rec-
ommended that an external body be char-
ged with investigating complaints instead of
the special internal investigative units that
were responsible for the matter under the
legislation in force so as to ensure inde-
pendent and impartial investigations.

Statistics from the Greater Stockholm
Police Authority showed an increase in the
number of reported complaints against lo-
cal police officers in the last decade. While
738 complaints were filed in 1990, the cor-
responding number for 1999 was 1,231. In
a great majority of cases no action was tak-
en. The statistics did not indicate any cases
of unlawful discrimination or racially moti-
vated offences. As the SHC did not believe
that no complaints regarding such cases ex-
isted, it requested an explanation from the
police authority. The latter responded that it
would be too time-consuming to carry out
such investigations.

Right to Privacy

The law continued to allow the police,
under certain circumstances, to use secret

SWEDEN 281



surveillance techniques during pre-trial in-
vestigations. Those techniques included se-
cret wiretapping5, secret wire-surveillance6

and secret camera surveillance7. Sometimes
the police also employed methods that
were not prescribed by law, such as surveil-
lance with the help of body microphones.8

The permission to use secret surveil-
lance was granted by a court on the basis
of an application from a prosecutor. The
suspect was not informed that an applica-
tion had been made and was not offered
any possibility to dispute the decision. Nor
did the suspect have any possibility to ap-
peal against a decision proved to have
been made upon false allegations, a fact
that contradicted the European Convention
on Human Rights (ECHR). Another prob-
lem was that there were no regulations as
to how information obtained through se-
cret surveillance was to be handled.

The SHC concluded that the authori-
ties’ right to interfere in the private life of
citizens lacked in both legality and trans-
parency, and called for an independent as-
sessment of the necessity and effective-
ness of the secret surveillance methods in
use as well as for improvements in the in-
formation on these to the Parliament.

According to a 1998 law, camera sur-
veillance could be practised in public
places if certain requirements were met.
The law stipulated that such surveillance
was to be carried out with due regard to
the privacy of individuals and that the pub-
lic was to be informed of it by means of
clearly visible public notices. Under the law,
county administrative boards granted per-
mits for public camera surveillance. Post of-
fices, banks and shops, however, only
needed to register by mail in order to set
up cameras filming cash-point areas, en-
trances and exits, if the purpose was to pre-
vent crime. The statistics maintained by
county administrative boards were far from
complete, which made it impossible to gain
an exact picture of the increase of camera
surveillance locations over time. However,

the Office of the Chancellor of Justice,
which functioned as the review body in
these cases, stated that the increase had
been dramatic in the last few years.

The SHC continued to carry out ran-
dom sample checks aimed at determining
compliance with the law on camera surveil-
lance on the part of permit holders and
those who had reported that they main-
tained such surveillance. These checks
showed that a majority of the camera sur-
veillance points violated the law: public in-
formation on the filming was lacking, such
information was inadequately displayed and
the cameras filmed a wider area than per-
mitted. The random sampling also substan-
tiated concerns that the 1998 law was defi-
cient, especially since not even the legisla-
tor, i.e. the Parliament, complied with the re-
quirements imposed by law. Moreover, al-
though county administrative boards were
obliged to supervise camera surveillance
points, only about 15% of these locations
had been checked over the past four years.

National Minorities

Sweden has not ratified the ILO
Convention No 169 on Indigenous and
Tribal Peoples in Independent Countries.
The aim of this convention is to safeguard
respect for the dignity and rights of indige-
nous peoples. If implemented in Sweden,
the convention would grant the approxi-
mately 17,000 Sami9 living in the country
the right to use land and water according to
their own culture and traditions and, thus, a
certain degree of autonomy. The authorities
claimed that the main obstacle to the ratifi-
cation of the ILO Convention No 169 was
the question of land rights.10 In 1997 a gov-
ernmental committee was charged with the
task of considering the possibility and impli-
cations of Sweden ratifying the Convention.
The committee concluded that the Swedish
legislation in force was not in line with the
Convention regarding the protection of land
rights of Sami. It therefore suggested that a
special commission be appointed in order
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to clarify, among other things, the scope of
Sami hunting and fishing rights on the land
they traditionally occupied. However, as of
early 2002, no such commission had re-
portedly presented any findings.

Intolerance, Xenophobia, Racial
Discrimination and Hate Speech

According to the Government the fight
against racist crimes was a high priority.
However, the SHC asserted that not
enough efforts were made to educate po-
lice and judicial officials about racist organ-
isations and racist crimes. Noting that only
few crimes with racist overtones were pros-
ecuted, the SHC concluded that this proba-
bly was due to a lack of knowledge or
awareness about the nature of racist crimes
on the part of police officers and prosecu-
tors. The SHC also called for increased co-
operation between the police and the
Swedish Security Services in this field.

“White Power” Music
As in previous years, Sweden was one

of the leading countries in the world re-
garding the production and distribution of
“White Power” music. There was a growing
interest in racist ideologies, with new or-
ganisations emerging, and new supporters
becoming involved.11 In-depth interviews
with former neo-Nazis showed that music
played a central role in relation to the ide-
ology within the “White Power” movement:
via the music the members discovered
Nazism, where they found inspiration and
material for both an ideological position
and a male role glorifying physical force
and violence.12

A major problem regarding the fight
against “White Power” music remained the
statute of limitations. According to the leg-
islation in force, legal proceedings had to
be initiated within a year from the day ma-
terial with a “White Power” content had
been distributed, which usually was taken
to imply that it had become available for
sale. However, in many cases it was im-

possible to determine exactly when the dis-
tribution of the material had started, and
thus no legal proceedings could be initiat-
ed. Producers of “White Power” music of-
ten deliberately chose not to include any
distribution information on their products in
order to avoid prosecution.

Courts and Racially Motivated Crimes
According to legislation passed in

1994 on racially motivated crimes, crimes
undertaken with a motive to violate a per-
son or a group of persons on the basis of
race, colour, national or ethnic origin, reli-
gion or any other similar ground (such as
sexual orientation) were to be considered
committed under aggravating circumstan-
ces. The purpose of this legislation was to
oblige courts to pay special attention to ra-
cial motives in their rulings. The Govern-
ment also considered this legislation (to-
gether with some Criminal Code provisi-
ons) a sufficient substitute for separate leg-
islation outlawing organisations promoting
or inciting racial hatred, which Sweden has
repeatedly been recommended to adopt in
order to fulfil its obligations under Article 4
of the Convention on the Elimination of
Racial Discrimination.13

There was concern that the 1994 law
was not being adequately applied, and the
SHC saw an urgent need for the imple-
mentation of the law to be scrutinized.

Legal Provisions on the Protection
against Discrimination

In principle, non-Swedish citizens living
in Sweden enjoyed the same rights as
Swedish citizens, with the major exceptions
involving protection against the registration
of opinions, deportation and citizenship, as
well as the right to travel within the country
and to leave it. It was also possible to re-
strict freedom of religion of non-citizens by
way of special provisions of the law. In ad-
dition, non-Swedish citizens enjoyed a low-
er level of protection against potential new
legislation limiting a certain number of oth-
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er freedoms and rights. This was due to the
fact that the appropriateness, the propor-
tionality and the effects of such changes of
the law only had to be considered if the
changes affected Swedish citizens.14

However, the universal ban on discrimi-
nation established in the Constitution also
applied to non-Swedish citizens. Thus, it was
under all circumstances prohibited to in-
troduce limitations of freedoms and rights
solely on the basis of political, religious, cul-
tural or other views, and to treat persons dis-
advantageously due to their race, skin colour,
ethnic origin or minority membership.

Swedish legislation also contained a
number of other prohibitions of discrimina-
tion. However, the different provisions did
not form a coherent and exhaustive frame-
work for the protection against discrimina-
tion. There was no general definition of dis-
crimination, it remained unclear how direct
vs. indirect forms of discrimination were to
be treated, and there was a lack of consis-
tency in the requirements for measures to
be taken to prevent discrimination. The
SHC also noted that important areas,
where discrimination may occur, were not
covered by the legislation.

Discriminatory Legislation
In spite of the constitutional ban on dis-

crimination, legislation that was clearly dis-
criminatory in character remained in force.

The 1991 Act on Special Control of
Aliens allowed the police to, in certain cas-
es, use secret wiretapping and secret wire-
surveillance to eavesdrop on (exclusively)
foreign citizens. The purpose of these pro-
visions was to prevent politically motivated
offences. Either the Government or the
Stockholm City Court decided on the appli-
cability of the provisions. Under the Aliens
Act, the Government could also refuse en-
try to/expel a foreign citizen if he/she rep-
resented a threat to public safety or nation-
al security. The expulsion order could be
enforced with immediate effect and the
person affected had no legal right to seek a

court hearing or to appeal against the
Government’s decision, a practice that was
in violation of international standards.15

Furthermore, Swedish law, as derived
from private international law, allowed per-
sons under 18 that were not Swedish citi-
zens to, under certain circumstances, marry
without the permission of the county ad-
ministrative board as was required for
Swedish citizens. Given that the persons
concerned were at least 15 years of age they
could marry if the legislation in their native
country permitted this. The SHC called for an
immediate change of these provisions, not-
ing that early marriages increased the risk of
— in particular — girls dropping out of school,
which undermined their opportunities in
terms of both further education and a career
outside the home. In order to combat the
problem of early marriages the SHC also
stressed the need to inform non-citizens
about Swedish legislation on education (in-
cluding that school attendance was compul-
sory up to the age of 16) and to follow up
individual cases (so as also to prevent girls
even younger than 15 from being taken out
of the country to be married off).

Prosecution of Unlawful Discrimination
According to the Criminal Code unlaw-

ful discrimination with regard to the
grounds laid down in the Constitution was
a crime punishable with up to one year in
prison. Most cases of unlawful discrimina-
tion that were reported concerned refusal
of entry to restaurants. Other cases were
related to discrimination by shops, housing
and property companies, security compa-
nies, social services, workplaces and bus
companies.16 It was particularly disturbing
that an increasing number of cases of un-
lawful discrimination within the education
system were reported.

Few cases on unlawful discrimination
ended up in court. Statistics from 1999
showed that only four out of 263 comp-
laints filed resulted in a trial.17 The main rea-
son for complaints not being brought to
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court was the prerequisite that the discrim-
ination be intentional: in order to be able to
initiate legal proceedings the prosecutor
needed to prove that the actual reason for
discriminatory treatment was the victim’s
race, skin-colour, ethnicity, religion, or sexu-
al orientation. The SHC noted that the inef-
fective prosecution of acts of unlawful dis-
crimination was likely to have a negative ef-
fect on the public’s trust in the judicial sys-
tem, and questioned the very idea of re-
taining unlawful discrimination as a criminal
offence when it was so difficult to bring
such cases to court.

The SHC suggested that a ban on un-
lawful discrimination might possibly be bet-
ter enforced via civil law, and regretted the
fact that Sweden had chosen not to sign
the Optional Protocol 12 to the ECHR. This
protocol, which was opened for signature
in November 2000, provides for a general
prohibition of discrimination through legis-
lation or government practice.18 The Go-
vernment primarily motivated its decision
not to sign the new optional protocol with
the fact that the protocol would hold the
State responsible for so-called horizontal
discrimination, i.e. discrimination between
individuals. The SHC considered this argu-
ment flawed, stressing that it is not only the
obligation of a State to respect human
rights but also to prevent human rights
abuses on the part of third parties.

Ethnic Discrimination in the Workplace
Following a tightening of the legislation

on ethnic discrimination in work life19 in
1999, the Ombudsman against Ethnic
Discrimination (DO) functioned as investi-
gator, mediator and prosecutor in cases
where private persons had faced discrimi-
nation in their workplace due to their ethnic
background. According to the law, in order
to bring a case to court, it was not necessary
to prove that an employer consciously had
discriminated against an employee or a job
applicant, as long as it could be proved that
discrimination had in fact taken place.

Moreover, the 1999 law required both
employers and employees to promote eth-
nic diversity and to combat discrimination
in the workplace, inter alia through target-
ed activities. However, the Ombudsperson
stated that this part of the legislation was
not effectively implemented and that em-
ployers and trade unions did not treat the
question of discrimination in the workplace
seriously enough. The Ombudsperson also
feared that the number of reports of ethnic
discrimination would rise as persons with
immigrant backgrounds become better
represented in the labour market, which
was the trend in 2001.

During the year a total of 633 reports
of ethnic discrimination were filed with the
DO. Of these, 273 concerned discrimina-
tion in the workplace, and 311 related to
discrimination in society in general. Com-
pared to the previous year, the total num-
ber of reports increased by about 10%,
whilst the number of reports on discrimina-
tion in the workplace increased by 66%.20

No more than 20% of the cases were
brought to the Swedish Court of Labour.
The rest of the cases were discontinued
because discrimination could not be pro-
ven or because the period of prosecution
(2 years) had expired.

Protection of Asylum Seekers and
Immigrants21

In eight separate cases the UN
Committee Against Torture (CAT)22 has crit-
icized Sweden for breaches of the principle
of non-refoulment. The CAT also continues
to receive new complaints related to this
problem. According to the CAT, the
Swedish authorities often employ too harsh
a position when assessing the credibility of
asylum applications. The CAT has also not-
ed that the Swedish authorities lack suffi-
cient knowledge of how torture victims be-
have, pointing out that the fact that asylum
applicants change their stories over time
does not necessarily mean that they are ly-
ing, but may just as well be due to post-
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traumatic stress. Furthermore, the CAT has
criticized the Swedish procedure of dealing
with asylum applications, as much of the
data the authorities base their decisions on
is not made available to the applicants.
According to the CAT this practice seriously
compromises the legal protection of appli-
cants, including the stage when their cases
are being reviewed.

After its 1998 visit to Sweden the CPT
stressed inter alia that asylum seekers
must be granted a genuine opportunity to
have their applications considered and that
expulsion orders must be subjected to in-
dependent review before being enforced.23

Accordingly, the CPT questioned the status
of the Aliens Appeals Board as the first and
final appeal instance in cases where new
information to support asylum claims is re-
ported. The CPT also criticized the risk as-
sessments carried out in cases where there
is a risk of refoulment, arguing that they
were flawed, and requested information on
how the Government followed up deci-
sions to refuse entry to/expel asylum seek-
ers. In light of this, the SHC noted that no
follow-up investigations took place — not
even in cases where asylum seekers
claimed that they risked being tortured
upon return.

As a result of the criticism of the pro-
cedure for handling asylum claims, the
Government decided to abolish the Aliens
Appeals Board and charge specific county
courts with the review of asylum cases.
However, as of the end of the year, it had
not yet been decided when the reform
would take effect.

Carrier Liability
The entry into force of the Schengen

Agreement in Sweden in March triggered a
new wave of discussions on carrier liability
regarding transportation of aliens. The Go-
vernment proposed that carriers be “re-
quired to check that an alien being trans-
ported directly to Sweden from a State oth-
er than a Schengen State possesses a pass-

port and the necessary entry documents”.
Thus, according to the proposals, the staff
of airline companies would be expected to
assess the authenticity and validity of pass-
ports and visas. In addition, the SHC noted
that airline staff would, in principle, be sup-
posed to be able to determine whether the
persons they take on board are likely to de-
stroy their travel documents in the course
of the journey. This followed from a provi-
sion of the draft stating that in cases where
an alien had presented valid travel docu-
ments at the start of a journey but these
had disappeared by the time the person
entered Sweden, the carrier may be ex-
empted from liability.

According to the proposals, carriers
which fail to comply with the requests, and
bring persons with invalid travel documents
to the country from outside the Schengen
area, would have to compensate for the re-
turn journey of the persons at issue as well
as pay penalty charges of up to 5,000 Euro
per person. However, should the aliens be
granted Swedish residence permits at a lat-
er date, the carriers would be exempted
from any payment or penalty charge.

The SHC concluded that the plans to
impose a supervisory obligation of this kind
on private companies aroused clear misgiv-
ings. If airline staff knew that substantial
fines could be imposed on their employers,
they might be inclined to consider extrane-
ous and irrelevant grounds, such as skin-
colour and ethnicity of individuals, when
assessing the validity of travel documents.
The SHC also criticized the fact that carriers
were entrusted with exercising government
authority, without any public control or legal
sanctions accompanying this authority. For
example, persons stopped by the staff of
an airline company would not be able to
appeal against the decision.

EU “Terrorist Legislation”
In late 2001 the EU Council adopted

two decisions aimed at improving the pros-
pects of member States effectively prose-
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cuting and convicting those responsible for
serious crimes; the Council Framework
Decision on Combating Terrorism and the
Council Framework Decision on the Euro-
pean Arrest Warrant and the Surrender Pro-
cedures between Member States.

The SHC considered that the two deci-
sions reflected hasty and insufficiently thor-
ough preparation and violated fundamental
human rights standards. In particular, the
SHC feared that the decisions would be
used to curtail the rights of refugees and
asylum seekers, and claimed that EU
Commission statements linking the fight
against terrorism to the fight against “illegal”
immigration clearly seemed to suggest this.

Under the Framework Decision on
Combating Terrorism, terrorism was de-
fined as “intentional acts that by their na-
ture or their circumstances may cause seri-
ous harm to a country or an organisation”.
More specifically, the acts were to have
been committed with the purpose to a) se-
riously alarm a population; b) unlawfully
force a public body or an international or-
ganisation to take or refrain from taking a
specific action; or c) seriously destabilise or
destroy fundamental political, constitution-
al, economic or social structures in a coun-
try or international organisation.

The SHC noted that the acts listed in
the decision were already liable to criminal
prosecution in Sweden, as in most other
member States, although they were not de-
fined as terrorism. The SHC therefore con-
cluded that only the stated purposes would
render the acts terrorist acts. The SHC con-
sidered this a dangerous approach to com-
bating terrorism, as the definitions used
were open for arbitrary, politically motivated
interpretations.

Women’s Rights

Trafficking
During the last few years the Govern-

ment has given high priority to the combat
of trafficking in persons. In 1999 the Parlia-
mentary Law Committee on Sexual Offen-

ces was charged with the task of defining
the crime of trafficking. On the basis of the
proposals made by this Committee, a
Government Bill was eventually adopted.24

The SHC welcomed the new bill, but
regretted that it only covered those forms
of trafficking that result in forced prostitu-
tion. The Committee stressed that the
omission of other forms of forced labour
risked undermining the definition of the
term. The SHC also noted that trafficking
sometimes resulted in forced teenage mar-
riages, which were only penalized under
Swedish law if they involved Swedish citi-
zens, in violation of the principle of non-dis-
crimination and other standards laid down
by international treaties.

Further, the SHC welcomed the fact
that the new bill criminalized the trafficker
and not the trafficked. However, at the
same time, the SHC expressed dissatisfac-
tion with the fact that trafficking was only
seen to have taken place if the victim had
been unlawfully coerced, deceived or oth-
erwise improperly recruited, with the last
condition relating to recruitment of a per-
son in a particularly vulnerable situation
such as economic hardship. Thus, under
the law, women who had “voluntarily”
agreed to being transported to the country,
and to work as prostitutes there, would be
considered illegal immigrants if they were
discovered. This would, according to the
SHC, discourage them from reporting the
abuses, assaults, or exploitation they were
subjected to and from seeking help to get
out of their situation. The SHC emphasized
that these women should, if they so
wished, be treated as asylum-seekers, and
be protected against those who abused
them and not be punished (explicitly or im-
plicitly) for residing illegally in the country.

The Two-Year Rule for Immigrant
Women

According to the Aliens Act a person
whose partner was residing in Sweden had
the right to apply for and receive a resident
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permit. The general requirement was that
the applicant was involved in a permanent
relationship with his/her partner and was
able to prove that the relationship had de-
veloped before the partner immigrated to
Sweden.25 It was also possible for a person
to apply for a residence permit if he/she was
to marry/co-habit with a permanent resident
of Sweden. However, in both of these cases,
a residence permit was only granted for a
limited period of time. Only after two years
could the applicants receive a permanent
residence permit, something that usually re-
quired that they still were involved in rela-
tionships with the same partners.

This so-called two-year rule was prob-
lematic for women who lived with abusive
partners. As a rule, women who left their
partners before the regulated two-year peri-
od had expired were not allowed to stay in
the country. The Aliens Act provided scope
for exceptions from the general rule, but the
prerequisites were hard to meet: the per-
sons who wished to be considered an ex-
ception needed to prove that they had
been subjected to frequent abuse by their
partners and that their relationship to them
had been sincere. This requirement was
particularly difficult for women to meet who
were only co-habiting with their partners.
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