
Background on the Swedish Model

The Swedish model to regulate sex work was introduced in Sweden in 1999 and subsequently in 
Norway (2009), Iceland (2009) and Canada (2014). It does not criminalise the selling of sex but it does 
criminalise the buying of sex and other activities surrounding sex work, including running a brothel. 

Historically, there have not been many sex workers in Sweden, and they have not constituted a very 
visible minority1. The Swedish government adopted this law with the goal that it would deter those who 
would otherwise purchase sexual services and so reduce the number of people selling sex by reducing its 
financial appeal2. The premise of this law is that sex work should not exist, even where there are people 
who are willing to do the work voluntarily. This Briefing discusses the Swedish model of sex work law 
reform and its impact on sex workers and society.
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the swedish model assumes that 
sex workers are victims

there is no evidence that the 
swedish model is successful1 2

• The Swedish Model was passed without proper consultation with 
sex workers. When sex workers did raise concerns about the model, 
they were accused of either being non-representative or of having a 
“false consciousness”3 and their opinions were not taken seriously2. 

• The Swedish government committee of 1995 and 1997 stated  
“[n]o prostitution can be said to be of a voluntary nature,” 
illustrating the Swedish government’s belief that women had no 
agency when making decisions to participate in sex work and that 
women needed protection from men4. Sex workers were seen either 
as victims without agency who could not speak for themselves or as 
“immoral” women5. 

• The one major evaluation of the law carried out by the Swedish 
government was clearly biased, with the author stating at the outset 
that a “starting point of our work has been that the purchase of 
sexual services is to remain criminalized6”.  

• Although the goal of the Swedish model was to decrease levels 
of sex work, there is little evidence to show any overall decrease. 
Although there was an observed decrease in street-based sex work 
from 1998 to 20086, Swedish government researchers accepted that 
this coincided with the rise of Internet advertising, which made it 
easier to work indoors7. Sex workers themselves claim that many 
have simply moved to working indoors8.   

• The increase in some types of indoor sex work is corroborated by 
the Swedish police, who reported an increase in the number of Thai 
massage parlours offering sexual services in both Stockholm and 
Sweden as a whole between 2009 and 20129.     

“Sex workers were 
seen either as 

victims without 
agency who 
could not speak 
for themselves 
or as “immoral” 

women5.”

“... does not criminalise the selling 
of sex but it does criminalise the 
buying of sex and other activities 
surrounding sex work... ”

€€



1. Eriksson, J. (2005). “What’s wrong with the Swedish model?” In 
Cantin, É. et al. (Eds.), eXXXpressions: Forum XXX proceedings. Stella: 
Montreal. Available: http://www.chezstella.org/docs/eXXXpressionsE.
pdf?PHPSESSID=d9d4ec0b1869ff0ab688149bc4aa155

2. Jordan, A. (2012). “The Swedish Law to Criminalize Clients: A Failed Experiment in Social 
Engineering”. American University Washington College of Law. Available: http://www.
nswp.org/sites/nswp.org/files/Issue-Paper-4%5B1%5D.pdf

3. Jakobsson, P. (2009). “We want to save you! (And if you don’t appreciate it, you will be 
punished!)”. Stockholm: Hungarian Civil Liberties Union. Available: http://www.youtube.
com/watch?v=7D7nOh57-I8

4. Canadian HIV/AIDS Legal Network (2005). “New Zealand and Sweden: two models of 
reform”. Available: http://www.bayswan.org/swed/Canada_law_reform_models.pdf 

5. Levy, J. & Jakobsson, P. (2013). “Abolitionist feminism as patriarchal control: Swedish 
understandings of prostitution and trafficking”. Dialectical Anthropology, 37(2): 333–340

6. Skarhed, A. (2010). “Selected extracts of the Swedish government report SOU 2010:49: 
– The Ban against the Purchase of Sexual Services. An evaluation 1999-2008”. Available: 
https://ec.europa.eu/anti-trafficking/sites/antitrafficking/files/the_ban_against_the_
purchase_of_sexual_services._an_evaluation_1999-2008_1.pdf

7. Eriksson, A. & Anna Gavanas, A. (2008). “Prostitution in Sweden 2007”. Swedish 
National Board of Health and Welfare. Available: http://www.socialstyrelsen.se/Lists/
Artikelkatalog/Attachments/8806/2008-126-65_200812665.pdf

8. Bernstein, Elizabeth (2007). “Temporarily Yours: Intimacy, Authenticity, and the 
Commerce of Sex”. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. p. 153.

9. Swedish National Police Board (2012). “Trafficking in human beings for sexual and other 
purposes”, p. 13. Available: http://www.polisen.se/Global/www%20och%20Intrapolis/
Informationsmaterial/01%20Polisen%20nationellt/Engelskt%20informationsmaterial/
Trafficking_1998_/Trafficking_report_13_20130530.pdf

10. Costa-Kostritsky, V.  (2014). “On Malmskillnadsgatan”. London Review of Books 
Blog. Available: http://www.lrb.co.uk/blog/2014/01/20/valeria-costa-kostritsky/on-
malmskillnadsgatan/

11. Scoular, Jane (2010). “What’s Law Got To Do With It? How and Why Law Matters in the 
Regulation of Sex Work”. Journal of Law and Society 37(1).

12. Norwegian Ministry of Justice and the Police (2004). “Purchasing Sexual Services in 
Sweden and the Netherlands: Legal Regulation and Experiences”. Available: https://
www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/Purchasing-Sexual-Services/id106214/

13. Dodillet, S. & Östergren, P. (2011). “The Swedish Sex Purchase Act: Claimed Success and 
Documented Effects”, presented at the conference “Decriminalizing Prostitution and 
Beyond: Practical Experiences and Challenges”. Available:  http://www.petraostergren.
com/upl/files/54259.pdf

14. Levy, J. (2015). “Criminalising the Purchase of Sex: Lessons from Sweden.”

15. Krüsi, A. et al. (2014). “Criminalisation of clients: reproducing vulnerabilities for violence 
and poor health among street-based sex workers in Canada – a qualitative study”. British 
Medical Journal Open, 4. Available: http://bmjopen.bmj.com/content/4/6/e005191.full

16. Eve, C. (2009). “ Sordid world of sex slavery”. Plymouth Herald. Available: http://www.
plymouthherald.co.uk/SORDID-WORLD-SEX-SLAVERY/story-11447433-detail/story.html

17. Beattie, M. (2005). “Customers help stamp out Turkey’s sex slaves”. The Independent. 
Available: http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/europe/customers-help-stamp-
out-turkeys-sex-slaves-520866.html

18. Levy, J. (2013). “Swedish Abolitionism as Violence Against Women”. Available: http://
www.sexworkeropenuniversity.com/uploads/3/6/9/3/3693334/swou_ec_swedish_
abolitionism.pdf

19. NSWP (2014). “The Real Impact of the Swedish Model on Sex Workers”. Available: http://
www.nswp.org/resource/the-real-impact-the-swedish-model-sex-workers-advocacy-
toolkit  

20. Sandes, H.E. (2014). “Norwegian Ban on buying Sex affects Immigrant Women” Kilden 
Information Centre for Gender Research. Available: http://eng.kilden.forskningsradet.no/
c52778/nyhet/vis.html?tid=88740

21. Kulick, Don (2003). Sex in the new Europe: The criminalization of clients and Swedish 
fear of penetration. Anthropological theory, 3(2), pp. 199–219.

22. Östergren, P. (2010). “Sexworkers Critique of Swedish Prostitution Policy”. Available: 
http://www.petraostergren.com/pages.aspx?r_id=40716

conditions have worsened for sex workers under the swedish model3

• The Swedish model is intended to make conditions worse for sex 
workers, as a means to discourage them from selling sex. The official 
state evaluation of the law acknowledges that sex workers oppose 
it and think it leads to increased stigma and police harassment, 
but goes on to remark, “For people who are still being exploited in 
prostitution, the above negative effects of the ban that they describe 
must be viewed as positive from the perspective that the purpose 
of the law is indeed to combat prostitution6”. Similarly, the head of 
Sweden’s anti-trafficking unit has been quoted as saying, “I think of 
course the law has negative consequences for women in prostitution 
but that’s also some of the effect that we want to achieve with the 
law... It shouldn’t be as easy as it was before to go out and sell sex10”. 

• Under the Swedish model, increased vulnerability and stigma have 
worsened violence against sex workers11, 12, 13. Sex workers often 
have to protect their clients from being prosecuted, which can 
mean working in out-of-the-way areas, pressured negotiations and 
allowing clients to remain anonymous, all of which has an impact on 
the negotiation of safer sex and makes sex workers more vulnerable 
to attack14, 15.

• Sex workers report being harassed by the police, making them 
reluctant to report crimes against them3. Often clients are the 
only outsiders who will have contact with someone who is being 
trafficked or coerced into sex work16, 17. Under the Swedish model, 
they will be reluctant to report suspected abuse for fear of 
being arrested.

• In order to avoid detection by the police, sex workers have become 
increasingly dependent on agents and managers to help them find 
clients, exactly the opposite of the intended effect of the law 7, 8, 13.

• Increased stigma against sex workers has resulted in them being 
refused services, including condom provision18. For example, 
the Stockholm Unit opposes providing condoms to sex workers, 
believing that condoms will attract sex workers19.  

• Sex workers are still subject to non-criminal penalties, e.g. eviction 
from their homes and deportation20, 21.

• The law has driven away “good” clients, forcing sex workers to 
offer lower prices, offer more risky sexual services or accept 
clients they would otherwise refuse (e.g. for being rough or 
disrespectable)22.  

“Under the Swedish model, increased vulnerability and stigma have worsened violence   
against sex workers.”

“Sex workers report 
being harassed by the 
police, making them 
reluctant to report 
crimes against them3.” 
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