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Information submitted to the Committee 

 
 
Sweden submitted its fifth periodic report to the Committee against Torture (the Committee) regarding its 
implementation of the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment (the Convention) on 23 December 2005.1 Sweden acceded to the Convention on 8 January 1986 
without reservations. 
 
The 22-page report described measures undertaken by Sweden from 2000 to 2005 to implement the 
Convention. The report particularly highlighted various legislative reforms in matters pertaining to aliens and 
citizenship, most notably the reformed Aliens Act in 2006, by which an alien can be refused entry into the 
country or expelled for security reasons (‘security cases’).2 Also, new grounds for issuing residence permits 
had been introduced as a part of the reform,3 along with an extended definition of refugees to include persons 

                                                 
1 CAT/C/SWE/5, available at http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cat/cats40.htm. The report was due in 2004. 
2 Following the reform of the Aliens Act, the Security Service may recommend that an alien is either refused entry into the country, 
expelled or deported, or that a residence permit is denied or revoked 
3 Thus, if an international body with competence to examine individual complaints concludes that a decision to refuse an alien 
entry, or expel or deport an alien, is in breach of Sweden’s treaty obligations, the alien will be given a residence permit unless there 
are extraordinary reasons against doing so.  In addition, a person who has a well-grounded fear of being subjugated to serious abuse 
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persecuted on grounds of gender or sexual orientation. The last section of the report contained additional 
information on complaints of police brutality and the first and second National Plan for Human Rights. 
 
The Committee provided the State party with a list of issues in February 2008.4 A number of questions 
focused on the implementation of the Aliens Act and its regulation of the expulsion, return and extradition of 
foreigners, particularly with regard to ‘security cases’. In addition, Sweden was asked to elaborate on the 
extension and application of the refugee definition. Other issues included whether Sweden intended to 
introduce a definition of torture into Swedish penal legislation, police custody and the use of restrictions, 
psychiatric care, and trafficking. 
 
Four stakeholders submitted alternative reports to the Committee. All reports expressed concerns over the fact 
that the act of torture is neither criminalised nor defined in Swedish legislation. Similarly, concerns were 
raised over Swedish counter-terrorism procedures in general and two highly publicised and well-documented 
cases of renditions in particular. In its comprehensive report, the Swedish Helsinki Committee for Human 
Rights criticised the recently reformed Aliens Act, arguing that the high volume of new legislation to counter 
terrorism raises ‘serious human rights concerns’ due to the non-transparency of the State’s methods and 
procedures.5  
 
The International Commission for Jurists (ICJ) and the Swedish Red Cross highlighted the importance that 
Swedish national law should leave no room for ambiguity as to the scope of conduct and absolute prohibition 
of torture and other cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment.6 The Redress Trust specifically referred to the 
well-documented cases of two Egyptian asylum seekers who, despite diplomatic assurances,7 were tortured 
after having been removed from Sweden to Egypt by US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) agents with the 
cooperation of Swedish officials.8 Sweden was considered to signal to other states that it is politically 
permissible to derogate from the absolute prohibition of torture and the principle of non-refoulement9.  
 
 

Themes and issues 

 
 
Mr Carl Henrik Ehrenkrona, Director-General for Legal Affairs at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs, headed 
the Swedish delegation. He was accompanied by Ms Maria Kelt and Ms Madeleine Drakenberg from the 
Ministry of Justice and Mr Klas Nyman and Ms Anna Erman from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs.   
 
Mr Ehrenkrona opened by reiterating Sweden’s view that the current national legislation meets the standards 
of the Convention in all aspects.10 He made it clear that Sweden is not a country where torture is practised as 
an interrogation method, and added that ‘torture in the traditional sense is not an issue in Sweden’.11 Mr 
Ehrenkrona expressed his country’s concern over challenges posed by the fight against terrorism, which he 

                                                                                                                                                                                  
is considered in need of protection if he or she does not fulfil the necessary conditions to be considered a refugee (State report, 
paras. 4-9). 
4 CAT/C/SWE/Q/5, available at http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cat/cats40.htm. 
5 ‘Procedural and material protection against refoulement (Article 3)’. All stakeholders’ reports are available at 
http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cat/cats40.htm. 
6 ‘Submission to the Committee against Torture on the Fifth Periodic Report of Sweden’; ‘Alternative Report to The Committee 
Against Torture – Regarding Sweden’s Fifth Periodic Report’. 
7 The concept of ‘diplomatic assurances’ involve the receiving State promising to not treat an individual contrary to human rights 
norms when that person is extradited/returned by a sending State. 
8 ‘Comments to the Committee against Torture in consideration of Sweden’s fifth periodic report, April 2008’ 
9 Non-refoulement is a principle of international law that forbids the expulsion of a refugee and extradition of an individual into an 
area where he or she might be subjected to persecution and torture. 
10 This statement is available at the Government’s human rights website (http://www.manskligarattigheter.gov.se/extra/pod/). 
11 Mr Ehrenkrona noted that ‘there are no examples of torture committed by public officials reported in the media or from other 
independent sources in modern times.’  
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described as a concept that was ‘used as justification for severe human rights violations’. Mr Ehrenkrona 
regretted the late submission of the list of issues to the Swedish delegation, and pointed out that some 
questions related to racial discrimination, violence against women and sexual trafficking seemed ‘only 
remotely connected to the Convention.’ He suggested that other treaty bodies would more adequately address 
these issues, and said that the Committee’s examination would benefit from a ‘more stringent approach’ 
focusing on certain issues. Mr Ehrenkrona then outlined a comprehensive summary of Sweden’s written 
reply, as it had not been translated before the hearing.12  
 
Mr Grossman, the first country rapporteur and Chairperson, took the floor. He responded to Mr Ehrenkrona’s 
comments on questions being ‘only remotely related’ to the Convention, and noted that the Committee could 
not overlook the interconnectedness between the different treaty bodies despite possible overlapping. After 
citing a number of paragraphs in two alternative reports13 criticising the lack of definition and criminalisation 
of acts of torture in Sweden, Mr Grossman said that these statements reflected the Committee’s position. He 
specifically asked about the refusal to provide compensation and residence permits to two Egyptian asylum 
seekers, and requested more information about measures to ensure accountability. He also raised the issues of 
the use in court of statements obtained under torture; individuals applying for asylum on the grounds of 
sexual orientation; the possible need for a national preventive and monitoring mechanism; ethnic 
discrimination in relation to ‘security cases’; a statute of limitations for crimes related to torture; and remand 
prisoners’ access to public defence.  
 
Committee member Mr Wang, as co-rapporteur, commended Sweden for the high number of residence 
permits granted as a result of new application assessments. He expressed concern, however, about the 
seemingly systematic restrictions placed on remand prisoners, referring to a recent Council of Europe report, 
which stated that 40 to 50 of the remand prisoners in Sweden are subjected to restrictions. Mr Wang also 
noted with concern the high incidences of children with severe apathetic behaviour and the high number of 
disappearing minors that arrive unaccompanied to Sweden as refugees. In closing his statement, Mr Wang 
remarked that ‘intolerance and discrimination seemed to be manifest in the Swedish society’.  
 
Throughout the review Sweden was commended for being a role model in promoting and protecting human 
rights. Interestingly, after Sweden’s open questioning of issues to be examined, a somewhat charged and 
surprising exchange between the delegation and the Committee on the Committee’s mandate and coordination 
with other treaty bodies continued at several occasions in the session. The Committee members were 
otherwise predominantly concerned with the lack of definition and criminalisation of torture in Swedish 
legislation; remand custody and detentions; asylum procedures; and extraditions and ‘security cases’. Other 
issues included unaccompanied asylum-seeking children minors and crimes committed by Swedish entities 
overseas. The responses from the delegation did not provide much new information from what had already 
been submitted to the Committee, and the delegation appeared to be on the defensive side. Many concerns 
and questions raised by the Committee members were derived from information provided by NGOs. 
 
 

UN treaty bodies’ division of labour  
 
 
Many members strongly defended the competences of the Committee and the UN treaty bodies’ division of 
labour, which were put into question by the delegation of Sweden in its opening statement. Ms Gaer reminded 
the delegation that the Committee was in charge of monitoring the protection of discriminated groups and 
individuals especially at risk of torture, referring to the applicability of the Committee’s General Comment 

                                                 
12 The written reply of the State party was submitted on 18 April 2008. The document is available at the Government’s human rights 
website (http://www.manskligarattigheter.gov.se/extra/pod/). 
13 Mr Grossman referred to the reports prepared for the review by the Swedish Red Cross and ICJ.  
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No. 2.14 Sweden should therefore recognise, she said, that domestic violence and gender-based violence must 
be addressed in the context of the Convention. Mr Wang clarified that the General Comment is the 
Committee’s interpretation of its mandate, and added that State parties were consulted with before publishing 
the comments. It was therefore assumed that States have obligations with regard to violence against women 
and discrimination under the Convention.  
 
In a brief response to Ms Gaer, the delegation argued that the Committee on the Elimination of All Forms of 
Discrimination against Women (CEDAW) had recently dealt with these questions. Mr Ehrenkrona agreed that 
some discrimination against women might have indirect bearing on torture, but his delegation ‘failed to see 
that this [was] a primary responsibility of this Committee’ and suggested the Human Rights Committee 
(HRC) or the Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination (CERD) were more appropriate treaty 
bodies. He stated that the lack of coherence would be detrimental to an already overlapping monitoring 
system if the thematic coverage of respective UN bodies failed to be more clearly distinguished.  
 
Ms Gaer replied dryly that ‘some of the most serious and important respecters [of human rights] make the 
finest distinctions.’ She ascertained that violence against women constitutes torture in cases such as rape, 
female genital mutilation, forced prostitution, intimidation and battering. Thus, she challenged Sweden to 
question the application of the definition of torture to women and the fact that these issues fall within the 
purview of the Committee’s examination.15 Ms Gaer added that if that were the case, she would be ‘very 
surprised’, given Sweden’s fine reputation in the field of human rights. She ended by noting that the humanity 
involved meant that all treaty bodies should be applied, as making separations made no sense, and said that 
‘the strength of the monitoring system should not be about exclusion but to ensure that the egregious is 
neither ignored nor glossed over.’     
 
The delegation of Sweden appeared somewhat taken aback by the Committee’s strong reaction to the 
criticism. Mr Ehrenkrona tried to clarify that the point was the order in the system and the general and broad 
nature of the questions posed on violence against women and discrimination. Also, the intention of Sweden 
was not to neglect or deny that the issues just mentioned by Ms Gaer were important issues; it was only a 
matter of making clear what each Committee would examine.   
 

Status of the Convention in domestic law 
 
The Committee placed much emphasis on the fact that the Convention was not incorporated into Swedish 
law. Given that there is no specific crime of torture in the penal legislation,16 there are no such statistics 
available in this field. Committee member Ms Belmir noted dismissively that ‘any country can impose 
arguments to avoid using the definition’, and Mr Gaye asked whether there was a law in Sweden that 
obstructed the criminalisation of torture. Country rapporteur Mr Grossman firmly stated the Committee’s 
consistent view that the crime of torture was qualitatively distinguishable from other forms of assault and 
homicide, and its legal definition was of ‘crucial importance’ not only in criminal law but also as symbolic 

                                                 
14 CAT/C/GC/2, 28 January 2008, available at http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cat/comments.htm. The document addresses 
the three parts of Article 2, each of which identifies interrelated and essential principles underpinning the Convention’s absolute 
prohibition against torture. 
15 Commenting on treaty bodies’ division of labour, Ms Gaer asked the delegation where it would want to see the subject of torture 
examined: ‘Which committee should discuss the case of a Sub-Saharan migrant worker women under the age of 18, who had been a 
victim of rape as a means of warfare and subjected to torture while being held in police custody – this Committee, the Committee 
on Migrant Workers (CMW), the Committee on the Rights of the Child (CRC), CEDAW, CERD, or the HRC?’ 
16 Swedish law does not have specific provisions defining or penalising the crime of torture and the use in court of information 
obtained under torture, as general penal law is considered to meet all requirements with its obligations under the Convention. 
Instead, there are a great number of provisions in the Swedish Penal Code relating to acts involving the infliction of severe pain or 
suffering, whether physical or mental, e.g. assault, gross assault, unlawful deprivation of liberty, unlawful coercion, unlawful threat, 
and rape. The penalty for gross assault and unlawful deprivation of liberty, for example, is imprisonment for at least one and at most 
ten years (State report, para. 16). 
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value to the rehabilitation of victims. Also, a complete lack of statistics in the field could not be easily 
explained by the need to protect the right to privacy.  
 
After stating that it had listened to the Committee and read the ICJ and the Swedish Red Cross reports about 
defining torture as a specific crime, the delegation of Sweden declared its position to be ‘unchanged’. Mental 
suffering was covered inter alia by the crime of assault in the Penal Code. It appreciated the Committee’s 
interpretations, it said, but did not view these as legally binding. Mr Ehrenkrona explained the dualism of the 
Swedish State, namely that ratified treaties must be incorporated or transformed into Swedish legislation, as 
they do not automatically apply to domestic law.17 He stressed that the essence of all UN human rights 
treaties were already reflected in Swedish law even though none had been incorporated into the legislation, as 
this would involve ‘time-consuming practical complications’ and ‘overlapping clauses’. The fact that the 
Convention was not incorporated did not prevent an individual from raising its content in a particular case or 
raising the issue of conformity of law with treaty provisions. 
 

Statute of limitations 
 
The Committee emphasised that the crime of torture should not be subject to a statute of limitations. As Mr 
Grossman pointed out, in Sweden different statutes of limitations applied to different crimes related to torture. 
In its reply, the delegation explained that all crimes relevant to torture have rules for limitations.18 The 
Ministry of Justice reviewed these on an ongoing basis, and presently considered eliminating limitations for 
certain crimes, for example murder and acts of terrorism. Concerning a statute of limitations on torture, a 
delegation representative said that the use of different crimes in Swedish law gave each crime its own statute 
of limitation. She hurried to add that the crime of torture would ‘always be penalised on a high scale, with 
long statutes of limitation.’  
 
Although there was no specific prohibition in law as regards the use in court of information obtained under 
torture, the Swedish delegation considered that the penal and procedural system, which was based on the 
principle of free examination of evidence, sufficiently prevented public officials from using torture in 
criminal investigations. This was ‘merely a theoretical problem’ for Sweden, but an act of torture clearly 
constituted a serious crime under Swedish law and a statement obtained under torture would not therefore 
have any legal value.  
  

Remand custody and detentions 
 
The Committee pointed out the three fundamental rights of detainee to a lawyer, doctor, and immediate 
notification of close relatives. Several Committee members referred to the new law on the treatment of 
detainees that took effect in Sweden on 8 April 2008, which stipulated that everyone had the right to a public 
defence counsel and notification of close relatives. The added words of caution (‘provided that this is not to 
the detriment of the investigation’) led some members to question the law’s treatment of detainees in practice. 
In addition, it had been brought to the Committee’s attention that persons that were interrogated by the police 
for the first time before they were considered to be a suspect had no right to legal counsel; medical 
examinations had been made at a late stage in the detention process; and notification of immediate relatives 
was carried out at the discretion of the police. Concerns were also raised in relation to alleged biased 
investigations of police brutality. 
 

                                                 
17 A treaty is either transformed or inserted into one or more pre-existing Swedish laws, or incorporated into the legislation by being 
given the status of law by the force of law. The Parliament chooses the method for adopting a treaty; the most frequent method is 
transformation. 
18 The delegation explained that after a certain time had elapsed, no sanction could be imposed. The length of time (limitation) is a 
function of the maximum penalty. Aggravated assault has a maximum penalty of ten years, and the statute of limitation is 15 years. 
Crimes punishable by life, such as kidnapping, have a 25-years limitation. 
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Mr Ehrenkrona responded that the new law on the treatment of detainees was adopted following criticism 
from the European Committee for the Prevention of Torture (CPT). He explained that witnesses, victims, and 
persons not formally suspected now had the right to have an assistant with the same qualifications as a lawyer 
during interrogations unless it was of detriment to the investigation, for example if the assistant ‘behaved in a 
hindering way’. On delayed notifications and medical examinations, the delegation replied that a notice was 
not always given to detainee’s relatives if it was believed that witnesses would be in trouble before the 
hearing, and it also asserted that it is up to the individual to initiate a medical certificate. There was no one 
presently detained charged with torture, and no statistics on complaints against police violence could be 
conveyed. A member of the delegation said that a report, ‘Summa summarum’, proposed establishing a new 
independent unit for handling cases of complaints against the police, and this had been circulated to 
competent authorities to share their views. No time frame of the project could be given at the time.  
 

Asylum procedures 
 

The Committee showed considerable interest in Sweden’s immigration and asylum procedures, particularly in 
light of the reformed Aliens Act, which expressly included persons who have a well-founded fear of 
persecution on grounds of gender or sexual orientation in its definition of a refugee. Ms Sveaass commended 
cases where residence permits were granted to women who were at risk of having to enter into forced 
marriages or of being subjected to genital mutilation, and noted that Sweden was setting an example to other 
States. Mr Grossman asked for data on individuals applying for asylum on these grounds,19 and Mr Mariño 
Menendez wondered whether people could remain in Sweden for humanitarian reasons. He also wanted to 
know the length of time before a decision was forwarded to an asylum seeker.  
 
The head of delegation responded that there was no legal precedent of persecution on grounds of gender or 
sexual orientation yet, and, as sexual orientation was not registered as statistical data, no statistics could be 
provided on the number of received applications from gay, lesbian, bisexual or transgender persons. A 
residence permit based on humanitarian reasons might be limited in time, but an alien could apply for a 
renewal. There were no provisions regarding time limits for handling applications and, the delegation 
admitted, long waiting times had been problematic in recent years due to a high number of asylum seekers 
and overburdened authorities.  
  
An additional source of concern to the Committee was that Sweden appeared to rely heavily on its 
embassies,20 rather than other independent and reliable sources, to provide information on country situations 
and assess the risk of torture. It questioned the fact that the burden of proof lies on the individual asylum 
seeker to prove the existence of a real risk of torture or other ill treatment. In its reply, the delegation of 
Sweden affirmed that the burden of proof lies on the applicant, but assured that making the risk of torture 
more or less probable to Swedish authorities was all that was required. It emphasised that the authorities did 
not only rely on the individual applicant or Swedish embassies, but also on other sources, such as other 
countries, the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) and other non-governmental bodies in 
assessing the risk of torture. There were presently ‘many’ cases before the migration courts where risk of 
torture was invoked as a reason for issuing residence permits.   
 

Extraditions and ‘security cases’ 
 
The Committee raised questions regarding counterterrorism procedures on several occasions. It queried in 
particular the powers and responsibilities of the security services; cases of extraditions under the premises of 
the amended Act on Special Control in Respect of Aliens; lack of related criminal investigations; and the 

                                                 
19 Mr Grossman added that ‘having Sweden on the Committee’s side would be helpful,’ in order to cite the country as a role model. 
20 The Committee did not dispute the credibility of embassies, but noted its ‘suspicion’ of these administrative bodies. Ms Sveaass 
also asked about Swedish embassy personnel and to what extent they are trained to handle enquiries raised by asylum seekers and 
people in need of protection. The delegation responded that its staff was trained and educated in human rights issues, particularly in 
problematic countries. 
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concern expressed by the Ombudsman against ethnic discrimination that the new legislation would be applied 
in a discriminatory manner against Muslims. It also appeared to some Committee members that it was the 
Government of Sweden rather than a judicial body that takes the final decision on asylum applications, 
despite the recent set up of migration courts.21 The delegation intervened to clarify that the Government’s 
capacity to decide was limited to very few cases, namely ‘security cases’. Mr Ehrenkrona explained that the 
Migration Court of Appeals had a form of veto against expulsion orders, and the Government was therefore 
prevented from expelling individuals on an ad hoc basis. It was pointed out that a residence permit does not 
protect anyone from being extradited, as two different procedures and laws were involved in such cases. 
 
The delegation felt it necessary to clarify that ‘security cases’ was not a new concept as a part of the amended 
Aliens Act; these cases existed also under the old act. What was new was the procedure to deal with them, 
namely the introduction of a system for appeals procedures in ‘security cases’.22 Mr Ehrenkrona 
acknowledged that discrimination was an issue, but he added that Swedish law contained ‘sufficient non-
discriminatory provisions’ and could see ‘no indication for worries’. Elaborating on the security services, he 
explained that it formed a part of the National Police Board, which worked directly under the Government. 
The formal rules on police activities, such as interrogation methods, were equally applicable to the security 
services. 
 
Mr Grossman brought up the well-documented cases of the two Egyptian asylum seekers, Mr Alzery and Mr 
Agiza, who were expelled from Sweden to Egypt. He noted that the Committee, as well as the Human Rights 
Committee and the Parliamentary Ombudsman, found this to be a violation of the prohibition of torture and ill 
treatment.23 He suggested considering compensation to the two victims, and asked whether disciplinary 
actions had been taken against those responsible. The head of the delegation replied that no charges had been 
brought against the Swedish officials involved, adding that the Parliamentary Ombudsman had expressed 
severe criticism toward the security police on the way the execution of the expulsion order was carried out. 
He stated that ‘no crime had been committed that can lead to prosecution’. Also, Mr Ehrenkrona found the 
Committee’s interpretation regarding compensation ‘unacceptable’: as Swedish officials did not torture the 
men there was no obligation from Sweden to provide compensation. The Chancellor of Justice had been 
ordered to examine the question of compensation on an ex gratia basis,24 and the head of the delegation ended 
by arguing that ‘Sweden had not participated in any form of […] extraordinary renditions25.’      
 

National preventive mechanisms 
 
Some Committee members brought up the issue of national preventive mechanisms under the Optional 
Protocol of the Convention (OPCAT). Sweden considered that the Parliamentary Ombudsman and the 
Chancellor of Justice constituted model forms of national preventive mechanisms. The Committee was 
however concerned about the institutions’ effective functioning in practice. It was noted that both the 
Ombudsman and the Chancellor had openly expressed their discomfort with their reactive rather than 
preventative roles, citing lack of resources as the main reason for their predicament. Mr Ehrenkrona answered 
briefly that ‘time will tell’ regarding both their functions and necessary measures. 
 

                                                 
21 Sweden had previously stated that the Migration Board decided cases in the first instance and its decision on refusal of entry or 
expulsion might be appealed to the Government. 
22 In his opening statement, Mr Ehrenkrona said that the Migration Board had decided fourteen ‘security cases’ after the new system 
was introduced.  
23 CAT/C.34/D.233/2003 and CCPR/C/88?D/1416/2005. See also the Report of the Parliamentary Ombudsman, Mats Melin, ‘A 
review of the enforcement by the Security Police of a Government Decision to expel two Egyptian citizens,’ Reg. No. 2169-2004. 
24 Compensation ex gratia would be given voluntarily, without recognising that Sweden is under any legal obligation to do so. 
25 The term ‘extraordinary renditions’ is used to describe the apprehension and extrajudicial transfer of a person between States. 
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Conclusions and next steps 

 
 
Mr Grossman, as country rapporteur, took the floor to thank the delegation of Sweden for its participation in 
the dialogue. Commenting on the issue of interconnectedness as being ‘constantly present’ in legal systems, 
he highlighted the importance of seeing the links between and establishing order among the UN treaty 
bodies.26 Mr Grossman noted that this went not only for international bodies, but also for Sweden – rather 
than having one law against torture, Swedish legislature had laws that penalised aggravated assault, 
kidnapping, rape, murder, and so forth. He insisted that criminalisation of torture as a specific crime was vital, 
due to the inability to prosecute someone for the crime of torture. In his view, the Committee had presented 
specific and directly related questions and disagreed with Sweden’s interpretation of its mandate. In closing 
the statement, Mr Grossman cited a French expression, saying ‘it works in practice but not in theory,’ 
referring to the Committee’s cooperation and consistent jurisprudence with other treaty bodies. 
 
Mr Ehrenkrona replied briefly by stating that ‘what works in practise can be questioned in theory,’ after 
which he thanked the Committee for its attention. 
 
A number of UN treaty bodies had previously made recommendations and observations on the same issues 
addressed by the Committee. The Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR) urged 
Sweden to give the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights full effect in its legal 
framework, so that it could be directly invoked before courts. It also recommended that Sweden take 
additional measures to prevent discrimination against immigrants and refugees.27 The Human Rights Council 
(HRC) was concerned with the effects of counter terrorism measures on the human rights situation in Sweden, 
in particular for persons of foreign extraction, cases of expulsion of asylum-seekers suspected of terrorism to 
countries of origin, and the risk of violations of fundamental rights of persons of foreign extraction.28 It 
recommended that Sweden ensure that concern over terrorism is not a source of abuse, observe the principle 
of non-refoulement, and ensure compliance of assurances as to expelled persons’ treatment by receiving 
States.    
 
 
Last revised and updated: 30 May 2008. 
 

                                                 
26 Mr Grossman noted further that States had rejected the High Commissioner for Human Rights’ proposal to create one single 
monitoring treaty body for all human rights issues. Therefore, the present system with different, and sometimes overlapping, treaty 
bodies remained. 
27 E/C.12/1/ADD.7 (CESCR, 2001), paras. 15 and 29. 
28 CCPR/CO/74/SWE (HRC, 2002), para. 12. 
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