
 
 
 

Master Programme in Early Modern Studies –  
Northern Europe 1450 – 1850   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Royal Power and Bureaucracy.  
 
The Function of the Högste Ombudsman in the Last Phase of the 
Great Northern War.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Author: Simon Carpels 
Supervisor: dr. Peter Ericsson 
Master Thesis, VT 2012 
Seminar: May 28, 2012 
Seminar tutors: Prof. dr. Maria Ågren & dr. Mikael Alm 

 

Historiska 

institutionen 



2 
 



3 
 

Abstract 

 

The power struggle between the Charles XII and his bureaucracy after the crushing defeat in 

Poltava (1709) mainly concerned the unwillingness of the latter to raise a new army that could be 

shipped to Pomerania. In reaction to this disobedience the king reformed his bureaucracy. 

Among other things, the Carolinian reforms introduced the högste ombudsman. The office was to 

enforce the law and supervise all civil servant and military officers. This thesis deals with the 

question of how the högste ombudsman functioned within this power struggle. The source material 

consists of the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and various bureaucratic institutions 

from every level of society.  

By consistently prosecuting civil servants and military officers and enforcing the law, he was 

able to guarantee the functioning of the bureaucracy and at the same time fulfilled an important 

ideological function. He showed Swedish society that the bureaucracy was controlled and that 

disobedience was not tolerated regardless of social standing. This is especially apparent in his 

activities with the central and regional authorities. The latter were strictly controlled as they were 

instrumental in the supervision of the local authorities. However, as a side effect of the 

Carolinian reforms, the högste ombudsman had to answer many requests from local authorities that 

not always directly related to the main objectives of his office. Moreover, this indicates that the 

priority of the högste ombudsman lied with the supervision of the central and regional authorities.  

By setting examples to the bureaucracy and society that criminal activities and disobedience 

was not tolerated, he fulfilled his duty as royal instrument of coercion. He helped to the king 

pursue the Swedish war effort against the will of the bureaucracy. This thesis provides an 

enhanced understanding of the royal policy of Charles XII and delivers a valuable account of 

how an autocratic monarch attempted to regain control over his bureaucracy.  
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Introduction 
 

1. Research Questions 

 

This thesis deals with the högste ombudsman and his function within the Swedish bureaucracy 

during the last phase of the Great Northern War (1700 – 1721). This war dominated the Baltic 

region for twenty-one years and eventually meant the Swedish downfall as a major power in 

European politics. The Swedish army was successful during the first phase of the Great Northern 

War1, but after the catastrophic defeat in the battle of Poltava (1709) and its aftermath at 

Perevolochna, the fortunes of war changed drastically. Charles XII (1682/1697 – 1718), 

accompanied by a small detachment of loyal officers and soldiers, barely escaped and eventually 

found refuge in the Ottoman Empire, where the king stayed until 1714. Nevertheless, Charles 

XII was determined to prolong Sweden’s struggle.2   

The king had to replace his armies and, because he stayed in the Ottoman Empire, he was 

dependent on the Council3, to organize resource extraction and the recruitment of a new army. 

However, the Council had proven to be a considerable opponent even before the catastrophic 

events in Poltava and Perevolochna. Already in May 1700, the Council had explained to the king 

that national resources were insufficient to combat such a powerful coalition of enemies.4 

Especially the president of the Council, Arvid Horn and royal councilor Fabian Wrede were 

particular fierce opponents of Charles XII’s strategy to raise a new army and ship it to Swedish 

Pomerania to retake the Polish-Lithuanian throne from Augustus II the Strong (1670 – 1733). 

Such intervention in Poland-Lithuania would provide the king with a favorable negotiating 

position with the Ottoman sultan and this triple alliance between Polish, Ottoman and Swedish 

forces could curtail the power of Peter the Great’s Russia.5  

                                                           
1 An initial attack of the Danish, Saxon and Russian army had started the Great Northern War. These 
three adversaries were successfully repulsed at the end of 1700. The following Polish campaign (the Saxon 
elector was also the elected king of Poland-Lithuania) had eventually resulted in the forced abdication of 
August the Strong and he was replaced with a Swedish marionette Stanislaus. The latter was entirely 
dependent on the Swedish military support.  For an account of the first phase of the Great Northern War, 
see: Sjöström 2009, pp. 27 – 88 and Frost 2000, pp. 226 – 242. 
2 Ericsson 2002, pp. 22 – 23. 
3 The Council was supposed to advice the king on how to rule the Swedish realm. The members of the 
Council consisted of the most important noblemen and were appointed by the king. In: Asker 2009, p. 53. 
4 Ericsson 2002, pp. 33 – 37.  
5 Ahlström 1959, pp. 4 – 17. This entire work of Ahlström accurately discusses the power politics between 
the king and his bureaucracy in great detail. Eric Tengberg also reports about the same period, but his 
accounts of the political impasse between the king and the Council are less accurately sketched and also 
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However, the Great Northern War was connected with the Spanish War of Succession (1701 

– 1714) and the consequences of this war had considerable influence on the actions of the 

Northern and Eastern European powers. The sea powers, the Dutch Republic and England 

wanted to prevent a concentration of Swedish troops in Pomerania, which would cause distress 

among their allies in Northern Germany who contributed troops in the war against France. Arvid 

Horn and Fabian Wrede negotiated with England and the Dutch Republic to settle for a 

favorable peace with Russia, however this was explicitly against the orders of Charles XII. 

Eventually, a new army, under the command of Magnus Stenbock, was sent to Pomerania, yet it 

challenged the Danes and their allies rather then going east to in intervene in Poland-Lithuania. 

Initial success in the battle of Gadebusch in December 20, 1712 was undone by Stenbock’s 

surrender at Tönning in May 16, 1713. Again the Council engaged in peace negotiations with 

Denmark without royal sanction.6   

The unwillingness and disobedience was not restricted to the Council, but also involved the 

presidents of the kollegier and the landshövdingar  (provincial governors). This should not come as a 

surprise, as most presidents of the kollegier were also members of the Council. The uncooperative 

attitude of the provincial governors was a major issue for the king because they were 

indispensable for the logistics of the Swedish war machine. Among other things they were 

responsible for the recruitment of soldiers, the maintenance of existing regiments and the 

transport of troops and goods along the country. Most important was the collaboration with 

military commanders as a power struggle between both authorities could be exploited by civilians 

who then could refuse to obey commands. Moreover, they would on several occasions disobey 

direct orders from the central authorities or overstep their duties by introducing new taxes or 

simply abusing their authority against civilians. This misconduct was widespread among the 

Swedish bureaucrats and a sign of a deteriorating financial situation of the state.7  

Charles XII was thus extremely dissatisfied with his bureaucracy and attempted to solve this 

problem with the Carolinian reforms of the 1710s. The king not only replaced disobedient civil 

servants, but added more bureaucracy to solve his bureaucratic problems. In 1713, the nya 

kansliordning (a new order for the Chancery) introduced the högste ombudsman as a powerful, royal 

instrument to challenge the interests of the older bureaucratic institutions. While the Carolinian 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
fails to account for the significance of the Spanish War of Succession on the Great Northern War. See: 
Tengberg 1953, 308 p.  
6 For a detailed accounts of the politics behind these events, see: Ahlström 1959, pp. 112 – 124 and pp. 
166 – 192.  
7 Ericsson 2002, pp. 38 – 41.  
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reforms have been devoted some attention, the importance of the högste ombudsman has been 

largely neglected.8 

Therefore, in this thesis the office will be analyzed in the context of an ongoing power 

struggle between Charles XII and his older bureaucracy, dominated by the aristocracy. My main 

research questions are the following: how did the högste ombudsman function in this power struggle 

between the king and his bureaucracy and how could he confirm the authority of the king over 

his bureaucracy? In order to provide a comprehensive analysis of the function of the högste 

ombudsman within the Swedish bureaucracy, several aspects should be emphasized. Therefore, his 

instructions should be analyzed as well as the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and 

several bureaucratic institutions. His main correspondents should be determined and the nature 

of their relation with the högste ombudsman should be emphasized. Furthermore, the different 

relation between the various bureaucratic institutions and the högste ombudsman has to be 

elaborated.  

Such questions should be analyzed with the help of social theories available on bureaucracy, its 

inner mechanisms, and its relation with monarchs. By analyzing the relation between the högste 

ombudsman and several bureaucratic institutions and indicating how he functioned within the 

Swedish bureaucracy, an example can be provided of how an autocratic monarch struggled to 

retain full control over his bureaucracy. Moreover, it could be crucial to understand the Swedish 

politics of Charles XII during the last phase of the Great Northern War and how it influenced 

the period after the death of Charles XII.  

 

 

2. The Inner Mechanisms of Bureaucracies and their Relation 

with Monarchs 

 

As mentioned above, the function of the högste ombudsman within the Swedish bureaucracy should 

be analyzed with the help of the social theories formulated about bureaucracy, their inner 

mechanisms and their relation to rulers. The theories of Max Weber and Pierre Bourdieu are 

particular useful instruments when applied to the Swedish situation during the Great Northern 

War. 

Weber made a valuable classification of a bureaucracy in his monumental work Economy and 

Society : an Outline of Interpretive Sociology.9 He recognizes six basic characteristics of a modern 

                                                           
8 For such an account on the högste ombudsman, see for example: Munthe 1935, pp. 167 – 169. 
9 Weber 1968, pp. 956 – 1005.  
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bureaucracy. A bureaucracy is a permanent agency with a fixed jurisdiction and every function 

within the bureaucracy is assigned a clear demarcated function or official duty. Moreover, a 

bureaucracy is dominated by the principles of an office hierarchy and a channel of appeal. There 

is a distinct super- and subordination between the lower officials with higher authorities 

supervising them. Thirdly, the management of the bureaucracy depends on written documents, 

preserved in original or draft, and a staff of officials and scribes. Fourthly, the civil duty of an 

official mostly requires some kind of training in a field of specialization. Furthermore, the activity 

of the official demands his full working capacity and is not secondary to other activities. Lastly, 

an official has to follow the general rules within the management of his office. These rules are 

mostly stable and exhaustive, but they can also be taught.10 

Furthermore, Weber notes that a money economy is a presupposition, given the need of an 

official to receive his salary on a regular basis because only with the availability of continuous 

revenues can the relative optimum for the success and maintenance of a rigorous mechanization 

be assured.11 Additionally, Weber argues that bureaucracy inevitably accompanies modern mass 

democracy. In an early modern context, this has to be understood as a “passive democratization”, 

or the leveling of the governed. It means the elimination of local powers and reducing them to 

pure functionaries of the central authority.12 Lastly, the technical superiority of bureaucracy 

renders it indispensable for the ruler and is therefore powerless facing the superior knowledge of 

bureaucratic institutions. This is especially true for absolute monarchs since they depend on their 

bureaucracy for information. Weber provides the example of Frederick the Great of Prussia who 

issued several decrees concerning the abolition of serfdom, but these decrees were derailed in the 

process of their realization.13  

The classification of Max Weber is a useful instrument. Weber emphasizes that the 

bureaucracy develops its own mechanisms and power interests, but he is reluctant to explore the 

consequences of this determination. Pierre Bourdieu has developed a framework and concept 

that permit a further exploration into the inner mechanisms of a bureaucracy. He emphasizes that 

a bureaucracy is not an instrument in the hands of a dominant group or monarch or acts as a 

mere intermediary between society and the state. He argues that a bureaucracy can be regarded as 

a powerful field in itself.14 Within this bureaucratic field a dynamic evolves that determines the 

actions and activities of its members:   

 

                                                           
10 Weber 1968, pp. 956 – 958.  
11 Weber 1968, pp. 963 – 965 and 968 – 969. 
12 Weber 1968, pp. 983 – 987. 
13 Weber 1968, p. 993.  
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The fundamental law of bureaucratic apparatuses is that the apparatus gives everything (including power over the 
apparatus) to those who give it everything and expect everything from it because they themselves have nothing 
or are nothing outside it; to put it more bluntly, the apparatus depends most on those who most depend on it 

because they are the ones it holds most tightly in its clutches.
15 

 

As Webb, Schirato and Danaher have analyzed, many bureaucrats would indeed be more 

concerned about their own fortunes or the ministry where they are employed than with the 

public good. Moreover, government policy is not just blindly implemented, it is also interpreted 

and inspired by bureaucrats.16 Thus, bureaucracy forms its own powerful field and demands from 

its members complete adherence to its laws and forms.  

Weber’s definition is largely applicable to the Swedish bureaucracy during the Great Northern 

War. A clear hierarchy was established and every functionary had a clear description of his 

function. Moreover, it was possible for non-nobles to rise to high positions within the Swedish 

bureaucracy and as reward were often ennobled for their loyal service. Frost discusses the 

importance of the bureaucratic and military elite for Swedish politics during the stormakstid and its 

aftermath. They were a powerful group whose administrative and military complex in Sweden 

survived the Great Northern War while absolutism did not.17  

Nevertheless, especially the bureaucratic elite opposed the prolonged war efforts. Councilor 

and head of the statskontor Fabian Wrede had claimed that waging even a brief war would be a 

financial impossibility for the Swedish state.18 Because of the financial situation of the Swedish 

state during the Great Northern War many civil servants did only receive half their normal wage. 

This put pressure on the civil servants and on several occasions caused abuse of power against 

civilians.19 That part of the aristocracy that dominated the bureaucracy was severely hit by the 

consequences of the Great Northern War since taxes rose significantly, only parts of wages were 

paid and even the recruitment of new soldiers demanded efforts from the aristocracy. For 

example, they had to house soldiers on their property and their servants risked to be conscripted 

as soldiers. Landshövdingar on the other hand would attempt to protect their provinces against the 

social consequences of the war and therefore opposed it.20 The interests of the bureaucracy and 

the king collided. In this context, the högste ombudsman had to attempt to reassert the royal 

authority over a bureaucracy dominated by an aristocracy that had distinctively diverging 

interests.  

                                                                                                                                                                                     
14 Bourdieu, Wacquant & Farage 1994, pp. 16 – 18.  
15 Bourdieu 1991, pp. 216 – 217.  
16 Webb, Schirato & Danaher 2002, pp. 97 – 99.    
17 Frost 2000, pp. 317 – 318.  
18 Ericsson 2002, pp. 33. 
19 Lövgren 1995, pp. 92 – 94. 
20 Ericsson 2002, pp. 29 – 30 and pp. 39 – 41.  
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3. The Swedish Administration under the Influence of the Great 

Northern War 

 

Swedish bureaucracy (or complex organizations as Jan Glete calls them21) and the inner 

mechanisms of the state formation in Sweden during the 17th century have been devoted 

considerable attention.22 The concept of the fiscal-military state and its importance in explaining 

Swedish success has been discussed by several scholars. This concept has been widely accepted 

and has been most commonly applied on several European states in the seventeenth century.23 It 

is also applicable on the transition of the Swedish state in this particular century. Jan Lindegren 

has emphasized that the Swedish kings, under the pretext of external threats, increased taxation 

to sustain larger armies and a powerful navy. Both war and the state building process in the 

seventeenth century were closely connected and the Swedish Vasa state was no exception.24 Jan 

Glete has explained the success of the Swedish fiscal-military state by emphasizing its attempt to 

aggregate political interests. The relatively poor and few noble families acknowledged that their 

best interest lied with the state and its success. They invested their socio-economic capital in the 

state-building process of the Vasa kings and in return received access to the highest positions in 

the military and the civil bureaucracy. This enabled the Swedish monarchs to establish a strong 

fiscal-military state since they were able to extract resources with low transaction costs. The 

Swedish kings could easily attain a monopoly of violence and eventually became successful 

empire builders.25  

However, such cooperation should not be exaggerated. Eva Österberg emphasized the 

accessibility of the king and several of the bureaucratic institutions. She argued that subjects had 

the right to petition and could negotiate tax reductions and exemption of royal duties. Moreover, 

peasants were even represented in the riksdag (the Swedish parliament), the sockenstämmor (parish 

                                                           
21 Glete 2002, p. 58. 
22 Several good accounts are available on the Swedish Age of Great Power, among others: Nilsson 1990, 
304 p.; Frost 2000, 401 p.; Glete 2002, pp. 174 – 217. 
23 See for example the work of Jan Glete in which he applies this concept on the Spanish, Dutch and 
Swedish case, in: Glete 2002, 277 p. Others have reserved this concept for the eighteenth century, as John 
Brewer did. He describes the evolution within the British state. Other scholars used the concept to analyze 
the newly emerging states in the eighteenth century. See: Brewer 1989, 289 p. and Storrs 2009, 245 p.  
24 Lindegren 1997b, pp. 171 – 173.  
25 For a more detailed account on the success of the Swedish fiscal-military state, see: Glete 2002, pp. 174 
– 212.  
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councils) and the häradstinger (local rural courts). Therefore, the Swedish political culture could be 

considered as peaceful and striving for compromises.26  

Yet, these views have been challenged by Martin Linde and Jan Lindegren. They argue that the 

representation of peasants could be considered as a royal attempt to legitimize their decisions. 

Moreover, Österberg clearly underestimated the military strength of the Swedish fiscal-military 

state, especially in the second half of the seventeenth century.27 The aggregation of political 

interest should likewise not be exaggerated while the Swedish princes did have considerable 

power at their disposal, they still had to interact with the different societal forces within the 

Swedish society. However the state was no longer an open arena for political interaction and a 

source for legitimacy for socio-economic forces.28 Charles XI and Charles XII have long been 

considered as absolutist rulers, but their ability to reach such a dominant and authoritarian 

position was based on the consent of large parts of the Swedish society. Nevertheless, during and 

even before the Great Northern War the interests of the aristocracy and the king collided 

drastically.29 Charles XII wanted to prolong the war after the catastrophic defeat in Poltava while 

the council and other bureaucratic institutions favored peace.30 His solution to combat the 

unwillingness of his bureaucracy was to add extra levels of bureaucracy.   

This effort was known as the Carolinian reforms of the 1710s and consisted of two main 

parts, the reordering of the chancery (nya kansliordningen) in 1713 and the introduction of the 

upphandlingsdeputation under the command of Georg Heinrich von Görtz in 1716. The latter can 

be regarded as the third level of bureaucracy and has been attributed some attention. The 

upphandlingsdeputation consisted of Johan Thegner, Salomon Otter, Daniel Niklas von Höpken and 

Gerhard von Dernath. Görtz was the undisputed leader of this institution and only to reported to 

the king. To improve the Swedish finances he proposed a complex system of state bonds. Görtz 

distrusted the older bureaucratic institutions that included the kammarkollegium (responsible for 

the finances), the statskontor (responsible for the budget and issued the resources to 

regiments/institutions), and even the kontributionsränteri introduced in 1713. 31 Åsa Karlsson has 

discussed the working of the kontributionsränteri. As part of the second level, this institution was 

charged with the implementation of a property tax, both on real estate and personal property. 

                                                           
26 Österberg 1989, pp. 74 – 76. 
27 Lindegren 1980, p. 132 and p. 257 and Linde 2000, p. 27 and pp. 250 – 251.  
28 Glete 2002, pp. 1 – 5.  
29 Frost 2000, pp. 314 – 318.  
30 Ericsson 2002, pp.  33 – 34.  
31 Berggren 2009, pp. 69 – 79.  
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The king wished to tax all his subjects according to their individual abilities regardless of their 

social position within society,  at the time unprecedented.32  

On the other hand, the introduction of the new structured chancery meant a second level of 

bureaucracy, that as described above, was partially undone by the installment of Görtz’ 

upphandlingsdeputation. This new order of the chancery meant that for the first time a difference 

was made between the organs with an administrative (kollegier) and executive function 

(expeditioner). Before this reordering both functions had been executed by the kollegier, yet, they 

now they lost many competences to the six newly created expeditioner : one revisionsexpedition and 

five statsexpeditioner. The latter were subdivided in three for domestic affairs (krigsexpedition, 

kammarexpedition and handelsexpedition) and two for foreign affairs (the so-called tyska expedition and 

an expedition authorized for relations with western, southern and eastern European powers). The 

last was the revisionsexpedition with the högste ombudsman as its president. This meant that the högste 

ombudsman was responsible for most judicial issues and for the so-called “högste ombudsman 

förrättningar”. The högste ombudsman should enforce the correct implementation of all royal 

regulations, having at his disposal all fiskaler and ombudsmen. This office was to pursue any 

abuse of authority with civil servants and could use the royal seal. Moreover, the högste ombudsman 

was responsible for the revisionsexpedition and the generalauditör, who was the highest authority in 

pursuing lawsuits concerning military issues.33  

Some similar accounts have been provided by several different scholars, such as Björn Asker 

who discusses the högste ombudsman in his overview over the Swedish administration. Erik 

Naumann has devoted this office on several occasion some attention, however never emphasized 

the importance of the högste ombudsman in the power struggle between the king and his old 

bureaucrats. Marie Lennersand has argued that the högste ombudsman has to be regarded as a new 

control mechanism that should supervise the civil servants. She studied the various functions of 

the kommissioner for the period 1680 – 1730. Before the introduction of the office of the högste 

ombudsman, these kommissioner had been in charge of prosecuting civil servants. Peter Ericsson, on 

the other hand has acknowledged the ideological function of the högste ombudsman. By creating the 

idea that the king was protecting his subjects from his greedy and corrupt civil servants he could 

legitimize his war efforts.34 However, all available accounts do not emphasize the important and 

powerful role of the högste ombudsman within the Swedish bureaucracy, a powerful position that is 

confirmed in a comparison with antecessors and successors.   

                                                           
32 Karlsson 1994, pp. 255 – 265. 
33 Munthe 1935, pp. 167 – 169.  
34 Naumann 1918, pp. 531 – 566; Naumann 1924, pp. 225 – 227; Lennersand 1999, pp. 205 – 206; 
Ericsson 2002, pp. 246 – 247; Asker 2009, pp. 85 – 86. 
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However, the inspiration of the Carolinian reforms is rather unclear and seems it was a 

combination of already existing practices within the Swedish bureaucracy and new, possibly 

foreign influences.35 The installment of the högste ombudsman was not entirely an original idea of 

Charles XII. There had been predecessors, but never with the same authority as the högste 

ombudsman. Eric XIV had installed a procurator (prokurator), but the first real attempt to organize a 

procurator power (åklagaremakt) was initiated by Charles IX. A riksens fiskal was installed in 1605, 

however he was more often addressed with the title generalfiskal and after the introduction of the 

hovrätter the generalfiskal was placed under the authority of the Svea hovrätt. Regretfully, this 

function has not yet been the subject of any investigation. In 1638 the office was transformed 

into the function of generalriksschultz which was first occupied by Bernhard Sten von Stenhusen. 

He was responsible for the judicial administration and had to supervise all civil and military 

activities within the Swedish empire and protect subjects against assaults by soldiers. Lastly, the 

generalriksschultz oversaw that all legislation was observed. This function may seem similar to the 

office of the högste ombudsman, however he never played a role of importance since he did not 

have the means to support his authority. A new attempt occurred in 1660s with the installment of 

Petrus E. Gavelius who was appointed generalinspektör on April 14, 1665. He had similar duties as 

his predecessor, the generalriksschultz, however he only operated between 1666 and 1669 and there 

is a lack of archive material available concerning his activities.36  

A more successful attempt to install a functioning office who was to oversee that laws were 

observed and could prosecute civil servants who overstepped their authority, was established 

with the installment of Anders Leijonstedt (1649 – 1725) as the only högste ombudsman in 1714. 

Leijonstedt was born in Uppsala in 1649 and from non-noble descent (his parents were the 

pharmacist Simon Volimhauss and Catharina Andersdotter Brandt). He was married to firherrinna 

Maria Catherina Thegner (June 15, 1689) and studied at Uppsala University before starting his 

career as civil servant with the bankoverket in 1683. He was one of the men of non-noble descent 

who made career in the expanding Swedish bureaucracy in the 1680s.37 Eventually he was 

ennobled in 1686 for his loyal service and appointed högste ombudsman in 1714. After the death of 

                                                           
35 Munthe 1935, pp. 166 – 167. 
36 Naumann 1924, pp. 222 – 225.  
37 He started his career with the bankoverket, was kommissarie in the exekutionskommission in 1685 and was 
appointed director of this commission for the period 1696 – 1704. He, moreover, served as secretary in 
the finska, livländska and ingermanländska expedition in 1686. He was also employed with the 
riksbanksfullmyndighet between 1697 and 1701. In 1701 he functioned in the hovråd with änkedrottning Hedvig 
Eleonora and was the secretary of princess Ulrika Eleonora. He was eventually sent as emissary to the 
Prussian court between 1703 and 1710. In 1710 he was also allowed into the kansliråd and eventually 
became högste ombudsman in 1714. After this office he was seated in the kanslikollegium, and appointed 
lantmarskalk with the riksdag and president in the kammarrevision. In: Olsson 1977 – 1979, pp. 506 – 507.    
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Charles XII, the office was transformed into the justitiekanslerämbete and Leijonstedt was 

appointed lantmarskalk vid riksdagen and president of the kammerrevision in 1719.38   

The högste ombudsman was succeeded by his förste ombudsman Gabriel Stierncrona (1669 – 

1723)39, however as justitiekansler, a function that was clearly inspired by the office of the högste 

ombudsman. Nevertheless, the justitiekansler could not assert the same authority as he could not use 

the royal seal. As such the högste ombudsman was one of the few accomplishments of the Carolinian 

reforms that more or less survived the death of Charles XII.40  

 

 

4. Method  

 

The office of the högste ombudsman is analyzed in the context of power struggle between the king, 

assisted by his new bureaucratic institutions, and the older bureaucratic institutions dominated by 

the aristocracy. To analyze this power struggle several elements have to be discussed. Firstly, the 

högste ombudsman had to ensure that the will of the king was be carried out. The passive attitude of 

many civil servants and military officers could no longer be tolerated. New taxes had to be raised 

and new armies had to be fielded. Secondly, the högste ombudsman had to guarantee a functioning 

bureaucracy and mediate between the several institutions within it. That would be necessary in 

any bureaucracy, but in this case, since the king had not only replaced several civil servants from 

their post with some of his protégés, also installed two new levels of bureaucracy, as discussed 

before. Moreover, scrutinizing civil servants and punishing law infractions would set an example 

to all civil servants that disobedience or an uncooperative attitude would not be tolerated. 

Thirdly, the office of the högste ombudsman had also an ideological aspect. By controlling the 

bureaucracy, he clearly showed the subjects that criminal or disobedient civil servant and military 

officers would be punished. Similarly, by actively prosecuting law infractions, he effectively 

demonstrated that any subject would be prosecuted for disobedience. Only by taking these three 

different aspects into consideration can the function of the högste ombudsman within the Swedish 

bureaucracy be studied.  

                                                           
38 Olsson 1977 – 1979, pp. 506 – 508.  
39 Gabriel Stierncrona had a successful career within the Swedish bureaucracy. He started his career at the 
Svea hövrätt in 1691. He eventually was appointed första ombudsman in 1714 and justitiekansler between 1719 
and 1723. In: Lennersand 2009, pp. 418 – 421.  
40 Naumann 1924, p. 225.  
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The högste ombudsman’s activities can be reconstructed from his archive, located in the 

riksarkivet in Stockholm.41 In this thesis, the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and 

several of the bureaucratic institutions are of particular interest. Firstly, there is a diarium for the 

outgoing mail available. It lists all outgoing letters and mentions the addressee and the content of 

the writing. Unfortunately, such a register for the incoming mail is lacking (probably lost) in the 

högste ombudsman’s archive. Secondly, the section inkomna skrivelse och handlingar contains all 

incoming letters issued from almost every bureaucratic institutions to the högste ombudsman. 

Thirdly, drafts from the outgoing mail are available in the file registratur och koncept and could be 

utilized to reconstruct the orders or the answers from the högste ombudsman. Together these two 

groups of sources enable a reconstruction of the högste ombudsman’s correspondence with 

bureaucratic institutions from several levels in the Swedish society.   

This study will attempt to analyze the relation between the högste ombudsman and several 

bureaucratic institutions. As these institutions are grouped according to their jurisdiction, four 

main analytical categories emerge: the king, the central, regional, and local administration. The 

central authorities can be further divided in the old (also the first level of bureaucracy) and the 

new bureaucracy (the second and third level). These categories are useful instruments to study the 

function of the högste ombudsman within the bureaucracy because they represent every level of 

bureaucracy within society and hence can attest for the actions and influence of the högste 

ombudsman on every level. Moreover, by comparing the relation between the högste ombudsman and 

the bureaucratic institutions on different levels, the exact purpose of this office can be better 

established.  

However, in the first chapter the royal instructions and some empirical data will be analyzed. 

First, it will be attempted to give an accurate analysis of the royal instructions and their 

importance and significance for this study. The intention is to indicate how the king delegated 

power to the högste ombudsman to provide him with the necessary authority to execute his orders 

effectively. Secondly, this analysis will be compared with some quantitative data concerning the 

correspondence of the högste ombudsman. It will be attempted to provide a comprehensive 

overview of the amount of the incoming and outgoing mail and its distribution among the 

various bureaucratic institution. This will help to establish the main correspondents of the högste 

ombudsman. Lastly, the annual reports are available for the years 1714 to 1717 and these should 

provide a general overview of the main activities of the högste ombudsman. Though these three 

aspects already provide a general impression of how the högste ombudsman functioned within the 

Swedish bureaucracy, a more detailed study for every particular geographical level is necessary. 

                                                           
41 The Riksarkiv provides a brief overview of the högste ombudsman’s archive, see: Grage, 
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In the second chapter, the correspondence between the king and the högste ombudsman will be 

analyzed. In their correspondence several cases can be discussed and analyzed. Orders from the 

king should indicate important aspects in the execution of his jobs and in combination with the 

answers of the högste ombudsman, show that the högste ombudsman in some cases took charge over 

the bureaucracy and set an example for both his bureaucracy and the Swedish society.  

In the third chapter the correspondence between the central authorities and the högste 

ombudsman is emphasized. Both institutions from the old and the second level (nya kansliordning) of 

bureaucracy will be incorporated. The third level (the upphandlingsdeputation) will not be analyzed 

since there is almost no correspondence between this institution and the högste ombudsman which 

the högste ombudsman had no authority over. The Council and both the krigs- and kammarkollegium 

will be studied as representatives of the older bureaucracy, while ombudsråd Fahlström (head of 

the expedition för kammar- och inrikesärende) will be incorporated as example for the new, second 

level of the bureaucracy. Several cases will provide an insight in how the högste ombudsman was able 

to control the older bureaucracy and to what effect this might have had for the rest of the 

bureaucracy and society. It is also important to emphasize the different relation between the högste 

ombudsman and both the older and newer bureaucracy. 

In the fourth chapter several regional authorities and their relation to the högste ombudsman will 

be analyzed. This thesis will mainly focus on the landshövdingar, the landsfiskaler and the konsistorier. 

The landshövdingar are the most essential authority on the regional level as they were key figures in 

Swedish war logistics. Some general aspects in the correspondence between the högste ombudsman 

and the provincial governors will be emphasized, however the landshövding from Närke-

Värmlands will be devoted some closer attention. After providing a general impression, the 

relation between landfiskal Holmsteen (Uppland) and Biörnram (Närike-Värmlands) and the högste 

ombudsman will be studied in detail. Similarly, there will be an attempt to provide a general 

impression of the relation between the konsistorier and the högste ombudsman, though this time only 

the konsistorium in Uppsala will be studied in greater detail.  

Lastly, in the fifth chapter the relation between the local authorities and the högste ombudsman 

will be studied. First, the correspondence with cities will be emphasized with special emphasis on 

the letters from and to the cities in Uppland. This will be done to provide a general impression 

on how the högste ombudsman, even on local levels, tried to interfere and protect the best interests 

of the king and his subjects, although his tactics and the consequences of his interference might 

differ from the central and regional level. Secondly, the priests were important local authorities 

who often possessed a valuable and accurate knowledge about the local population and were 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
http://www.nad.ra.se/archive_index.aspx?id=281df9a0-cd8a-11d5-841b-00d0b73e7a8b&s=Balder. 
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instrumental for implementing royal policy and spreading propaganda. However, the 

correspondence between the högste ombudsman and the clergy is not so frequent and testifies for an 

entirely different relation than with the central and regional authorities.  

By analyzing the relation between the högste ombudsman and several authorities on different 

levels of society, it will be possible to attest how the latter functioned within the Swedish 

bureaucracy and how he was able to strengthen the royal authority over the older bureaucratic 

institutions.  
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Chapter 1: Empirical Study on the Royal Instructions and 

the Correspondence of  the Högste Ombudsman   

 

 

1. Introduction 

 

In this chapter, the instructions issued by the king on October 26, 1713 in Timurtasch (Ottoman 

Empire) are emphasized, though it is one of the few documents from the archive of the högste 

ombudsman that has been devoted some attention. However, these references should be analyzed 

in a more appropriated context, namely the power struggle between the king and his old 

administration. Some general themes will be deducted from this document and their importance 

for the function of the högste ombudsman in the Swedish bureaucracy will be emphasized. 

Moreover, these impressions then can be compared with the results of the quantitative analysis of 

the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and several bureaucratic institutions. They can 

indicate the main correspondents of the högste ombudsman and provide an initial indication of the 

content of this correspondence. Lastly, the högste ombudsman’s annual reports to the king can 

indicate some general, recurring issues in his correspondence, as they list all his major cases. 

Together these sources can present a starting point of analysis for the högste ombudsman’s office in 

the context of the Swedish bureaucracy.  

  

 

2. Interpretation of the Royal Instructions 

 

The document in question is called the “Instruction, hwarefter Kongl. Mayst. nådigst will at des 

högsta Ombudsman, uti des embete, sig skall hafwa och rätta.”42 As mentioned the king issued it 

as part of the Carolinian reforms and as reaction to the unwillingness of his bureaucracy to fully 

support his war efforts. The document lists fourteen different points, that will be discussed in 

this section according to some general themes.  

                                                           
42 ”instruction to which the king wants that his högste ombudsman, in his function should act and obey” 
in: the king to the högste ombudsman, October 26, 1713, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. All 
translations of quotes are made by the author of this thesis.  
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First, his exact function should be emphasized. The högste ombudsman’s main objectives were to 

supervise all civil servants and military officers and ensure that all royal legislation was observed, 

thereby protecting the best interests of the Crown and the well being of his subjects. He had to 

follow the instructions of the king, but had the right and permission to act on his own initiative. 

He was, for example, allowed to open investigations into potential criminal offences of any civil 

servant. The högste ombudsman had to work in close cooperation with his subordinates, the fiskaler 

and the ombudsmen. When guilt was confirmed by a general investigation, the högste ombudsman 

had to direct the case to the authorized fiskal (if the case was of major importance, the högste 

ombudsman should personally take charge over the investigation). If he detected a bureaucrat that 

was truly and consciously abusing his power, the högste ombudsman could decide to suspend or 

even to arrest the civil servant in question. However, he had to report his actions to the other 

institutions involved and the king so a replacement could be appointed. Additionally, the högste 

ombudsman was allowed to prosecute an entire military unit or civil institution when, for example, 

a regiment or company terrorized civilians or the inhabitants from a particular province, härad (a 

hundred, a geographical entity smaller than a province, but mostly subdivided in several parishes), 

parish or a city council conspired against the interests of the king.  

However, his duties were not limited to prosecuting civil servants. He was supposed to ensure 

that royal legislation was observed. When law infractions were discovered, the högste ombudsman 

was obliged to open a detailed investigation. Either from personal disregard or impracticality due 

to obsolete legislation, he had to determine the cause of the infraction. When the law was 

consciously disrespected, the högste ombudsman had to inform the authorized fiskaler and supervise 

the prosecution. However, if the legislation was deemed obsolete, the högste ombudsman was 

compelled to investigate the nature of the case and propose how this legislation could be 

reinforced or altered to contemporary circumstances. If necessary, the högste ombudsman could 

even decide to annul that law and if necessary replace it. Lastly, the instructions emphasize:  

 

at han uti alla må lärer sökia at bewaka Kongl. May:st höga interesse samt dess trogna undersåtares wälfärd, och 
noga see därpå, at ingen onäpt må få giöra emot det förra, eller skada af förolämpa de seenare43 

 

Secondly, the immense power and authority the högste ombudsman was given with these 

instructions should be emphasized. The vagueness of the royal instructions meant that the högste 

ombudsman had the authority to supervise all civil servants and military officers, which had no 

                                                           
43 ”that he has to protect the best interests of the king and of his loyal subjects and carefully observe that 
nothing inappropriate will be done against the former and the latter will not be harmed.” In: the king to 
the högste ombudsman, October 26, 1713, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.   
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specifications.44 It is stated that even when civil servants without a direct supervisor infracts the 

law, that the högste ombudsman was authorized to prosecute this person. This provides the högste 

ombudsman with authority and is an indication that the king delegated considerable power to the 

högste ombudsman. As the king did not have the time to personally supervise his bureaucracy, he 

ensured that another institution with a trusted official would replace him.45 

Moreover, the högste ombudsman had the right to use to royal seal which attested and even 

strengthened his authority. However, this use was limited to four particular situations. It was 

allowed when he opened investigations which concerned law infractions. Moreover, when arrest 

or suspension of a civil servants was deemed necessary and to appoint a substitute to represent 

him for a specific case. The exact use of the seal is meticulously described in the instructions.46 

Although there were clear limitations for the use of the royal seal, the office of the högste 

ombudsman was unique, because he was the only person in the realm (except for the king of 

course) who had access to the royal seal. Even Görtz did not possess such authority. 

Furthermore, some of the högste ombudsman’s predecessors had the same objectives, but could 

never assert the same authority since they did not have access to the royal seal. His successor, the 

justitiekansler, also had similar instructions (the documents in question even refer to the 

instructions of the högste ombudsman47), though they are less conclusive, especially when it concerns 

the supervision of civil servants: “wid wissa tillfällen, som Kongl. Maij:ts högsta ombudzman, at 

föra talan mot dem, som i höga mål sig förbryta”.48 Furthermore, his instructions specify that 

before he took action he had to consult the king and the Council and there is no mention of the 

use of the royal seal.49 Although, the function of justitiekansler is clearly inspired by that of the 

högste ombudsman, there is one major difference. The högste ombudsman was a powerful, royal 

                                                           
44 ”Högsta ombudsman bör således på det nogaste giöra sig underrättad, huruledes hwar ahen, utaf hwad 
embete eller stånd han wara må, efterkommer förordningar, förrätter sin tienst och efterlewas sin 
unfångne Instruction.” In translation: ”the högste ombudsman should carefully inform himself who 
somebody regardless function or status, respects the law, executes his function and obeys his instructions” 
In: the king to the högste ombudsman, October 26, 1713, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
45 As already mentioned, Anders Leijonstedt was trusted by the king. He had had several functions at the 
court and had been sent as a delegate to Prussian court. In: Olsson 1977 – 1979, pp. 506 – 507. 
46 The instruction describes the different methods of utilizing the royal seal in a correct way. If it, for 
example, concerns an open order the seal should be placed under the text, followed by the words ad 
mandatum and underneath “och I kraft af högste ombudsembetet”. Then the names of the högste ombudsman 
follows. Similarly with a sealed letter, the only difference would be that the letter should be sealed with the 
royal seal. When somebody replaced the högste ombudsman, for example the första ombudsman, the procedure 
was somewhat different.  The sentence “uti Högsta ombuds mans ställe” should be added. In: the king to 
the högste ombudsman, October 26, 1713, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
47 There are documents available in the archive of the Justitiekansler who confirm this impression, for 
example in the diarium for all incoming proposals and orders, see: Queen Ulrika Eleonora to the högste 
ombudsman, June 25, 1719, C Ia, Justitiekanslern, RA.  
48 ”in certain circumstances, as the royal högste ombudsman, proceed against them who commit serious 
crimes” In: Styffe 1856, pp. 373 – 374.  
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instrument against his bureaucracy in wartime, while the justitiekansler solely had to enhance the 

efficiency of the bureaucracy.  

The högste ombudsman had other means to effectively exercise his office as he could utilize all 

fiskaler and ombudsmen. They were not only his direct subordinates, but also his main 

instruments to conduct investigations. The högste ombudsman had to review their cases, and ensure 

that they attended their duties without delay or to prevent abuse of power against the subjects. 

When they proceeded against servants they had to first inform the accused about the nature of 

the allegation so that they did not invalidate the case. The response should be analyzed and 

verified by the fiskaler and then directed to their superiors, including the högste ombudsman. He 

would then either drop the charge or prosecute according to högste ombudsman’s perception, which 

could be against the recommendation of the fiskaler, a decision they could not influence. In 

conclusion, the högste ombudsman is considered a supervisor for the fiskaler since they could not 

prolong an investigation without his permission and he could at any point command the fiskaler 

to dismiss or open a case.  

Thirdly, the instructions emphasize the three different ways the högste ombudsman could engage 

in the power struggle between the king and his older bureaucracy. The högste ombudsman had the 

authority and the means to control civil servants or criminal subjects. However, it is of major 

importance that he could set examples regardless of how many persons were involved in a 

criminal activity and no matter how high there social status was. This refers to the ideological part 

of the högste ombudsman’s office in that he should ensure the functioning of both the bureaucracy 

and the Swedish society.  

The högste ombudsman’s office was crucial for the royal policy of Charles XII so that a substitute 

should always be available. His första ombudsman, an assistant, could utilize the same authority and 

was to help him to edit letters, draft answers, and issue orders. However, if the högste ombudsman 

was ill or absent, the första ombudsman was presumed to replace him with the same authority. If the 

förste ombudsman would be unavailable, he should be replaced by the someone appointed by the 

king himself. Furthermore, the högste ombudsman possessed the authority to appoint substitutes to 

represent him when he was unable to attend matters himself. Anyone who was invested with an 

honorable office (even if that person was already in the service of the king) could be considered. 

If it involved the armed forces, he would preferably appoint the generalauditör or the vice-

generalauditör.  

  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
49 Styffe 1856, p. 398.  
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3. The Correspondence to and from the Högste Ombudsman  

 

The högste ombudsman issued and received letters from almost every bureaucratic institution and 

authority in the Swedish realm, even from the Swedish provinces, though since most of them 

were overrun before or just after the installation of the högste ombudsman, the correspondence is 

very limited. The intention was to provide a general overview of the main correspondents of the 

högste ombudsman and attempt to explain these results. The outgoing letters were listed in a 

diarium50, with date, addressee, and a short description of the content. Unfortunately, the diarium 

for the incoming mail is missing in the archive51 and, therefore, one has to rely on the available 

letters in the archive files inkomna skrivelse.  

The results depicted in the graphs and tables52 indicate that both for the outgoing and 

incoming mail the correspondence with the king amounts to 2% of the total. This 

correspondence is of major importance for this study even if the percentage may seem low. The 

annual reports are valuable sources since they often summarize the actions of the högste 

ombudsman. Moreover, analyzing these letters could provide a more profound insight in the 

significance of the högste ombudsman and the royal intentions behind his installment. Therefore, 

this correspondence is elemental to reconstructing the relation between the högste ombudsman and 

the king, which was essential to establish how he functioned within the Swedish bureaucracy. 

Concerning the central authorities, the percentage of the outgoing mail (10%) outnumbers the 

amount of the incoming mail (6%). The Council, together with the kollegier and statskontor, 

amounts to 2% for the incoming and 7% of the outgoing mail. The difference can be explained 

by the correspondence of the högste ombudsman with the Council. In total, there are 96 letters 

available that are directed to the Council, but no incoming letters. They are probably missing in 

the archive since the högste ombudsman reacted on several occasions to letters from the Council. 

The percentages for the new bureaucratic institutions (ombudsråd, kontributionsränteri and 

upphandlingsdeputation, from both the second and third level) are stable, although there are no 

incoming letters available for the upphandlingsdeputation.  

                                                           
50 Utgående diarier, C II, högste ombudsmannen, RA.   
51 It is mentioned in the general overview of the archive of the högste ombudsman but is missing in the 
archive: ingående diarier, C I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
52 The tables and graphs can be found in the attachments and depict the results of the analysis of the 
correspondence. Table 1 and graphs 1 and 3 provide an overview over the outgoing mail and Table 2 and 
graphs 2 and 4 do the same for the incoming mail.  
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The regional authorities make up the largest share of the correspondence, with 71% for the 

outgoing mail and 66% for the incoming letters. Within this category the landshövdingar are the 

most important group since they amount to 43% of all outgoing and 28% of all incoming mail. 

The high percentages could be explained by the importance of the provincial governors in the 

Swedish war logistics.53 As the diarium testifies, many of the outgoing letters concern so-called 

circular letters. Such letters are addressed to a closed group of people, in this case they were 

directed to all landshövdingar and concern various topics: situation of refugees, the economical 

implications of the introduction of the mynttecken and sedelmynt and several military issues. A letter 

from the king (dated February 6, 1717) confirms this supposition, in which he orders the högste 

ombudsman to scrutinize the provincial governors:  

 

Och som Wi finna ibland Eder angelelägneste sysslor wara, att att noga tillse huru landshövdingarne eftwerlefwe 
deras instructioner, och alle andre förordningar, samt att hafwa oaflåtlese opsigt på underhafwande 
Cronobetiente, att de trogit göra deras tienst och handtera allmogen beskedeligen, så att ingen orätt tillfogas, 
sammaledes att Landshövdingarne i synnerhet handhafwa reglementerne krigsfolket angående, så att boställen, 
Militia hemman och knekte torp behörigen och utan försummelse wid macht hållas, så och att de påbuden 
recruteringar skyndsammeligen förrättas.54 

 

The king, in this case clearly delegated considerable power to the högste ombudsman, as he was de 

facto responsible for the supervision of the provincial governors. Their correspondence, both in 

numbers and in content, testify for this hypothesis.  

The two other regional authorities are the fiskaler and the konsistorier. The former’s share of the 

correspondence amounts to 30% for the incoming and 18% for the outgoing mail. The opposite 

results in comparison with the landshövdingar can also easily be explained. The fiskaler were the 

main instruments of the högste ombudsman for conducting investigations and as the instruction 

confirms, they had to report on several stages of an investigation to the högste ombudsman.55 Lastly, 

the konsistorier are the stable factor in this group and their share in both the incoming and 

                                                           
53 Jan Lindegen has particularly emphasized the importance of the landshövdingar during the Great 
Northern War. Charles XII’s plan to attack Norway from Sweden broke with every military convention at 
the time and put enormous strains on the Swedish society. Norway was everything but an easy target since 
the scarcity of resources complicated the operations. Provisions of all sort had to be brought up to the 
Norwegian border. In a pre-railroad society this was not a self evident operation, since farmers had to 
transport the required amount of provision to storehouses along the border. In this logistic operation the 
landshövindgar played an important role. Some of them even played an essential role in the military 
operations. Hugo Hamilton, landshövding in Västernorrlands, was responsible for the most northern 
invasion of Norway. In: Lindegren 1997a, pp. 329 – 337 and 348 – 349.  
54 ”And as We find it among your duties to carefully supervise how the provincial governors obey their 
instructions and all laws and always have to supervise their subordinate royal servants, to ensure their loyal 
service and deal with subjects respectfully, so that no injustice is inflicted, similarly the provincial 
governors have to uphold the laws concerning the military, so that the homes and the homes of the militia 
and the crofts of the infantry soldiers are properly preserved, so that the ordered recruitments soon will be 
executed.” In: the king to the högste ombudsman, January 7, 1717, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  



25 
 

outgoing mail amounts to 9%. From a brief analysis of the diarium, there are, as with the 

provincial governors, some circular letters with instructions available, but many letters are 

directed to one konsistorium in particular. Therefore, a more detailed study of a konsistorium is 

necessary to formulate more specific results. Nevertheless, with 9% they are an important 

correspondent of the högste ombudsman.  

The local authorities take up only a small share of the correspondence, 3% for both incoming 

and outgoing mail. The share of the cities is slightly higher in the incoming mail, but the priests 

are somewhat better represented in the outgoing mail. Although, they are clearly not one of the 

main correspondents of the högste ombudsman, it is important to analyze these local authorities 

since they can reflect the importance and the significance of the högste ombudsman on a local level. 

The diarium indicates that the letters are mostly concerned with complaints or requests from cities 

and priests and responses from the högste ombudsman to these letters. 

The judicial authorities consist of the various hovrätter (supreme courts), the generalauditör (the 

highest authority concerning military lawsuits and was the subordinate of the högste ombudsman in 

the revisionexpedition under the reordering of the chancery of Charles XII) and auditörer, the 

kommissioner (commissions had an investigative function and dealt with specific issues, such as 

refugees) and the häradshövdingar (rural judges). Together they amount to respectively 10% of the 

incoming and 6% of the outgoing mail. Even these judicial authorities were subjected to the 

supervision of the högste ombudsman and played an important role in the persecutions of criminal 

and disobedient civil servants or military officers. However, they played a less essential role in the 

power struggle within the Swedish bureaucracy and therefore will not be incorporated in this 

study.  

Lastly, there is a remaining category56 that amounts for 12% for the incoming and 8% for the 

outgoing mail. This category includes the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and 

individuals among other things that included several field marshals, other military officers, the 

governments in Pomerania, Zweibrücken (city in the Rhineland-Palatinate, that was in a personal 

union with Sweden until 1718) and Bremen. These institutions do not play a major role for this 

investigation since they were barely involved in the power struggle between the king and his older 

bureaucracy.    

The results of this quantitative analysis indicates that the högste ombudsman maintained a 

remarkably large correspondence with authorities from every part of the Swedish bureaucracy. 

Important correspondents were the regional authorities, but also several central authorities and 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
55 The king to the högste ombudsman, October 26, 1713, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
56 This category is named “other” in the graphs and tables and contains individuals, inspectors, field 
marshals, military officers, government in Pomerania/Zweibrücken/Bremen and secretaries.  
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the king were. The högste ombudsman seems to have been less involved with the local authorities. 

Nevertheless a more detailed study of these authorities can provide a different angle on the 

activities of the högste ombudsman and will be incorporated.       

    

 

4. The Annual Reports to the King 

 

The annual reports provide a more precise overview of the högste ombudsman’s activities. These 

lists are available for the year 1714, 1715, 1716 and 1717.57 For the year 1718, the report is 

missing, probably due to the unexpected events following the king’s death. There will be no 

attempt to provide an exhaustive list of all items the högste ombudsman discussed, but instead 

deduct recurring themes from his reports. Consequentially, a more comprehensive overview of 

his activities and his involvement in the Swedish bureaucracy can be provided without having to 

discuss every single case in details.  

The högste ombudsman reports on a large variety of subjects. Military, economic, religious and 

social issues were included, however, in the Swedish fiscal-military state, the military was the 

predominant factor so that everything eventually can be related to waging war. Nevertheless, 

some general aspects on the function of the högste ombudsman can be established. Firstly, one of 

the main occupations was the persecution of criminal or disobedient civil servant or military 

officers, as the royal instructions already suggested. Several cases are discussed in his reports in 

great detail. For example, landshövding Ramsay and captain Bohm were prosecuted for their 

inadequate and passive behavior during the Russian attack on the Swedish city Umeå. However, 

not only regional authorities were the subject of investigation as even high ranked officers and 

royal councilors were brought before court. On the other hand, even military officers and civil 

servants with lower ranks were prosecuted, though their cases are not regularly presented in the 

annual reports of the högste ombudsman. His strict supervision of the fiskaler, ombudsmen, and the 

generalauditör should be situated in the same context and were an integral part of his instructions.  

Secondly, his royal instructions ordered the högste ombudsman to pursue any law infractions and 

many examples are available on this matter in his reports. These infractions concern various 

issues from every part of society. In the first two annual reports the predominance of infractions 

                                                           
57 For the annual reports of the högste ombudsman: the högste ombudsman to the king, January 5, 1715, B I 
Registratur 1714 – 1715 (1), högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 72 – 81; the högste ombudsman to the king, 
December 31, 1715, B I Registratur 1714 – 1715 (1), högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 836 – 858; the 
högste ombudsman to the king, December 29, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste ombudsmannen, RA, 
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against religious laws is remarkable. For example, the högste ombudsman reports that he proceeded 

(on the basis of complaints from various parish priests) against the illegal gatherings of heretics. 

To combat these infractions the högste ombudsman issued some publications that condemned these 

activities and threatened with severe repercussions to those who ignored these regulations. To 

enable the distributions of his orders, he utilized the konsistorier, who instructed the parish priest 

to address these problems in the weekly mass.58 However, the dominance of religious issues is 

not explicit anymore in the annual reports of the 1716 and 1717. The högste ombudsman was often 

involved in issues concerning the management of the poor and orphan houses and also engaged 

with judicial implication and lawsuits concerning the recruitment of new soldiers and abuses that 

related to the implementation of the new financial system of Görtz (the so-called mynttecken and -

sedelmynt). Moreover, the högste ombudsman was involved with the persecutions of individuals or 

groups of people who broke the law. In the same context should the involvement of the högste 

ombudsman with the elimination of a backlog in several courts be analyzed. Upholding the law also 

meant that cases would be swiftly dealt with by the Swedish courts.  

Lastly, from the annual reports it can be concluded that the högste ombudsman’s activities 

expanded rapidly, especially from the year 1716. In the years 1714 and 1715 the högste ombudsman 

reports on respectively eight and ten cases. In 1716 and 1717 this amounts to sixteen and twenty-

four cases and the year 1718 would have probably followed in the same trend, however, no 

annual report was drafted. Moreover, from 1716 onward it is noticeable that not only many 

bureaucratic institutions, but also individuals petitioned the högste ombudsman with complaints 

and/or requests. However, most cases are not elaborately dealt with and deserve some closer 

attention in the following chapters, as will be the case of the issues concerning law infractions 

and disobedient or criminal civil servants or military officers.  

 

   

5. Conclusion  

 

The analysis of the royal instructions for the högste ombudsman, the correspondence, and the annual 

reports have already emphasized several aspects of his office. The högste ombudsman had authority 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
pp. 659 – 695 and the högste ombudsman to the king, December 28, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), 
högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 944 – 1019. 
58 Michael Roberts discusses the Church during the Carolinian absolutism. He, for example mentions the 
importance of the statutes against heresy and the regulations concerning Sabbath. Peter Ericsson has 
indicated the significance of the religious address in the ideological program of the king. It was primordial 
that the subjects respected Church law since that was the only way to establish a good relation with God. 
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since he was the only civil servant in the entire Realm who could use the royal seal. Moreover, he 

had the authority to prosecute any civil servant or military officer no matter his social position, 

with perhaps only the upphandlingsdeputation as the exception. The quantitative analysis of the högste 

ombudsman’s correspondence has indicated that he issued orders to authorities on every level of 

the Swedish society, with particular focus on the central and regional authorities. Similarly, with 

the prosecution of law infractions in every aspect of the Swedish society, the högste ombudsman 

actively ensured that royal regulations and laws were observed. By observing law and civil 

servants/military servants, he not only exercised a considerable control over the Swedish 

bureaucracy, but also set clear examples to other bureaucrats that passiveness, unwillingness, and 

disobedience would no longer be tolerated on any level of society. Moreover, as part of his 

ideological function, the högste ombudsman should guarantee the legitimate function of the Swedish 

society. He showed the Swedish subjects that no matter which social status one had, laws should 

be observed and civil servants would be prosecuted for misbehavior or abuse of their authority. 

In the following chapters, an attempt to analyze the relation between the högste ombudsman and 

several authorities from different levels of society will be made. Cases will be elaborated on and 

more specific information pursued that will confirm the aforementioned hypothesis that the högste 

ombudsman was involved in the power struggle between the king and his older bureaucracy.  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
The royal propaganda thus connected a respectable moral behavior with a successful outcome in the war. 
In: Roberts 1973, pp. 167 – 173 & Ericsson 2002, pp. 284 – 286.  
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Chapter 2: Analysis of  the Correspondence between the 

Högste Ombudsman and Charles XII.  

 

 

1. Introduction 

 

In this chapter the correspondence and the relation between Charles XII and the högste ombudsman 

is analyzed. This frequent correspondence between both men can help to indicate the significance 

of the högste ombudsman and how he functioned within the Swedish bureaucracy and society. These 

letters can shed some light about the intentions of the king. How, for example, did the king use 

this royal instrument in his power struggle with elements of his older bureaucracy? 

The starting point for the investigation are the two main aspects of his function, namely 

guarding the law and prosecuting criminal or disobedient civil servants and military officers. By 

pursuing these two objectives he was not only controlling the bureaucracy, but also guaranteeing 

it would function and set an example that the king was prosecuting criminal civil servants and 

effectively protecting his subjects. In several ways, the cases discussed in the royal 

correspondence can attest to this hypothesis.  

 

 

2. The Högste Ombudsman as Supervisor of Civil Servants and 

Military Officers 

 

The prosecution of civil servants and military officers was not only clearly mentioned in the royal 

instructions of the högste ombudsman, but also in several royal letters dealing with this matter. 

Charles XII’s personal interest in several cases is not surprisingly given as he was extremely 

dissatisfied with the conduct and (the lack of) action of his old bureaucracy. As mentioned in the 

introduction, several landshövdingar had disappointed the king and in the royal correspondence the 

högste ombudsman is ordered to carefully supervise these provincial governors. The case of 

landshövding Anders Erik Ramsay (1713 – 1717) and captain Salomon Bohm is exemplary in that 

regard.  

The cases started with the report of krigsfiskalen Ellis about several complaints from residents 

in Umeå concerning the questionable conduct of the provincial governor and the captain of the 
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armed forces during the Russian attack on the Swedish city Umeå.59 To investigate these 

accusations, the högste ombudsman appointed Reinhold Wilhelm von Essen (colonel with the Åbo 

länsinfanterie regiment), as the head of a committee to pursue an investigation. Eventually, 

fäldauditeur Petter Todin was appointed as prosecutor and ordered överståthållare Taube and the 

Svea hovrätt to supervise the case. Additional charges were filed since both men were also accused 

of abusing their authority while executing their offices. The högste ombudsman decided to establish 

a special commission to investigate all charges against both men. All the collected evidence was 

eventually sent to the jusitierevision (was the highest judicial authority in the Realm and consisted 

of members of the Council) who suggested to the högste ombudsman that the facts were of such a 

severe nature that a court marshal should be installed.60  

From that point the cases of Bohm and Ramsay develop separately. The former was 

eventually acquitted by the court marshal for misbehavior during the Russian attack since it was 

proven he was executing the orders of Ramsay. However, he is prosecuted for accepting bribes 

from soldiers in return for holiday leaves, permitting recruited soldiers to leave their station and 

to look for replacement conscripts (so they could return to their homes). However, the court was 

mild and charged him to compensate all financial gains and an additional six months suspension. 

However, the justitierevision regarded this punishment as to mild since it was normal to receive 14 

days imprisonment on water and bread for such crimes.61  

Landshövding Ramsay was eventually suspended from his office (but only in 1717) and brought 

to Stockholm where he was judged by both civilian and military judges on two complaints: 

misconduct during the Russian attack on Umeå and abuse of authority against civilians. 

Moreover, Advokatfiskal Müller and krigsfiskal Ellis acted as prosecutors in this case.62 At the same 

                                                           
59 In the period 1714-1718 the Russians attacked several Swedish cities along the Gulf of Bothnia. This 
particular attack occurred between the 18th and the 20th September 1714. The Russians had been able to 
attack from the isle Holmön and burning down the city, destroying several ships and stealing 4200 copper 
coins. In: Jonsson 2005, pp. 130 – 131. Landshövding Ramsay should have sent warships to patrol, since the 
enemy had been spotted on an earlier notice. Moreover, the island Holmön should have been better 
protected. Moreover, Ramsay would have fled the scene, when he had heard the Russian forces clearly 
outnumbered the Swedes. Furthermore, he ordered captain Bohm to retreat with his soldiers. The högste 
ombudsman reprimanded Bohm that he should have acted as real officer and should have protected the 
city, since the Russian did not outnumber the Swedish garrison in such great numbers (according to the 
högste ombudsman). See: the högste ombudsman to the king, December 31, 1715, B I Registratur 1714 – 
1715 (1), högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 858 – 867.  
60 The högste ombudsman to the king, December 31, 1715, B I Registratur 1714 – 1715 (1), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 858 – 872. 
61 The högste ombudsman to the king, December 15, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 617 – 624.  
62 The högste ombudsman to the king, August 21, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste ombudsmannen, 
RA, pp. 635 – 640. 
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time the högste ombudsman ordered överståthållare Taube to arrest Ramsay.63 However, the case was 

delayed several times as it was complicated to assemble all the necessary witnesses on time 

(especially the officers serving in the army). Furthermore, the högste ombudsman had to intervene 

on several occasions, especially when he learned that the judges only met twice a week. He 

ordered them to settle the case as soon as possible.64 In his report of December 28, 1717 the 

högste ombudsman could report to the king that the case would be swiftly dealt with.65 Eventually, in 

the last available letter for this case, the court found Ramsay guilty for his misconduct during the 

Russian attack on Umeå and sentenced him to death by shooting (harquebuzeras).66 However, after 

the premature death of king Charles XII, Ramsay was acquitted by queen Ulrika Eleonora.67  

The case perfectly illustrates the intentions of Charles XII. The king was dissatisfied with the 

passiveness and incompetence of some of his bureaucrats and the högste ombudsman had to set an 

example that such conduct would not be tolerated, as well as severely punished. This was 

particularly so if it concerned the landshövdingar since they played an essential role in the Swedish 

war effort. The case also attests for the power of the högste ombudsman. He could request the 

assistance of any civil servant to assist him in his investigation and although he had the authority 

to arrest and suspend civil servants, the actions in this case were only executed after consulting 

the king. Lastly, the case also had an ideological component, since the landshövding was not only 

sentenced for his misconduct during the Russian attack, but also for his misbehavior in regard to 

the citizens of Umeå. This is a clear example that such actions would not be tolerated and the 

king was guarding the interests and the well being of his subjects.  

In this regard it is worth mentioning the case of landshövding and admiral in command of the 

squadron in Göteborg, Erik Sjöblad. He was already condemned before the högste ombudsman was 

appointed, but the högste ombudsman was ordered to supervise the execution of his sentence 

(lifelong imprisonment and confiscation of all his property) 68, which can also be explained as 

clear warning to other civil servants that a punishment would be executed and similarly a clear 

signal to the population that criminals would not escape their punishment.  

                                                           
63 The högste ombudsman to the king, October 19, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 624 – 625. 
64 The högste ombudsman to the king, November 20, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 872 – 877. 
65 The högste ombudsman to the king, December 28, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 950 – 953. 
66 The högste ombudsman to the king, March 22, 1718, B I Registratur 1718 (4), högste ombudsmannen, 
RA, pp. 255 – 257. 
67 Jonsson 2005, p. 131.  
68 There are two royal letters available on this matter: the king to the högste ombudsman, December 24, 
1717, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA and the king to the högste ombudsman, December 30, 1717, E I, 
högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
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However, not only provincial governors were scrutinized by the högste ombudsman. The actions 

of high ranked military officers were also scrutinized. There is the case of Count and General 

Lieutenant Christian Ludvig von Aschenberg69 who is charged for disobeying orders in the field 

and leaving his post.70 A royal letter (June 10, 1716) orders the högste ombudsman to take over the 

investigation from the late Count and royal Councilor Jacob Reenstierna (1659 – 29 February 

1716) and statsekretaren vid krigsexpedition Frans Joakim Ehrenstrahl (protégé of Arvid Horn, the 

president of the Council and clear opponent of the royal policy).71 Interesting in this case is that 

the king orders the högste ombudsman to redo the investigation as he had no confidence in his royal 

Councilor. Eventually, generalguvernör Mörner is ordered to appoint a krigsfiskal to the case and the 

conflict is brought before a court marshal.72   

Several other military officers were the subject of an investigation conducted by the högste 

ombudsman, as can be seen in the example of Colonel Gustav Frederik Lewenhaupt with the 

Västgöta Tremänningsregemente till häst. The officers of this regiment had complained that the 

colonel withheld their wages (some had not received any wage for almost a year, the letter was 

written on August 11, 1716). The krigskollegium had been ordered to investigate Colonel 

Lewenhaupt, but for some reason the krigskollegium was unable to finish the investigation and 

therefore the högste ombudsman had to take over the case.73 He received a double assignment since 

he had to investigate both the complaints against the colonel, but also the passiveness of the 

krigskollegium in this case.74   

                                                           
69 He is the son of the more renown Rutger von Aschenberg (1621 – 1693) who had made a successful 
career in both the Swedish army (field marshal) and administration (generalguvernör). His son, Christian 
Luvidg von Aschenberg also made career in the Swedish military. He participated in the battles in Skåne 
and Bohuslän and was involved in Magnus Stenbock’s unsuccessful campaign in Mecklenburg and 
Schleswig-Holstein. He was captured in Tönning, but already returned to Sweden in the same year to take 
up the command of the cavalry as general lieutenant. In: Uddgren 1920, p. 344. 
70 These charges relate to the first Norwegian of Charles XII in 1716. He had received the order to cross 
the Norwegian border and gather provisions in Enningedalen (Norway), but for unknown reasons only 
executed this orders after fourteen days. When the  bulk of the Swedish army crossed the Norwegian, he 
was ordered to take positions in Skjeberg to protect the line of communication between the Swedish main 
army and Sweden. He was also ordered to storm the fortifications in Svinesund. Due to his late reaction 
on the first order, he could not successfully execute his other objectives and was blamed for the failure of 
the first Norwegian campaign. In: Uddgren 1920, pp. 345 – 346. 
71 The king to the högste ombudsman, June 27, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
72 The högste ombudsman to the king, June 27, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste ombudsmannen, 
RA, pp. 276 – 278 and the högste ombudsman to the king, July 10, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 312 – 314. 
73 Colonel Gustav Frederik Lewenhaupt belonged to one of the most renowned and oldest aristocratic 
families in the Swedish realm. They had a considerable influence and some of his contacts could have 
prevented that the krigskollegium opened an investigation into his misconduct. The högste ombudsman opened 
an investigation, but the colonel, after the death of Charles XII, was promoted to generallöjtenant. In: 
Broomé 1977 – 1979, p. 602. 
74 The king to the högste ombudsman, August 11, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
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Another royal letter introduces the conflict between Colonel Törnflykt and ombudsråd 

Cronhielm (head of the expedition för handels- och finansärenden). The former had a disagreement with 

Petter Frederichs who delivered head garments to the Livregemente. The conflict escalated and 

Cronhielm had to intervene, however that was clearly not appreciated by the colonel. He insulted 

ombudsråd Cronhielm on several occasions and had been indiscrete with confidential 

information.75 The king asked the opinion of the högste ombudsman in a letter dated 6th of February 

1716.76 He responded with a variety of possible charges that could be pursued.77  

These cases indicate that even military officers were closely scrutinized by the högste ombudsman. 

With the prosecution of Count Kristian Ludvig von Ascheberg, the högste ombudsman and the king 

wanted to set a precedent that ignoring royal orders would not be tolerated and punished. The 

count belonged to the elite within the Swedish realm and the actions of the högste ombudsman 

would have attracted much attention. On the other hand, the distrust in some of his royal 

councilors accentuates the king’s general misgiving about his older bureaucracy. The högste 

ombudsman appears in these cases a royal instrument of coercion, while at the same time set 

examples to the entire bureaucracy and society: misbehavior and disobedience of even the highest 

authorities would not be tolerated.  

However, not all cases the högste ombudsman dealt with were prosecutions. For example, an 

inhabitant of Narva called Klebeck was arrested by Swedish soldiers in Lappeenranta 

(Lappstrand, Finland) and was brought to General Major and vicelandshövding Cronberg, who 

reported the incident to överståthållare Taube. This man Klebeck had been imprisoned by the 

Russians when his home city Narva was besieged and conquered, but managed to escape his 

captors. He then offered his services to the Swedes and the högste ombudsman was consulted by the 

king in what should be done with this prisoner: be freed or incarcerated again?78 The advice of 

the högste ombudsman was to let this prisoner free since during the seven years in Russia he served 

the Swedish national interest as best as possible (by taking care of Swedish prisoners) and never 

agreed to be enlisted in the Russian army. However, the case had to be decided before the Åbo 

hovrätt.79 This is an example in which loyalty to the Swedish interests is eventual rewarded and a 

example for other military officers and civil servants.  

                                                           
75 The högste ombudsman to the king, Juni 8, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste ombudsmannen, RA, 
pp. 242 – 252. 
76 The king to the högste ombudsman, February 6, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
77 The högste ombudsman to the king, Juni 8, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste ombudsmannen, RA, 
pp. 252 – 260. 
78 The king to the högste ombudsman, September 27, 1717, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
79 The högste ombudsman to the king, October 29, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 833 – 837.  
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However, the case of privateer Lars Gathenhielm is rather different and helps to illustrate the 

intentions of the king. Privateering80 was a state sanctioned enterprise and the king soon realized 

their actions formed an important part of the Swedish war effort and required protection from 

legal consequences and over motivated civil servants.81 Lars Gathenhielm, as one of the main 

privateer commanders, had enjoyed royal protection on several occasions.82 The högste ombudsman 

was involved in one of his cases in which Gathenhielm and his heirs were charged for presumed 

smuggling activities. Vicefiskalen Ulf had initiated an investigation against the privateer captain, 

however this was to the disapproval of the king. He ordered the högste ombudsman to stop the 

investigation and leave the heirs of Lars Gathenhielm (the captain had died on the 25th of April, 

1718) in peace.83  

This particular case has been devoted considerable attention from Lars Ericsson Wolke in his 

book “Lasse i Gatan”. In 1718 Gathenhielm received a license to export 2500 minted copper 

plates, worth 7500 silver mints. These plates were loaded onto a Dutch ship with one of 

Gathenhielms captains in command. Instead of heading for the Dutch Republic, they anchored 

in the Styrsö archipelago and loaded a substantial amount of the copperplates onboard. However, 

their actions were observed by two other privateer vessels and one of the captains reported these 

suspicious activities to the commander of the Göteborg squadron. He did not pay attention to 

the incident, however major Ruthensparre took a personal interest and reported the presumed 

smuggling activities to generalguvernör Mörner, who had no choice but to react. The ship was 

eventually brought back to the harbor of Göteborg, but was given permission to set sail for the 

Netherlands again. However, the vessel made another stop close to Öckerö harbor (on the 

Onsalahalvön, an island before the harbor of Göteborg), before sailing to the Dutch Republic. 

                                                           
80 The idea of using privateers in the Great Northern War originated with the city council of Göteborg, 
which main members were merchants. They reasoned it could be profitable for the city and at the same 
time it could effectively disrupt the trade contacts of Sweden’s enemies. The idea was widely accepted and 
already in 1710, Charles XII provided the privateers with the necessary kaparbrev. Both Lars Gathe and his 
brother Christian were heavily involved in the privateering activities and enjoyed considerable successes. 
In: Wolke 2006, pp. 99 – 118.  
81 For example, when the privateer captain Samuel S:t Léger was captured by the Danish, they threatened 
to hang him as an ordinary pirate. Charles XII instructed his ambassador in Hamburg to inform that the 
captain in question had a kaparbev that was sanctioned by the Swedish king. Moreover, Charles XII would 
order the execution of Kristofer Augesen (a captured Danish shipper) and the first Danish officer who 
would be captured, if the Danish authorities would proceed with their plan. In: Wolke 2006, p. 182 
82 Lars Gathe had collided with the authorities over respecting the neutrality of some countries and 
restriction on recruiting seamen in Sweden. In 1713 he was briefly imprisoned on the charges of 
smuggling, but was able to escape. After his return to Sweden another investigation was opened regarding 
the attack on a merchant ship from Lübeck. However, all charges were dropped and it is assumed that he 
found a willing ally in generalguvernör Carl Gustav Mörner. The introduction of the new, more favorable 
privateer regulation (kaparreglement) of 1715, brought renewed success for Lars Gathe. In: Wolke 2006, pp. 
157 – 166. 
83 The king to the högste ombudsman, June 1718, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
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There, the illegal copperplates were unloaded and hidden. The land belonged to the sister of 

Gathenhielms captain, who himself was the brother-in-law of Gathenhielm. The authorities in 

Göteborg eventually made the link and confiscated the copper plates. The case was even brought 

before court, although Christian Gathenhielm (the brother of Lars) had attempted to bribe major 

Ruthensparre to withdraw his complaint. Nevertheless, the law suit against Lars Gathenhielm 

continued until his premature death on the 25th of April 1718. The charges were now redirected 

to his heirs, however the central authorities in the person of von Görtz started to protect the late 

privateer captain and his family.84  Von Görtz informed the king, who at his turn instructed the 

högste ombudsman, who then ordered the fiskaler Johan Frederick Ulf to cease the investigation: 

 

fördenskull är härmed till Eder Wår nådige befallning, at I beordren Vicefiscalen Ulf at inställa action emot 
berörde Gathenhielms Sterbhus, på det capreriet som är et publiquet wärk ey matte taga någon anstöt, den 
wederbörande medelst denne process längre oroas och beswäras skulle85 

 

The king clearly recognized he had to protect his privateers from his bureaucracy since he did 

not want to deter future privateers from engaging in activities against the enemy. The protection 

of Gathenhielms family can then be regarded as an additional assurance for the privateers that 

they would not face legal consequences. Moreover, this was a clear signal to his entire 

bureaucracy that the king would not tolerate any actions against his privateers. All these cases 

eventually provide a valuable insight in how the högste ombudsman functioned within the Swedish 

bureaucracy. The cases illustrate that he effectively controlled the bureaucracy and intervened 

when civil servants or military officers were disobedient or overstepped their authority. 

Moreover, scrutinizing his bureaucracy had the advantage that the högste ombudsman would set an 

example to his bureaucracy and to the entire Swedish society: disobedience, passiveness and 

unwillingness to live up to the royal expectation would not be tolerated.  

 

 

3. The Högste Ombudsman as Guardian of Law and Order 

 

The högste ombudsman was not only authorized to supervise all civil servants and military officers, 

but also to prosecute major law infractions. This is perfectly illustrated in a letter from February 

11, 1716, in which the king orders the högste ombudsman to annul all legislations and practices that 

                                                           
84 In: Wolke 2006, pp. 239 – 242.  
85 ”therefore your order is to order vicefiskalen Ulf to cease his actions against the heirs of Gathenhielm, 
since privateering is a public work, it should not be disturbed by anyone and the aforementioned should 
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were introduced since the absence of the king and were clearly in contradiction with previous 

legislation.86 The letter does not focus on specific laws or practices, but emphasizes the 

frustration of the king with his older bureaucracy, who did not challenge these practices or even 

supported them. The royal correspondence contains several cases that illustrate this point, both 

on major and minor issues.  

Recruitment was one of the major issues for Charles XII. It is has been noted that the 

Council, before the return of the king to Sweden, showed a degree of unwillingness to recruit 

new soldiers and some (non sanctioned) practices had consistently delayed an efficient 

recruitment. Therefore, the king ordered the högste ombudsman to address these issues. However, 

since the return of the king and the loss of most of Sweden’s foreign provinces (including 

Finland), the Swedish state no longer had access to the mercenary markets in the German 

principalities or other territories and had to rely almost entirely on Swedish conscripts.87 Though 

the indelningsverk had replaced forced conscription, the need for new soldiers was so high that the 

latter was effectively reintroduced, as indicated by the sources. The already heavily burdened 

subjects attempted several ways to void this recruitment. The amount of soldiers that were 

recruited per region was dependent on the amount of households. A common practices was to 

diminish the amount of households by merging households or accepting more servants than were 

necessary. This was not in the best interest of the state, since as the king correctly observed, the 

army was missing out on “en hoop duktigt manskap som för wärfningarne hoos dem taga till 

flyckt”.88 The högste ombudsman therefore had to verify to which extent this happened and had to 

prevent such practices.  

The king was particularly concerned with the new wave of recruitment and its efficient 

conclusion. Many conscripts challenged the legal grounds for their recruitment which usually 

meant a long trial and delayed the formation of new regiments. Therefore, the king instructed the 

högste ombudsman to ensure that not every single case was brought before court, but instead that 

such issues were settled within the regiment if possible. However, when officers of the regiment 

were themselves involved, the authorized landshövding should judge the case. Moreover, the 

recruiting officers and the civil authorities should cooperate more closely so that vagrants could 

be easily located and conscripted. Lastly, the king remarked that the högste ombudsman was 

responsible for the correct implementation of the laws concerning conscriptions. Some new 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
no longer be agitated and troubled with this lawsuits.” In: the king to the högste ombudsman, June 1718, 
E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
86 The king to the högste ombudsman, February 6, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
87 Ericsson 2002, p. 27.  
88 ”many capable men, who, to avoid conscription, took their refuge with those people”. In: the king to 
the högste ombudsman, February 1, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
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practices had been introduced (no details are provided on the nature of those practices) and after 

the king had left Sweden in 1700, there were clear contradictions with existing royal legislation.89 

Another case concerns a discussion about the ranks of militia officers. These officers were 

often already retired, but were summoned to take charge over the militia, but often claiming 

higher ranks than before their retirement.90 The king ordered the högste ombudsman to end this 

confusion and in response to that order he issued a circular letter (7 February 1716) to all 

provincial governors. He reported that officers cannot claim a higher rank than can be proven 

with royal authorization and that the landshövdingar should carefully observe this order.91  

The several cases discussed in the royal correspondence confirm the impression that the king 

delegated considerable power to the högste ombudsman to ensure all laws and regulations 

concerning the recruitment were strictly observed, especially if it concerned landshövdingar. 92 

However, in his correspondence with the king, several other issues of a different nature attracted 

the attention of Charles XII and these were also essential to the Swedish fiscal-military state. One 

case concerns the farmers and traders living along the coastline of the Baltic Sea. There was a 

general prohibition to trade with the cities from Swedish provinces that were occupied by the 

Russians, but some subjects ignored these regulations. The king had ordered the högste ombudsman 

to assess the situation and the latter confirmed that these infractions regularly occurred. In a first 

letter, the king instructed the högste ombudsman that such persons should be brought before the 

Svea hovrätt.93  

However, due to the controversial involvement of royal councilors, the investigation was now 

directed to one Dutch merchant, Daniel Protte, who had sent two ships to the port of Riga to 

collect some of his property while at the same time trading with several of the occupied harbor 

cities with permission of the Council. The högste ombudsman was ordered to drop the case against 

the minor infractions of some villagers and other merchants and pursue the case of Protte since it 

involved members of the Council.94 The king could not tolerate such infractions because they 

were thought to be crucial for the Swedish war effort.  

Another, rather different case is available concerning the false appropriation of frälsejord, the 

land that is supposed to be owned by nobles. Non-nobles had, through several strategies, become 

                                                           
89 The king to the högste ombudsman, February 1, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
90 The king to the högste ombudsman, January 31, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
91 The högste ombudsman to the king, February 7, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste ombudsmannen, 
RA, pp. 58 – 60. 
92 The king to the högste ombudsman, February 1, 1716, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
93 The king to the högste ombudsman, March 2, 1715, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
94 Several letters are available on this case: the king to the högste ombudsman, May 18, 1715, E I, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA; the king to högste ombudsman, August 3, 1715, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA 
and the king to the högste ombudsman, April 2, 1718, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
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holders of such lands. For example, some nobles used to give non-nobles access to these lands to 

pay their debts or to generate an extra revenue by appointing them as tenants. However, the main 

concern of the king was that the Treasury could not miss out on taxes due to those illegal 

constructions.95 With the support of the kammarkollegium, the högste ombudsman should devote 

special attention to those ofrälseman who lease to tenants (åbor). These tenants should be taxed on 

their property, however the taxes and other legal consequences were to be borne entirely by the 

actual proprietor and not the tenant. Only if there was a contract between the tenant and the 

proprietor that stipulated the former should suffer for these taxes and then such a contract 

should be executed.96 

Lastly, the king, also showed a particular interest in how to finance the orphan- and 

poorhouses. In a letter dated February 10, 1718, the högste ombudsman was ordered to keep close 

control on the landshövdingar regarding this issue. Moreover, he was to investigate why several 

superintendents employed in these poorhouses were selling rents (donated to finance these 

institutions) under their actual value.97 Thus, the king was mainly interested in issues that were 

crucial to the maintenance of the fiscal-military state, which both concerned the bureaucracy and 

the Swedish society. The king wanted to set clear examples to both his subjects, military officers 

and civil servants that disobedience of existing legislation would not (longer) be tolerated. 

 

 

4. Conclusion  

 

After analyzing the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and Charles XII and discussing 

several cases, it is possible to see how the högste ombudsman functioned as a royal instrument of 

coercion not only in the Swedish bureaucracy, but also in the entire Swedish society. With his 

authority, he was able to prosecute criminal and disobedient civil servants and military officers, 

no matter how high their social status. Opening cases into several high ranked subjects would 

send a clear signal towards the bureaucracy and the military. Disobedience would no longer be 

tolerated and punishments would be strictly executed, sending a clear signal to all subjects that 

the king was protecting his people from disloyal civil servants and abusive military officers. 

However, not only high ranked civil servants and military officers had to fear the supervision of 

the högste ombudsman, also normal subjects would be prosecuted if they infracted against existing 

                                                           
95 The king to the högste ombudsman, July 5, 1718, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
96 The king to the högste ombudsman, July 29, 1718, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA and the king to the 
högste ombudsman, September 4, 1718, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
97 The king to the högste ombudsman, February 10, 1718, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
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laws and regulations. The king delegated considerable power and authority to the högste ombudsman 

to ensure an efficient recruitment and tax collection. This was a statement to all his subjects that 

with the return of the king to Sweden and the introduction of the högste ombudsman, disobedience 

would no longer be tolerated or reluctantly dealt with.  
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Chapter 3: The Högste Ombudsman and the Central 

Authorities 

 

 

1. Introduction 

 

This chapter emphasizes the relation between several central authorities and the högste ombudsman. 

After the Carolinian reforms of the 1710s, these bureaucratic institutions can be dived in the old 

and new bureaucracy. The former consisted of the kollegier, the statskontor, and the council. 

However, they lost most of their prerogatives to the newly created institutions. With the newly 

introduced ordering of the Chancery in 1713, the kollegier were almost completely bypassed by the 

six expeditioner and their presidents who assembled in the ombudsråd. The kontributionsränteri now 

dealt with the implementation of new forms of taxation, but this institution was itself bypassed 

by a second reform that introduced the upphandlingsdeputation. This institution was led by Görtz 

and had complete authority over the economic policy.  

The correspondence of several of these institutions will be analyzed in this chapter. The 

relation between the Council and the högste ombudsman is fundamental as some of their members 

were the main opponents of the Charles XII’s policy. Moreover, the krigskollegium and 

kammarkollegium will be integrated in this chapter as well. The relation between the new 

bureaucracy and the högste ombudsman will be analyzed through the correspondence with ombudsråd 

Fahlström, while the upphandlingsdeputation will be largely neglected. The correspondence between 

this institution and the högste ombudsman, as indicated in chapter 1, was very limited and the 

upphandlingsdeputation functioned largely autonomously. However, by analyzing these other central 

authorities, the impact of the högste ombudsman on a central level can be measured and indicate 

how the Carolinian reforms influenced the higher levels of bureaucracy.  

 

 

2. The Council  

 

The Council had a great influence on Swedish politics from the 13th century on as this assembly 

of powerful and aristocratic magnates in theory reigned the realm with the king. However, the 

king always had had the right to appoint the members of the Council and admission to this 
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institution was the highest possible honor. The reign of Charles XI and his reforms meant a clear 

break with the traditional, powerful families who normally made up the greater part of the 

councilors. However, during the long absence from Charles XII, the Council had been 

responsible for the governance of the country and, as already discussed, the king was highly 

disgruntled with their actions.98 The Carolinian reforms meant that, for example Arvid Horn lost 

most of his influence and the högste ombudsman now scrutinized their actions. Moreover, the king 

had appointed some new members to neutralize the influence of his opponents.99   

The högste ombudsman regular corresponded with some members of the Council100, but the 

almost complete absence of Arvid Horn in this correspondence is remarkable. This is explained 

by his absolute fall into disgrace with the king. After his appointment to the Council in 1716, Carl 

Gustaf Mörner amounts for a large share of the correspondence, however the discussed cases 

mainly relate to his function as generalguvernör in Göteborgs och Bohuslän, Halland, Västergötland, 

Närke, and Värmlands.101 The study of the relation between the Council and the högste ombudsman 

is further complicated by the absence of the letters issued by the Council and the unavailability of 

the diarium of incoming mail to provide a general overview of the content between those two 

authorities.  

However, one case in particular can illustrate the difficult relation between the king and some 

of the Councilors. Jacob Reenstierna has already been mentioned in the previous chapter in the 

context of the Protte case, but now the political fallout of this case will analyzed. Reenstierna had 

made a successful career in the Swedish bureaucracy and was engaged in the iron industry. As 

reward for his loyal service, he was admitted to the Council to protect the royal interest from 

individuals such as Arvid Horn. However, he fell into disgrace after his involvement in the Protte 

case.102 The king had forbidden foreign and domestic merchants to set sail for the Swedish 

                                                           
98 Asker 2009, pp. 53 – 54.  
99 Gustaf Cronhielm and Magnus Stenbock had been appointed in 1710, but the latter was imprisoned by 
the Danes after his surrender in Tönning. Especially Cronhielm was placed in the Council to represent the 
royal interests and attempt to organize the shipment of an army to Pomerania. However, when he failed to 
organize a rescue operation for the Swedish army trapped in Tönning, he fell into disgrace with the king. 
In: Grauers & Holmbäck 1933, pp. 177 – 194. Mörner, who was introduced into the Council in 1716, was 
an experienced military officer and was involved in the planning of the two campaigns in Norway. See: 
Asker 1987 – 1989, pp. 310 – 313. Also Johan Reinhold von Fersen, admitted to the Council in 1711, was 
an instrument to enhance the royal interests within the Council. See: Åberg 1956, pp. 668 – 673.  
100 The Council had following members between 1714 and the death of the king on the 11th of December 
1718  (30 of November 1718 in the old style): Hans Wachtmeister af Björkö, Gabriel Falkenberg af 
Odensviholm, Carl Piper, Nils Gyllenstierna af Lundholm, Carl Gustav Rehnschiöld, Carl Gustav 
Fröhlich, Nils Stromberg, Knut Posse, Arvid Bernhard Horn af Ekebyholm (the the president of the 
Council), Jacob Spens, Mauritz Vellingk, Magnus Stenbock, Gustav Cronhielm, Reinhold Johan von 
Fersen, Jacob Reenstierna, Nicomedus Tessin, Johan August Meijerfeldt, Carl Gustav Mörner af Morlanda 
and Carl Gyllenstierna. In: Lewenhaupt 1961, pp. 45 – 46. 
101 See for example: Asker 1987 – 1989, pp. 310 – 313. 
102 For more information on Jacob Reenstierna, see: Karlsson 1995 – 1997, pp. 721 – 725. 
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possessions in the Baltic regions (Ingria, Livonia and Estonia in particular) who were then 

overrun by Russian forces. However, a royal letter sent to the högste ombudsman had not only 

indicated that this order had been neglected, but that members within the Council had even 

approved such mercantile voyages. Reenstierna’s interests had lied with mercantile operations and 

he had favored similar interests with other merchants. These interests collided with those of the 

king who was dissatisfied with this disobedience and demanded that the högste ombudsman opened 

an investigation into the smugglers and into the questionable conduct of some of the members of 

the Council. The högste ombudsman issued letters to several members of the Council (A. Horn, C. 

Gyllenstierna, N. Gyllenstierna, G. Cronhielm, J. Spens, N. Tessin, R. J. von Fersen and J. 

Reenstierna103) and were invited to clarify their actions as well as sending in all documents related 

to the case and the commission that had already investigated the case before.104 However, 

Reenstierna apparently ignored these writings on two occasions.105 In a third and last letter, the 

högste ombudsman provided an overview of the charges Reenstierna faced: he had misinformed the 

Council, forged letters, provided leaves for privateers, and merchants to sail to Reval and Riga, 

knew that the Dutch merchant Protte was transporting raw materials to these places and acted 

against all interests of the Swedish realm.106 Since Reenstierna did not provide suitable answers to 

these charges, the högste ombudsman wrote the Svea hovrätt to start procedures against the royal 

councilor.107  

This case perfectly illustrates the royal purposes behind the creation of the office of the högste 

ombudsman. The Council had been a major point of irritation for the king. By adding loyal civil 

servants to the Council he had hoped to neutralize their negative influence and the Carolinian 

reforms had bereft it of most of its influence as the högste ombudsman now supervised their actions, 

as illustrated in the case of Reenstierna. Only a premature death in 1716 allowed him to escape 

his fate. The impression that councilors were immune to control was shattered and the case was a 

example for all civil servants that even councilors could be prosecuted.  

  

 

                                                           
103 The letters can be found in the books with the drafts of the outgoing mail: the högste ombudsman to 
royal councilors Arvid Horn, Carl Gyllenstierna, Nils Gyllenstierna, Gustav Cronhielm, Jacob Spens, 
Reinhold Johan von Fersen and Jacob Reenstierna, April 14, 1715, B I Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (1), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 235 – 467.  
104 The högste ombudsman to councilor Horn, April 14, 1715, B I Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (1), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 235 – 240. 
105 The högste ombudsman to councilor Reenstierna, May 4 and May 12, 1715, B I Registratur, 1714 – 
1715 (1), högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 496 – 499 and pp. 517 – 521. 
106 The högste ombudsman to councilor Reenstierna, June 22, 1715, B I Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (1), 
högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 577 – 584. 
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3. The kollegier 

 

The kollegier were an integral part of the royal chancery and since 1661 several permanent 

branches were established, such as the krigs- and kammarkollegium. After the restructure of the 

Chancery in the 1710s, the kollegier had been surpassed by the expeditioner and lost most of their 

influence.108 In this section, the relation between the krigs- and kammarkollegium and the högste 

ombudsman will be emphasized.109 

Before analyzing these two institutions, some circular letters from the högste ombudsman to all 

kollegier deserves some attention. A letter dated January 26, 1715 informed these institutions that 

the högste ombudsman had received the authority from the king to supervise all civil servants. 

Therefore, he demanded copies of all the privileges and royal orders concerning these 

institutions.110 The letter was answered by the krigskollegium111, however not by the 

kammarkollegium (although there is a letter available from that institution which confirms that the 

advokatfiskal with the kammarkollegium is assigned to that task).112 Another letter (dated August 20, 

1717) warned the kollegier that civil servants working with these kollegier had disregarded their 

instructions on several occasions and that such disobedience will be punished with dismissal of 

the civil servant in question. Therefore, the kollegier were summoned to draft an order in which 

they condemned the actions of the civil servants in question and stated that: “siefltagen och 

egenwillig fryhet ingalunda må tillåtas”.113 Reactions are available from the kammar- and 

krigkollegium. Both institutions claimed to have no knowledge about such infractions, but rather 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
107 The högste ombudsman to councilor Reenstierna, September 23 and November 12, 1715, B I 
Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (1), högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 674 – 710 and pp. 742 – 779. 
108 For a more detailed history of the kollegier during the reign of Charles XII, see: Steckzén 1937, pp. 33 – 
34 & Eden 1941, pp. 169 – 174.  
109 For practical reasons only the correspondence of those two kollegier can be analyzed. The högste 
ombudsman did send letters to the other kollegier, but only a rather limited amount: 1 for the kanslikollegium 
and the kollegium medicum and 3 for the bergkollegium. For the ammiralitetskollegium 6 letters are available, 
however, it is deemed that the analysis of this kollegium would relate too much to the situation of the navy, 
which is not really the subject, nor the objective of this thesis. For these letter see: the kollegier to the 
högste ombudsman, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
110 The högste ombudsman to all kollegier, January 26, 1715, B I Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (1), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 101 – 102. 
111 The krigskollegium issued such a list on the December 7, 1717, see: the krigskollegium to the högste 
ombudsman, December 7, 1717, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
112 The kammarkollegium to the högste ombudsman, January 19, 1717, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.  
113 ”self-righteousness and appropriated liberties cannot be tolerated” In: the högste ombudsman to all 
kollegier, August 20, 1717, B I Registratur, 1717 (3), högste ombudsmannen, RA, 
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complained that it was difficult to assert a strict discipline since many civil servants only receive a 

minimal amount of their wages.114  

The remaining correspondence confirms that högste ombudsman indeed attempted to supervise 

the krigs- and kammarkollegier. In one case, the högste ombudsman was dissatisfied with the 

passiveness of the kammerskollegium in the case of landsbokshållare Brinck.115 The latter had refused 

the fully execute his function due to an acute lack of financial means to fulfill his objectives. He 

did not even have a room to accommodate his subordinates. This delayed the collection of taxes 

considerably, to the dissatisfaction of the högste ombudsman. He ordered the kammarkollegium to 

send 70 d. s. m. to the landsbokhållare so he could renew his activities.  In a letter dated March 7, 

1715, the kammarkollegium confirms they have executed the orders of the högste ombudsman.116  

Another case concerns lanträntmästare Petter Depken.117 He had been accused of corruption, 

but died before he could be tried. However, the kammarkollegium had to stand accused of 

irregularities with the dealings in this case. Firstly, they had only reluctantly dealt with this case. 

The irregularities happened in 1700 – 1706 and Depken stayed in service until 1709 with the 

kammerkollegium and furthermore was employed until 1712 in Västernorrlands. Secondly, two men 

had vouched for this man and the högste ombudsman thought they should never have been allowed 

to do this.118  

A similar case appears in the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and the 

krigskollegium. The case has been briefly discussed in the previous chapter. The högste ombudsman 

demanded an explanation from the krigskollegium for their inconclusive actions in the case of 

Colonel Lewenhaupt.119 He had withheld the wages from his officers (with the Västgöta 

Tremanningsregement till häst) and the king had ordered an investigation of the krigskollegium, but 

they had delayed their actions so long that the king demanded the högste ombudsman to settle the 

                                                           
114 The krigskollegium to the högste ombudsman, September 5, 1717, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA.   
and the kammarkollegium to the högste ombudsman, (undated), E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
115 A landsbokhållare was normally employed with the länstyerelse (the administration of a province), although 
it is more likely that Brinck was a landkamrerare as he was employed with one of the kammarkollegiet’s 
landskontor (Brinck was stationed in Osterbotten). However, they had similar instructions, since they were 
both responsible for the tax levies and the distribution of the available resources. SAOB 1997, 
“landsbokhållare” and “landkamrerare”.  
116 The kammarkollegium to the högste ombudsman, March 7, 1715, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA.     
117 A landräntmästare was a civil servant with the länstyrelse (the administration of province) who was 
responsible for financial issues. SAOB 1997, “landräntmästare”. 
118 The kammarkollegium to the högste ombudsman, April 12, 1717, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA 
and the kammarkollegium to the högste ombudsman, April 15 1717, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
119 This case relates to a letter from the king, who demands an investigation into these allegations against 
colonel Lewenhaupt. See: the king to the högste ombudsman, August 11, 1716, E IIIa, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA. 
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case as soon as possible and investigate why the krigskollegium had acted inconclusively.120 The 

krigskollegium issued a letter on the 21st of August in which they explained their actions against the 

colonel. They claimed they had already informed the king (on the 14th of June 1716) and sent a 

copy of the investigation to the högste ombudsman.121   

These cases illustrate that the högste ombudsman supervised the kollegier, however most cases date 

back from the period for the installment of the högste ombudsman. This is probably explained by 

the Carolinian reforms, by which the kollegier had lost most of their influence and only had 

administrative duties. However, they still had to account for their previous actions and by 

prosecuting these crimes, as well as negligence, the högste ombudsman contributed to the royal 

program by guarantying the efficiency of the bureaucracy and through his close supervision.  

However, the solution to his bureaucratic problem also had unexpected side effects. Many 

individuals and institutions petitioned the högste ombudsman with requests for advice or favors. The 

krigskollegium often petitioned for counsel such as with the forced recruitment of several 

employees of gun factory in Söderhamn (Gävleborgslän) by the royal guard. Since this industry is 

crucial for the Swedish war efforts, they regarded it as unwise to forcefully recruit among these 

men. However, they are afraid to temper with the jurisdiction of the royal guards and requested 

assistance of the högste ombudsman in this case.122  

Another issue deals with the death of Petter Fredrich, a hattstofferare (a subcontractor for head 

garments) who had received an assignment for 3000 d.s.m. to deliver military equipment to the 

regiment of generalmajor Kiöklers. However, due to his premature death, he could not fulfill the 

order. However, the krigskollegium was eager to recuperate the 3000 d.s.m. from the inheritance of 

the hattstofferare and requested that the högste ombudsman encourage the authorization of the city 

magistrates to settle the inventory as soon as possible so they can retrieve the money.123  

All the other letters relate to the administrative function of the krigskollegium. Some of the 

letters concern practical problems that occur within the krigskollegium. For example, the kollegium 

supported the application of krigsfiskal Ellis to the vacant post of assessor with the Åbo hövrätt. 

However, a krigsfiskal was the subordinate of the högste ombudsman and they could not be 

promoted and replaced without his permission. Therefore the krigskollegium suggested a suitable 

replacement, Martinus Martens.124 Another issue deals with the costs for Peter Todin, who was to 

act as prosecutor in the case of landshövding Ramsay. According to the statskontor, the krigskollegium 

                                                           
120 The högste ombudsman to the krigskollegium, August 20, 1716, B I Registratur, 1716 (2), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 366 – 368. 
121 The krigskollegium to the högste ombudsman, August 21, 1716, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
122 The krigskollegium to the högste ombudsman, September 5, 1717, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
123 The krigskollegium to the högste ombudsman, September 27, 1717, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA. 
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should provide the necessary funding to undertake his travel to Umeå. The kringskollegium 

disagrees and demands mediation from the högste ombudsman in this case.125 

  

  

4. Ombudsråd Fahlström  

 

The Carolinian reforms of the 1710s had among other things introduced the expedition för kammar- 

och inrikesärenden (mainly domestic and financial affairs) with ombudsråd Ludvig Fahlström as its 

president.126 His regular correspondence with the högste ombudsman will be analyzed to serve as a 

sample for the relation between the högste ombudsman and the new bureaucratic institutions. An 

abundance of brief letters (a total amount of seventy letters) with a diverse content are available, 

especially for the period December 1716 – August 1717 (no less than forty-seven). These letters 

testify for an entirely different relation than with the bureaucratic institutions of the older 

bureaucracy. Although, this should not be exaggerated, the högste ombudsman also kept a watchful 

eye on the expeditioner as statssekreterare Frans Joachim Ehrenstrahl experienced.127 He had 

sanctioned the mercantile voyages of Daniel Protte and was persecuted by the högste ombudsman. 

He was tried before a kanslirätt128 and lost all his official functions in 1717.129  

Nevertheless, the nature of the relation between the new bureaucracy was distinctively 

different than with the older bureaucracy on most occasions. For example, the king used 

ombudsråd Fahlström (he was with the king at his military headquarters) to mediate orders to the 

högste ombudsman and that on several occasions, however they mostly concerned minor issues. An 

example of this can be seen in a letter dated January 24, 1717 in which the constant flow of 

messages to the royal headquarters is discussed. Several laws had stipulated that complaints and 

requests should first be issued to the local or regional authorities before addressing them the 

king. The högste ombudsman should issue a proclamation in which he condemns such actions.130 

Nevertheless, on some occasions these letters concerned important state issues, such as the case 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
124 The krigskollegium to the högste ombudsman, March 24, 1715, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
125 The krigskollegium to the högste ombudsman, May 9, 1715, E IIIa, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
126 For more information on Fahlström, see: Hildebrand 1956, pp. 69 – 72.  
127 Every expeditioner had president and a statssekreterare who assisted his president with the execution of his 
office. He had also access to the ombudsråd. In: SAOB 1997, “statssekreterare”.   
128 Until 1870 the kanslirätt was a special court that solely prosecuted the crimes of members of the 
Chancery. In: SAOB 1997, “kanslirätt”.  
129 For more information on Frans Joachim Eherenstrahl, see: Jägerskiöld 1949, pp. 382 – 385. 
130 Ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, January 24, 1717, E II, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
A similar, but more specific case concerns hattstofferare Specht who requires royal assistance with his 
lawsuits before the Svea hövrätt. The king, via ombudsråd Fahlström, does not want to be bothered with this 



47 
 

of the aforementioned privateer Lars Gathenhielm. The letter of Fahlström (dated May 26th, 

1718) just preceded an almost identical letter from the king.131  

Such letters also seem to confirm the impression that Fahlström functioned as an informant 

for the högste ombudsman at the military headquarters of Charles XII. On several other occasions 

he reported on recent developments at the royal military headquarters such as in the letter from 

November 26, 1717. The statssekreterare vid kammar- och inrikesexpeditionen, Daniel Niklas von 

Höpken, had complained about the actions of the högste ombudsman in the case of Ramsay. The 

exact allegations are not discussed, however Fahlström mentions that the king read the 

complaints but did not comment on his actions and returned the papers to von Höpken.132 On 

other occasions, the ombudsråd sent him copies of regulations issued by the king133 or reports 

appointments of civil servants.134  

Another striking element is the informality in their correspondence. Both men seem to have 

been rather good friends and Fahlström always addressed Anders Leijonstedt as brother.135 In 

several letters from both the högste ombudsman and the ombudsråd New Year’s wishes136 can be 

found (mainly as marginal notes) and letters of thanks and acknowledgement can be found as 

well.137 This impression is confirmed by the many letters of advice or requests for counsel 

concerning all sorts of issues. For example, the högste ombudsman requested Fahlström’s advice on 

the possible installment of a skogkommission (a commission that should investigate the 

inappropriate use of royal woodlands). He answered that the costs of installing such a 

commission are considerably high and probably not in proportion with the severity of the crime. 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
case and charges the högste ombudsman to take care of this case. See: ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste 
ombudsman, February 21, 1717, E II, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
131 Ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, May 26, 1718, E II, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
132 Ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, November 26, 1717, E II, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA. 
133 See for example: ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, July 18, 1717, E II, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA. 
134 See for example: ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, November 26, 1717, E II, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA. 
135 Although the formal titles are respected, the addition is remarkable: “Högwälborne Hr. Baron ock 
Högsta Ombudsman, högtährade Hr. Broder” (translated: “Honorable Lord Baron and högste ombudsman, 
highly honored brother”). This is the standard way in which the högste ombudsman is addressed to by 
Fahlström, see for example: ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, January 2, 1718, E II, 
högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
136 ”Jag tackar messieur Broder för des angenäma lyckoönskan till detta nya åhret, min trogna följer 
härmed af alt hiärta, att detta ock många flera år, möge blifwa för messieur Broder ock alt hwad honom 
kiärt är, upfylte med all wälsignelse ock förnöylighet” (translated: ”I thank Mr. Brother for his enjoyable 
wishes for the New Year, I faithfully wish with my whole heart that this and many other years, for my Mr. 
Brother and all his loved ones, filled with blessings and prosperity”). See: ombudsråd Fahlström to the 
högste ombudsman, January 2, 1718, E II, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
137 See for example: ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, January 3, 1717, E II, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA. 
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He suggested there might be more productive solutions in this case.138 However, more frequent 

are requests to the högste ombudsman from ombudsråd Fahlström. Sometimes these requests are also 

accompanied by request for favors (an appointment of civil servant139 or a more swift 

advancement of friends’ lawsuits140).  

 

  

5. Conclusion 

 

The relation between the högste ombudsman and members/institutions of the older and newly 

created bureaucracy were distinctively different. The högste ombudsman was involved in the 

prosecution of Councilors and on several occasions observed the actions of the kollegier. Such 

actions were an important statement to the bureaucracy since the civil servants employed in these 

institutions belonged to the bureaucratic elite within the Swedish society. The ideological aspect 

of his function is obvious here, the högste ombudsman showed the Swedish society and its subjects 

that nobody was immune. His relation with ombudsråd Fahlström was rather informal, though 

frequent and the analysis furthermore attests for their trust. There is no evidence that the högste 

ombudsman was targeting Fahlström’s function within the bureaucracy and this is entirely in 

contrast with the main results from analysis of the correspondence with the older elements within 

the bureaucracy.  

                                                           
138 Ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, March 23, 1717, E II, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
139 One letter, for example, concerns the ammiralitetskollegium and the substitute for advokatfiskal Vessman 
(who is caught up with a lawsuits concerning kapitän Lagerbielke). The högste ombudsman has ordered 
sekretair Bering to replace him, but he was summoned by Fahlström. To ensure the functioning of the 
ammiralitetskollegium Fahlström ordered that they should appoint a capable replacement for Bering until his 
return. Ombudsråd Fahlström asked for the consent of the högste ombudsman in this case. In: ombudsråd 
Fahlström to the högste ombudsman, March 4, 1717, E II, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
140 For example, Margareta Sparre, widow from admiral and general lieutenant Ankarstierna, who was 
engaged in a lawsuit with sekretaren Herman von Cock, requested help from Fahlström. He, on his turn, 
requested advice and a favor from the högste ombudsman. See: ombudsråd Fahlström to the högste 
ombudsman, July 25, 1717, E II, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
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Chapter 4: The Högste Ombudsman and the Regional 

Authorities 

 

In this chapter the relation between the högste ombudsman and several regional authorities is 

emphasized. To a certain degree, some of these regional authorities have already been mentioned 

in this study, however it will be attempted to provide a more comprehensive overview of the 

exact function of the högste ombudsman on this regional level. The three regional authorities are 

rather diverse. The landshövdingar, for example, were important elements in the Swedish 

bureaucracy since they were responsible for the logistics behind the war effort and were pivotal 

for the success of the Swedish state in the Great Northern War. In this study the landshövding in 

Närke-Värmlands (Claes Ekeblad) is particularly emphasized. The fiskaler on the other hand, were 

the main instruments for the högste ombudsman to conduct investigations and were his direct 

subordinates. The relation between both the landsfiskal in Uppland (Jakob Holmsteen) and in 

Närke-Värmlands (Petter Biörnram) and the högste ombudsman will be studied. The third 

institution, the konsistorier, has been less emphasized in this study, but in this chapter the 

correspondence between the konsistorium in Uppsala and the högste ombudsman will be investigated. 

A konsistorium’s competencies lied with church related issues and studying this institution can 

provide another valuable perspective on the activities of the högste ombudsman. By analyzing the 

nature of the relation between these authorities, the position of the högste ombudsman can be 

further specified and can provide an indication on the ongoing power struggle between the king 

and the older parts of his bureaucracy.  

 

 

1. The Högste Ombudsman and the Landshövdingar 

 

The quantitative analysis in the first chapter has indicated that the landshövdingar were the most 

important correspondent of the högste ombudsman. Moreover, they were essential in coordinating 

Swedish war logistics and formed a rather crucial connection between the local and central 

authorities.141 Lastly, the king had been upset with the conduct of many of his landshövindgar since 

                                                           
141 Björn Asker has written an exhaustive work on the landshövdingar for the period 1635 – 1735. He 
discusses their significance as mediator between the central and local authorities. Although Linde and 
Frohnert discuss the actual authority the provincial governors had over local authorities as the bailiffs. In: 
Frohnert 1993, p. 194; Linde 2000, p. 194; Asker 2004, pp. 231 – 238.  
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his absence from Sweden as they delayed important issues and ignored royal orders.142 As these 

provincial governors were so important, the correspondence between both authorities should be 

analyzed. Only such an analysis can provide an accurate description on the relation between the 

högste ombudsman and the landshövdingar. In this study, the emphasis lies on landshövding Claes 

Ekeblad in Närke-Värmlands. This was a crucial province because it bordered to Norway and 

many troops were stationed there before and during the Norwegian campaigns in 1716 and 1718. 

However, before emphasizing the correspondence between landshövding Ekeblad and the högste 

ombudsman, some general remarks can be made about the relation between the landshövdingar and 

the högste ombudsman.  

In a reaction to the annual reports of 1716, the king had ordered the högste ombudsman to 

scrutinize the activities of the landshövdingar, especially if they considered their instructions and 

obeyed royal orders. Moreover, the högste ombudsman was to instruct the provincial governors to 

scrutinize the actions of the civil servants and military officers active in their provinces and 

properly inspect the infrastructure of the indelningsverk.143 The högste ombudsman did indeed carefully 

supervise and instruct the landshövdingar. The large quantity of circular letters144 are a perfect 

illustration of the högste ombudsman’s supervision over the provincial governors. Although these 

letters dealt with many different issues, they can be grouped in two main categories: firstly the 

control of both civil servants and military officers and secondly enforcing the law.  

The högste ombudsman himself on several occasions reminded the landshövdingar of their 

important function that they should carefully execute their orders and always act in the best 

interest of the crown and his subjects with particular emphasis on their military duties. They were 

to ensure that the military personnel conducted themselves appropriately among civilians and to 

inspect the functioning of the indelningsverk on a regular basis. Moreover, they had to ensure an 

efficient recruitment of soldiers.145 For example, Claes Ekeblad reported that the inspection of 

infrastructure of the indelningsverk was problematic. Namely, he should provide the högste 

ombudsman with a detailed description, but he was only able to visit a limited part of the houses 

                                                           
142 Ericsson 2002, pp. 39 – 40.  
143 The king to the högste ombudsman, January 6, 1717, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
144 For the year 1714 – 1715 there are circular letters concerning the collection of taxes, observing religious 
laws, the execution of judicial decisions and concerning the ranks of militia officers. In the year 1716 
circular letters on recruitments, ranks of militia officers, the wages of the servants, non-authorized 
legislation since 1700, refugees, taxes and the orphan- and poor houses. Circular letters in the year 1717, 
mainly dealt with wages of the servants, obedience of legislation, refugees, orphan- and poorhouses, 
myntetecknen, false appropriation of frälseland and controlling civil servants. Lastly, for the year 1718, the 
circular letters contain orders concerning the orphans, the church, wages of servants, false appropriation 
of frälseland and the lodging of officers. See: utgående diarier, C II, högste ombudsmannen, RA.   
145 The högste ombudsman to all landshövdingar, Febraury 13, 1717, B I Registratur, 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 80 – 83. 
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and cottages belonging to the indelningsverk and asked for more time to inspect the rest of the 

houses.146    

In the same year, the högste ombudsman issued another circular letter to the landshövdingar 

instructing them that they should handle the misconduct of the civil servants and military 

officers, due to many complaints filed by subjects. He warned them that the king had been 

dissatisfied with their inconclusive actions and ordered them to punish these civil servants and 

military officers and, if need be they should prosecute them.147 However not only their 

supervision was important, enforcing the law on a regional and local level belonged to the 

provincial governors’ objectives. For example, the högste ombudsman instructed them to uphold the 

religious laws in their province.148 The landshövdingar should also be involved in the prosecution of 

those subjects who illegally appropriated frälseland (land with noble privileges), but did not belong 

to the aristocracy.149  

The högste ombudsman recognized the significance of the landshövdingar and attempted to 

supervise them carefully. The prosecution of the former landshövding, Erik Sjöblad150, was a clear 

indication that the king and the högste ombudsman were serious about this issue. Although the högste 

ombudsman was not involved in his trial, he was to ensure the execution of his punishment. At 

first, Sjöblad was condemned to death (April 26, 1712), but the king reduced his punishment to 

lifelong imprisonment in the Örebro castle and the loss of all his functions and property.151 It was 

a clear warning not only to the provincial governors, but also to the entire bureaucracy of what 

could happen when important civil servants, such as the landshövding, did not respect their 

instructions.  

Landshövding Ekeblad was even involved in the executions of his punishment. He was 

responsible for the imprisonment of the former landshövding, which was discussed in two letters, 

August 2 and 10, 1717 citing that he should be locked up in almost complete isolation.152 A third 

letter deals with the property of Sjöblad and his wife baroness Charlotta Regina Palbitzki, which 

                                                           
146 Landshövding Ekeblad to the högste ombudsman, December 12, 1717, E VI, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.  
147 The högste ombudsman to all landshövdingar, September 4, 1717, B I Registratur, 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 693 – 696.  
148 The högste ombudsman to all landshövdingar, December 2, 1714, B I Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (3), 
högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 36 – 38. 
149 The högste ombudsman to all landshövdingar, December 4, 1717, B I Registratur, 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 916 – 920.  
150 A second and similar case concerns landshövding Erik Sjöblad. He had a remarkable successful career in 
the Swedish navy and was appointed governor in Göteborgs- and Bohuslän in 1700. In this position, he 
was known to be rather obstinate and was even described as a tyrant. In: Öhnander 1989, pp. 27 – 28.  
151 The king to the högste ombudsman, December 24, 1717, E I, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
152 Landshövding Ekeblad to the högste ombudsman, August 2 and August 10, 1717, E VI, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA.  
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had to be confiscated. Apparently, there had been some confusion about what had happened 

with the property since the verdict in 1712.153 The chairman, Cronhielm, and the actor, Fehman, in 

the commission that were responsible for his verdict, could not provide a detailed overview of his 

property and therefore the högste ombudsman used several of the landshövdingar (Ekeblad among 

others) to trace Sjöblads belongings, particularly the rents on the lands owned by the former 

governor. However, the landshövding reported to the högste ombudsman that he was not able to find 

any property of Erik Sjöblad in his province.154  

Landshövding Ekebald’s letters to the högste ombudsman were in fact mostly a response to the 

aforementioned circular letters. Claes Ekeblad was for example instructed to supervise the 

financial situation of the poor and orphan houses, since there had been many irregularities in the 

management of these institutions.155 Ekeblad reports about the difficulties to get an overview of 

financial means of these houses, but ensures he will strictly observe their management of these 

houses.156  

The landshövdingar did not exclusively react on these circular letters. The högste ombudsman was 

also a useful tool to request advice in difficult cases as well as providing answers about the 

correct procedure to prosecute civil servants or military officers. A perfect example is the dispute 

between the landskamrer and the landssekreterare. Both were among the higher ranked civil servants 

within the administration of the province. During the absence of landshövding Ekebald, they had a 

conflict about who had the highest rank. The landshövding asked for the opinion of the högste 

ombudsman in this case, as the order concerning the new order of precedence had not yet been 

received (it had been issued by the king in Timurtasch in 1713). The högste ombudsman answered 

that without doubt the landssekreterare had the highest rank since he is the one who had royal 

authorization (he was appointed by the king), while the landskamrer was appointed by the 

kammarkollegium.157 Moreover, the högste ombudsman decided to issue a circular letter to all 

landshövdingar to which he attached a copy of the new order of precedence to prevent confusion in 

the future.158   

                                                           
153 Landshövding Ekeblad to the högste ombudsman, January 15, 1718, E VI, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.  
154 Landshövding Ekeblad to the högste ombudsman, August 2 and August 10, 1717, E IV, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA.  
155 The högste ombudsman to all landshövdingar, April 5, 1717, B I Registratur, 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 232 – 235.  
156 There is one report available from Ekeblad to the högste ombudsman about the situation of several poor- 
and orphan houses. See: landshövding Ekeblad to the högste ombudsman, July 31, 1717, E VI, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA.  
157 The högste ombudsman to councilor Horn, December 3, 1715, B I Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (1), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 805 – 807.  
158 The högste ombudsman to councilor Horn, December 15, 1715, B I Registratur, 1714 – 1715 (1), 
högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 823 – 824.  
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Conclusively, the relation between the högste ombudsman and the landshövdingar could be 

regarded as complex, though essential for the högste ombudsman in Swedish bureaucracy on a 

regional level. The king had delegated this power to the högste ombudsman and the many 

instructions he issued to these provincial governors indicates that he supervised their actions 

closely. This was all the more necessary since they were essential instruments in enforcing law on 

a local level and controlling the civil servants and military officers operating within the borders of 

a particular province. Of course, such a strict supervision could enhance the efficiency of the 

local and regional bureaucracy and send a clear message that misconduct would no longer be 

tolerated. At the same time, the ideological impact should not be underestimated. Strict 

supervision indicated that the högste ombudsman was there to protect subjects from the abuse of 

authorities of both civil servants and military officers. The högste ombudsman showed that even 

landshövdingar were strictly controlled and punished when they did not follow their instructions.  

  

 

2. The Högste Ombudsman and the Landsfiskaler 

 

In this section the correspondence between the landsfiskaler in Uppsala (J. Holmsteen) and 

Närike-Värmlands (P. Biörnram) and the högste ombudsman will be emphasized. Landsfiskaler were 

essential instruments for the högste ombudsman to conduct investigations into law infractions and 

criminal or disobedient civil servants and military officers. Moreover, the fiskaler operated on a 

regional level and studying their actions can provide a valuable insight into the function and the 

significance of the högste ombudsman on regional and even a local level.  

From the quantitative analysis in the first chapter, the fiskaler appeared as one of the main 

correspondents of the högste ombudsman, however in contrast with the landshövdingar, it is mostly 

the landsfiskaler who initiated the correspondence. Yet, on few occasions the högste ombudsman did 

instruct the landsfiskaler about major issues. A case which illustrates this concerns the 

consequences of the introduction of the mynttecken and sedelmynt. The Swedish state had an acute 

need of money to replace the armies lost after the military disasters in Poltava and Tönning, 

problems that even the introduction of a property tax could not solve. Georg Heinrich von 

Görtz, suggested that the introduction of state bonds (statlig obligationslån) could solve Sweden’s 

financial problems. These bonds were to be bought by Swedish subjects, but Görtz also aimed to 

sell them on the financial markets abroad. The bonds were sold at four different prices: 50, 1,000, 

5,000 and 10,000 r.d. The loan had a duration of four years and the interest rate was set at six 

percent. This interest rate was financed with a part of the kontribution and the property tax and the 
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amortization was paid for with a new tax, the so-called upphandlingsavgift which was tax divided 

among all taxpayers who were grouped in several classes according to their financial abilities.159  

However, the foreign, and especially the Dutch merchants, did not invest in these bonds and 

for the Swedish market the amounts were set too high. Therefore, the sedelmynt was introduced 

(autumn 1716), they were worth twenty-five, ten and five riksdaler and could be changed against 

bonds (when one had 50 or more sedelmynt). The sedelmynt could be used as cash. However, these 

obligations were cumbersome and to solve this problem the mynttecken was introduced. The 

mynttecken was a coin with a nominal worth higher than the metal used to produce it. Two million 

of these coins were minted, each worth 1 d.s.m. They were known as Kronan. and could be used 

as cash. Moreover, subjects were allowed to pay several taxes with these mynttecken and could in 

due time (after the war) be changed for cash. To combat counterfeiters, the Kronan was changed 

to the Publica fide (this was basically the same mynttecken, they were just harder to forge) of which 

three million were minted. In the first production of these coins, there was only a small 

difference between the mynttecken and the previous copper coins, but since the state was 

producing a great mount of mynttecken in 1717 and 1718, the difference eventually amounted to 

30 or even 40 percent.160  

The implementation of these mynttecken and sedelmynt was essential for the financing of the 

Swedish war effort. The högste ombudsman was ordered to carefully supervise the correct use of 

these innovations. In a circular letter he instructed the landsfiskaler to proceed against merchants 

who refused to accept the mynttecken and sedelmynt or who increased their prices for customers 

who used this kind of payment.161 Landsfiskal Holmsteen reported on such practices in 

Uppland.162 They were ordered to severely punish these crimes, since the mynttecken and sedelmynt 

only functioned when a majority of the subjects trusted this new kind of payment. Moreover, 

punishing these merchants would set a clear example to the whole society that these mynttecken 

and sedelmynt could be trusted.  

However, most circular letters concerned the efficiency of the landsfiskaler themselves. The 

office of landsfiskal was a combination of prosecutor (however only when royal interests were at 

stake) and police force. They answered to the landshövdingar and had to deliver annual reports, 

which were then sent to the kammarkollegium. 163 However, on several occasions the högste 

ombudsman insisted that they sent him lists with their activities. One example can be seen in a 

                                                           
159 Berggren 2009, pp. 69 – 72. 
160 Berggren 2009, pp. 72 – 76. 
161 The högste ombudsman to all lands- and stadsfiskaler, June 7, 1717, B I Registratur, 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 441 – 444. 
162 Landsfiskal Holmsteen to the högste ombudsman, June 18, 1717, E VIII, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
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letter dated February 13, 1717, in which he emphasizes that they should supervise the local 

authorities in their province and carefully inspect the condition of the infrastructure of the 

indelningsverk (the homes were soldiers are stationed in peace time and where their family lived). In 

the two aforementioned cases they should not only report to the landshövding, but also to him.164 

Similarly, when it concerned the confiscation of goods and properties of criminal subjects, the 

king assured the högste ombudsman they could use this income to pay the employees working in the 

revisionsexpedition.165 The king acknowledged that the fiskaler were a crucial element in the Swedish 

bureaucracy and should be closely supervised (both by the landshövdingar and the högste ombudsman, 

but it was questionable whether these provincial governors were able to closely supervise their 

landsfiskaler due to their heavy involvement in the last phase of the Great Northern War. Linde 

has questioned the supervision of the landshövdingar over the bailiffs and the introduction of the 

högste ordningsman (assisted by several other ordningsmän) in 1718 was a measure to ensure a more 

comprehensive supervision of the local civil servants.166  

Turning to the function of the two landsfiskaler Holmsteen and Biörnram, they were mainly 

concerned with supervising lower civil servants and military officers and enforcing the law on a 

local level. For the latter many letters, especially from landsfiskal Jakob Holmsteen, illustrate this. 

There is one case concerning Erik Östman’s wife (her name is not mentioned) for wearing an 

inappropriate hat in public.167 It was a clear violation against regulations issued on the November 

10, 1716. However, Holmsteen was unsure how to proceed and requested the högste ombudsman’s 

advice.168 He eventually answered that the problems had already been solved by the landshövding 

since the woman in question agreed to pay a considerable fee.169  

In another case, landshövding Ribbing had ordered Holmsteen to inspect (with some witnesses 

he gathered along the way) illegal fishing constructions in Tierp (a small city in the north of 

Uppland). The case was brought before the häradsting (rural court) and the villagers were tried.170 

However, these villagers had complained with the högste ombudsman that the landsfiskal had 
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165 The högste ombudsman to all advokat-, lands- and stadsfiskaler, July 8, 1718, pp. 501 – 503.  
166 Lennersand 1999, pp. 204 – 206 & Linde 2000, p. 200. 
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removed the fishing construction without their presence.171 In a letter dated September 19, 1717, 

the högste ombudsman reprimands the landsfiskal that he should have removed these constructions 

with the presence of the villagers. The case was needlessly complicated by the filed complaint of 

these villagers, however the högste ombudsman assured him he would not face any consequences.172  

Another crime involves the illegal transportation of grain from some parishes in Uppland 

through Västmanland till Bergslagen. Abraham Thengman, had reported to the fiskal that some 

people were buying grain from these parishes and bringing it to Bergslagen, causing considerable 

consequences for both the state and subjects in Uppland. Prices rose since the cities and villages 

around Gävle lacked supplies and the deliveries to the storehouses along the Norwegian border 

could no longer be fulfilled. Fiskal Holmsteen eventually ordered the arrest of the people behind 

the operation because it potentially endangered the military operations in Norway.173 Thus, the 

fiskaler regularly reported on their actions to enforce the law in their province. Their actions were 

essential for the function of the högste ombudsman in the Swedish bureaucracy. By prosecuting 

minor law infractions on a local level, they ensured that no feeling of immunity could develop 

within society and thus guaranteed the preservation of law in the Swedish society. Without the 

assistance of the fiskaler, the högste ombudsman would not have been able to supervise society so 

closely.  

A similar impression emerges from the second major function of the landsfiskaler, namely 

prosecution of local civil servants and lower ranked military officers. Landsfiskal Biörnram was 

frequently involved in prosecuting military officers who were accused of exploiting the local 

population. Biörnram was employed in the province Närke-Värmlands, a province that bordered 

Norway and from which the main attacks on Norway were launched.174 Several farmers had 

complained with landshövding Claes Ekebald that överstelöjtnant (the second highest ranking officer 

in a regiment after the colonel who was in charge of the regiment and English equivalent of 

lieutenant-colonel) Frederick Cremer had misbehaved while being stationed in Värmlands.  

A similar case concerns Captain Gabriel Stiernberg and Lieutenant Christian Beyer. They 

requested a substantial amount of money (98 d.s.m. and 28 ö.s.m.) from the inhabitants in the 

parish Näs (Värmlands). Although the complaint originated from only three peasants who 

claimed to speak for the entire parish, the landsfiskal thought there were sufficient grounds for 
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prosecution.175 However, the högste ombudsman does not find enough evidence in his report to 

prosecute these officers and ordered him to drop the case and open an investigation into those 

three peasants.176 Lastly, there were the cases of the dragoon regiment under the command of 

Colonel Fersen. Some of his men had exploited the local population in Värmland and now had to 

answer for their misconduct. However, by the time the högste ombudsman had ordered fiskal 

Biörnram to bring the case before the tingsrätt the dragoons had already moved on. Nevertheless, 

the court could still try these men and the fiskal was ordered to submit the verdict to the colonel 

of the regiment so he can punish his men.177   

Not only did the landsfiskaler supervise military officers, but also local civil servants. Several 

kronofögdar (bailiff) in Värmlands had forced peasants to pay excessive amounts of kronotionde (a 

tax that was originally to the benefit of the church, but after the reformation the crown was the 

main beneficiary).The additional sum they had requested from the peasants was then distributed 

among themselves.178  The högste ombudsman informed landsfiskal Biörnram that this was intolerable 

and that he should persecute these civil servants.179 Another civil servant,  rådman  Joachim 

Axberg, had abused his three maids and deprived them from their clothing, belongings, and even 

attempted to blackmail their families, as reported by landsfiskal Holmsteen.180  He saw grounds 

enough to prosecute the rådman and this time the högste ombudsman agreed that he should be 

charged for theft and be immediately arrested.181  

Thus, the fiskaler were of major importance to the högste ombudsman to supervise both the law 

and civil servants and military officers on a more local level. Moreover, the studied landsfiskaler 

worked in close cooperation with both the landshövdingar and the högste ombudsman. By prosecuting 

civil servants and military officers and enforcing the law, they both ensured the efficiency of the 

local bureaucracy and order in society. Their ideological function should likewise not be 

underestimated as the fiskaler were an essential instrument in the ideological program of the king.  
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3. The Uppsala Konsistorium and the Högste Ombudsman 

 

This section considers the relation between the högste ombudsman and the konsistorium in Uppsala. 

The konsitorier were one of the main correspondents of the högste ombudsman and as regional 

authority deserves some close attention A konsistorium was a non-permanent assembly of the 

more prominent members of the church within a diocese. In the case of Uppsala, they were 

presided over by the archbishop of Uppsala, Mathias Steuchius and dealt with various subjects 

that could vaguely be connected to the clergy. Nevertheless, there are some recurring issues, such 

as moral conduct within society and disputes within the clergy or between clergy and other 

bureaucratic institutions.182  

The significance of the konsistorium on regional level can be compared with the provincial 

governors, however they only dealt with issues that concerned the clergy. The analysis of the 

annual reports in the first chapter had already indicated that the högste ombudsman was involved in 

guaranteeing the observance of the church law and the quantitative analysis has showed that he 

also instructed the konsistorier on a regular basis. Obedience to church law was essential for the 

war effort, at least that was what the royal propaganda emphasized. An impeccable moral 

conduct was the only way to ensure a good relation with God which was necessary to end the 

war successfully. This religious address assured order in society and the högste ombudsman seemed 

to have been involved in this royal ideological program.183 There are several examples in the 

correspondence between the högste ombudsman and the konsistorium in Uppsala.  

In one example, the högste ombudsman issued a letter to the konsistorier that the regulations 

concerning the Sabbath should be correctly implanted and observed. The circular letter 

emphasized that such disobedience was intolerable and should be punished. The konsistorier 

should contact the authorized landshövdingar and agree on a method to deal with these problems. 

Moreover, the konsistorier should inform the parish priests to address these problems in the 

weekly mass.184 In response to this circular letter, the konsistorium of Uppsala reported that only 

minimal infractions have been observed and that they would be dealt with in the following 

meetings with priests and delegates of the diocese.185  

The högste ombudsman was concerned with a clergy that functioned well, as the first circular 

letter was later followed by another in which the högste ombudsman reminded the konsistorier that 
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they should actively prosecute law infractions and supervise the lower clergy. He wanted them to 

report to him about these issues and send copies of all privileges and regulations concerning the 

clergy so he could properly judge these cases.186 At the beginning, the konsistorium refused to send 

copies of all these regulations, but rather kindly suggested the högste ombudsman should redirect 

this order to a notary, since they did not have the time or means to fulfill such assignment. They 

also asked him to specify which copies he wanted, as copying all regulations would be 

impossible.187 In a second letter, the högste ombudsman confirmed that he wanted a copy of all 

regulations and privileges and that it was within the competences of the konsistorier to provide him 

such an overview.188 In their response, the konsistorium explained their difficult financial situation 

and their lack of scribes to fulfill the demands of the högste ombudsman. They even argued that the 

financial means available for all konsistorier should be reevaluated, as they thought their part was 

too small.189  The högste ombudsman did not react on this last suggestion, but informed them that 

they should only send him copies of the regulations that were not printed and asked them to send 

the ready copies immediately and while giving them some respite for the other copies.190 

Eventually, the konsistorium yielded for the högste ombudsman (although he did not threaten them) 

and promised to send the copies as soon as possible.191  

Lastly, in the autumn of 1718, the högste ombudsman addressed all konsistorier on the conduct of 

priests. He stated that most members of the clergy serve the king loyally and observe church law, 

but also indicated that some priests live an undisciplined life and do not seem to be concerned 

with their duties as clergymen. The konsistorier should make it to their duty to observe the lower 

clergy properly and prosecute those clergymen who cannot live up to the set expectations.192  

However, not all circular letters dealt with the supervision of the local clergy. A good example 

is the letter from March 29, 1717 in which the högste ombudsman ordered the konsistorier to be 

cooperative in the refugee problem and demanded an insight in the amount of contributions the 
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various konsistorier had already acquired to sustain these unfortunate countrymen.193 The 

konsistorium provided the högste ombudsman with an overview over the total amount of donations 

for the year 1716 and a predicted balance for 1717. They eventually collected 5250 d.k.m and 26,5 

ö.k.m. for the year 1716, all of which had been deposited on the bank of the Estates (the Swedish 

central bank), and the receipts were extended to the accountant Hindrick Karckman of the 

commission for refugees. For the year 1717 (the letter was written on the 5th of April), they 

already deposited 403 d.k.m and 16 ö.k.m. to the same bank. However, with the introduction of 

the mynttecken and myntsedlar, some people were donating these to the churches which were not 

accepted by the bank.194  

These circular letters indicate that the högste ombudsman successfully confirmed his authority 

over the konsistorier and scrutinized their actions as they were essential in controlling the lower 

clergy. This can be seen in other cases the konsistorium of Uppsala dealt with. They were mainly 

involved in the enforcement of church law, however as with the fiskaler they consulted the högste 

ombudsman on several occasions on how to proceed in a certain cases. One case concerns the Åbo 

läns infanteriregemente and their conduct while they were stationed in Uppland. Some of the soldiers 

had impregnated local women and promised them a marriage, a promise that was almost always 

broken. The konsistorium was concerned with the situation and wanted to deal with the many 

complaints they received regarding this issue. The commander of the regiment disagreed and 

wanted to establish a fältkonsistorium who should deal with this matters.195 The högste ombudsman 

was asked to mediate in this case and eventually answered that they should take this case to 

generalauditör Frölich, who was in a better position to deal with such questions.196  

A similar answer is given to the konsistorium in the case between a dean in Gävle, Johan 

Hindrich Schäfer, and landshövding Alexander Stromberg about the reparations in the Walbo 

church. According to church law the konsistorium should have been consulted, but the landshövding 

had not invited the delegates of the Uppsala konsistorium.197 Again the högste ombudsman had 

referred them to another authority, this was namely case that was being dealt with by the 
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justitierevision.198 The clergy in Gävle seemed to have had additional problems with the bureaucracy 

and also with fiskalen Ekman. The same dean accused him of self interest and the konsistorium 

asked the högste ombudsman to mediate in this conflict.199 However, this time the konsistorium was 

advised to carefully pursue the case and eventually take it to court.200   

Some letters to the högste ombudsman concerned rather strange matters, such as in the case of 

the Jewish convert Simon Rosenbaum, who claimed compensation for his conversion. The 

konsistorium reports to the högste ombudsman about this peculiar request. King Charles XII had 

confiscated 2000 d.s.m. after the capture of Warsaw in 1702 to the benefit of individuals who 

decided to convert to the evangelical faith. Rosenbaum wanted the konsistorium to write him a 

letter of recommendation to receive his share of the money. However, they were unsure if such 

rewards actually exist and requested council from the högste ombudsman.201 He responded that if 

there would have been such sum available it would already have been used to pay a civil 

servants.202  

However, it also seems the konsistorium used the newly created högste ombudsman’s office to 

confirm their authority not only to civil servants and military officers (as for example the 

command of the Åbo läns infanteriregemente), but also towards other clergymen. In the case of the 

bishop of Linköping (Torsten Rudeen), the bishop of Lund (Jonas Linnerius), and the bishop of 

Göteborg (Johan Poppelman) these intentions are rather clear. All three were newly appointed, 

however not yet inaugurated as the royal church law demands. They claimed that according to 

chapter 21 of the church law these bishops should be inaugurated in Uppsala by the archbishop. 

Moreover, it had always been the custom to handle inauguration that way.203 The högste ombudsman 

was not convinced and remarked that chapter 21 does not make such a statement and that they 

should reconsider their case.204 In a second letter to the högste ombudsman, they claim that it had 

been an established tradition and that he should ensure the continuity of this tradition. Moreover, 

in a precedent case, the king had refused several other bishops the right to be inaugurated by 
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someone else than the archbishop of Uppsala.205 Unfortunately, the reaction of the högste 

ombudsman on this second letter is unavailable. It should be noted that the högste ombudsman’s 

involvement was not always welcomed. As the circular letter of November 22, 1718 demanded 

the konsistorier to report on all disobedient priests, but responded by suggesting that the högste 

ombudsman should not involve himself too much in these matters, since the konsistorium was in 

much better position to deal with those priests.206  

The provided examples confirm the impression that the konsistorium utilized the högste 

ombudsman to (not always successfully) demonstrate their supremacy over other institutions or 

civil servants. This could be regarded as a side effect of the Charles XII’s solution of his 

bureaucracy. By adding several new layers to his old bureaucracy, he complicated matters for his 

bureaucrats and provided authorities as the konsistorium with the chance to exploit the ongoing 

power struggle for their own purposes. It identifies an essential problem for a ruler such as 

Charles XII, namely to prevent the self interest of a bureaucratic unit. His reforms were 

successful, but institutions as the konsistorium recognized new opportunities in these reforms. 

However, the högste ombudsman seems to have been aware of their purposes and regularly 

demanded an overview of their actions and supervision of the lower clergy. He acknowledged 

their significance in supervising the local clergy and attempted to utilize them for this purpose. As 

such, he could ensure the utility of the clergy and provide a clear ideological statement to all 

priests, that it was not tolerated to disobey the church law or their instructions.  

  

 

4. Conclusions 

 

The analysis of the relation between the högste ombudsman and these three regional authorities 

indicate their significance for the function of the högste ombudsman. All three institutions were 

closely supervised by the latter, as the many circular letters attest. This supervision was not only 

necessary to prevent misconduct and criminal activities with landshövdingar, members of the 

konsistorier or fiskaler, but also to ensure the efficiency of the local authorities these three 

institutions were supposed to control. With the provincial governors, this double function with 

the högste ombudsman’s office is especially emphasized. Some of these landshövdingar had proved to 

be a considerable problem in the past and, for example ensuring the execution of the punishment 
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of landshövding Sjöblad, the högste ombudsman sent a clear signal to both the bureaucracy and the 

society. Disloyal and criminal civil servants would face their punishment, no matter what social 

standing they had. This helped to ensure the function of the landshövdingar and the fiskaler, which 

in return meant that they would properly supervise the local authorities. Concerning the 

konsistorier, the analysis of the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and the konsistorium in 

Uppsala reveals that they had to inspect the local clergy as well, but they utilized the högste 

ombudsman for their own interests, namely to attest their authority over other institutions.  

 

 



64 
 

Chapter 5: The Involvement of  the Högste Ombudsman 

with the Local Authorities 

 

 

1. Introduction 

 

In this chapter, the influence of the högste ombudsman on the local authorities is emphasized. There 

are several local authorities, but here the focus will lie on the cities and their councilors in 

Uppland (unfortunately, there are no letters available for the cities in the province of Närke-

Värmlands). In addition, the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and the local clergy 

will be discussed. The quantitative study of the högste ombudsman’s correspondence has indicated 

that the local authorities only amount for a limited part of the incoming and outgoing letters. 

Nevertheless, both authorities had an accurate knowledge about the situation of their cities and 

parishes and both would have clearly felt the consequences of the Swedish war effort during the 

Great Northern War. Such issues would be reflected in the correspondence with the högste 

ombudsman. Moreover, the function of the högste ombudsman in regard to the local authorities 

should also be emphasized. His involvement in the power struggle between the king and the old 

bureaucracy had considerable influence on the central and regional authorities, however one can 

question if he also affected the local authorities in a similar manner or can new aspects of his 

office be detected. 

 

 

2. City Councilors 

 

The limited correspondence between the city councilors and the högste ombudsman is rather diverse 

in its content. Nevertheless, two main issues appear, namely the consequences of the 

implementation of Görtz’ mynttecken- and sedlar and issues related to the military. However, 

differing from the central and regional authorities, the högste ombudsman does not seem to have 

closely supervised the cities. On the contrary, the available correspondence is almost entirely 

initiated by the cities (there are for example no circular letters to all main cities available). The 

case of the Maria Sahlbeck and fältväbel Abramham Hertman is an example. The issues relate to a 

previously discussed case with the konsistorium in Uppsala concerning the misbehavior of the Åbo 
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läns infanteriregemente stationed in Uppland. In this case a local woman, Maria Sahlbeck, had an 

affair with fältväbel Abraham Hertman. She became pregnant, but aborted the child after ten 

weeks and buried the embryo in a box. However, the local fiskal became suspicious and 

interrogated the women, eventually admitting the crime after she was inspected by a medical 

expert. In a second interrogation, she declared that fältwäbel Abraham Hertman was the father and 

he had promised to marry her. However, he denied both allegations. The city council requested 

help from the högste ombudsman in deciding which court was authorized to deal with the case. The 

fältwäbel wanted to be tried according to the martial law, but the city council deemed that in this 

particular case the urban law (rådhusrätt) is more appropriate.207 The högste ombudsman eventually 

answers that it was not within his competences to make this judgment and refers them to the Svea 

hovrätt for a final judgment on this matter.208 

Another case deals with enrollment in the region around Öregrund (small city in Uppland on 

the Baltic coastline). The city council from Öregrund complained about the conduct of baron 

and Colonel Cojet. The colonel had conscripted young men who had paid their taxes (more than 

6 d. s. m.209) and taken the servants from the richer burgers, which was not permitted according 

to the city council. They requested that the högste ombudsman could reprimand the colonel and free 

these men from service. Moreover, all available vessels were confiscated by the armed forces and 

the city had even greater problems to financially fulfill all requests from the king, since the 

amount of inhabitants in the city was also decreasing fast.210 At first, the högste ombudsman had 

contacted Colonel Cojet and claimed he did not recruit anyone who paid the necessary 6 d. s. m. 

(according to the tax records of the year 1717).211 The dispute between Cojet and the city council 

seems to have escalated, as can be seen in a letter dated the May 11, 1718 with viceborgmästare Erik 

Kihlberg reporting that the colonel wanted his arrest. The mayor hoped the högste ombudsman 

would mediate between the two opponents212, but there is no trace of a response of the högste 

ombudsman to this request.  

A recurring issue is the implementation of the mynttecken and sedelmynt. The högste ombudsman 

had instructed the provincial governors to supervise their implementation and a letter from the 

city council of Uppsala reports about the problematic introduction of these mynttecken and 
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1718, even forced conscription was applied. In: Ericsson 2002, pp. 26 – 27.  
210 The city of Öregrund to the högste ombudsman, February 7, 1717, E VII, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
211 The högste ombudsman to the city of Uppsala, February 27, 1718, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 855 – 857. 
212 The city of Öregrund to the högste ombudsman, May 11, 1718, E VII, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
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sedelmynt. The city council reports that merchants sold their wares for higher prices when 

costumers paid with mynttecken and sedelmynt and some even refused to accept this type of 

payment. However, this was against all royal regulations and therefore the city council had issued 

a proclamation that condemned such practices. Nevertheless, the problem was not entirely solved 

since farmers and merchants from the countryside did not respect these regulations. The less well 

off citizens in the city had major problems finding affordable provisions.213 The city council of 

Uppsala requested the assistance of the högste ombudsman, however again no response is available. 

This can be explained by the instructions the högste ombudsman had given to the provincial 

governors. Namely, they should carefully prevent or punish abusive usage of this new kind of 

payment.214  

The limited amount of letters available in the högste ombudsman’s archive indicates that this local 

authority was not a priority for the högste ombudsman. Most of the letters were left unanswered and 

the ones where a response is available are short and mostly refer the city councilors to another 

institutions. On the other hand, it clearly emphasizes where the priorities of the högste ombudsman 

were focused, namely with the central and regional authorities. For the local authorities, such as 

the city councilors, the introduction of the högste ombudsman provided them with new 

opportunities. They could now petition a central authority with their problems since he was 

ordered to protect the well being of the king and his subjects. This tendency that can also be 

detected with the priests, who actively petitioned the högste ombudsman with their problems and 

requests.   

 

 

3. Priests  

 

As already indicated, the priests formed an essential part of Swedish society and even of the 

Swedish bureaucratic system since they possessed detailed knowledge about the situation in their 

parishes.215 By analyzing their relation with the högste ombudsman through their letters, one cannot 

only get a valuable insight into local problems, but also see how local authorities exploited the 

ongoing power struggle between the king and his bureaucracy. The clergy generally petitioned the 

högste ombudsman for three main reasons: conflicts between clergymen or with other authorities, 

infractions against the church law, and the financial hardship endured by the clergy. The first two 

                                                           
213 The city of Uppsala to the högste ombudsman, October 18, 1717, E VII, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
214 The högste ombudsman to the every landshövdingar, June 7, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 437 – 440. 
215 Glete 2002, pp. 190 – 191. 
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themes could be related to the instructions of the högste ombudsman, particularly the supervision of 

civil servants and to ensure that the law is observed. Several cases will be analyzed and at the 

same time show the significance of the results for the function of the högste ombudsman within the 

Swedish bureaucracy.  

 

 

3.1. The Högste Ombudsman and the Supervision of the Clergy 

 

The instructions of the högste ombudsman emphasized that he could hold all civil servants or 

military officers accountable for their actions, including the clergy. However, when the högste 

ombudsman was frequently involved with the function of the konsistorier, he seemed to have been 

less involved with lower clergy. However, priests regularly petitioned the högste ombudsman with 

complaints that not only concerned conflicts within the clergy, but also problems with other 

authorities. He was often asked to mediate in such cases, however as the following examples will 

illustrate, the högste ombudsman was rather reluctant to get involved in such conflicts.  

One example involves a conflict between priest Barchenius (from the parish in Vetlanda, 

Jönköpingslän) and some of his parishioners who refused to pay him the altarläge, a church tax 

that traditionally was paid in goods, however in the eighteenth century was replaced by a sum of 

money.216 It used to be paid on special occasions (like baptisms, weddings and funerals), but one 

person, Jacob Bortej, refused to pay this tax and several parishioners eventually followed his 

example.217 The problem actually revolved around confusing legislation concerning the income 

and privileges of Swedish priests. Priest Barchenius claimed that the practices of his predecessors, 

the decisions of the commission of 1687 and the resolutions from 1713 were applicable. 

According to these regulations, priest Barchenius was allowed to request an altarläge from his 

parishioners. However, a royal regulation from 1681 contradicted his presumptions, yet the priest 

claimed they were never the custom in his parish. The local people nevertheless, exploited this 

legislative confusion by using whatever laws fit their claim. The question had been taken up by 

the landshövding and the city council of Jönköping, but they supported the parishioners, leaving the 

priest pleading for an intervention of the högste ombudsman.218 He wrote to landshövding Pattkul that 

he should take care of the case.219  

                                                           
216 SAOB 1997, ”altarläge”.   
217 Priest Israel Barchenius to the högste ombudsman, May 13, 1717, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
218 Priest Israel Barchenius to the högste ombudsman, January 1, 1717, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, RA.  
219 The högste ombudsman to landshövding Pattkul, May 17, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA.  
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Priest Andreas Triberg received a similar answer to his letter to the högste ombudsman. He had 

complained about the conduct of several civil servants in Kalmar who ordered some of their 

subordinates to confiscate 13 d. s. m. from his priests house. They took all the clothes from his 

wife without a conviction.220 The högste ombudsman informed him that he should first inform the 

regional authorities about his problems and not directly him.  

In another case the högste ombudsman was confronted with a conflict between priest Daniel 

Swebilius and baroness Schuttehielm concerning a loan she received from the Åby church. A 

contract was drafted which stipulated that the baroness would receive 200 d.s.m. and in return 

she would leave a gilded socket, 121 spoons and 23 dukater as security deposit. She furthermore 

promised to pay 6 percent interest per year in the currency she received her loan in. A copy of 

the contract is attached to the letter, however the baroness did not observe the terms of the 

agreement. The first year she paid the interest of 12 d.s.m., but the second year she did not pay 

and wanted to amortize her belongings with mynttecken. The priests reasoned that this would be in 

discordance with the terms of the contract. He asked the högste ombudsman to mediate in this case, 

unfortunately there is no answer available to this request.221  

A similar reluctance can be found in the answers to letters from members of the clergy who 

had an unresolved conflict with other clergymen. One particular case concerns two brothers-in-

law, vicar Andreas Hasselqvist and dean Michael Kock. To settle their family feud they involved 

the konsistorium, the bishop, and the högste ombudsman. The entire conflict related to the correct 

implementation of the evening liturgy on Sundays. The bishop of Göteborg, Johan Poppelman, 

on the demand of the justitierevision, had already been asked to negotiate between the two 

brothers-in-law. However, the bishop had failed to do so and Anders Hasselqvist petitioned the 

högste ombudsman to mediate in this case, since:  

 

allernådigst tackar, uti den underdånödmiuke förtröstan, att Eders Excellence mig rigaste undersåtare 
hägnar och beskydar och ill rätt förhielper222 

 

His brother-in-law had even threatened to remove him from his post, but he argued that this 

would be impossible, since he was not yet convicted for any crime or negligence. Moreover, some 

of the accusations are rather absurd, since he and his parish were accused of being involved in a 

                                                           
220 Priest Andreas Triberg to the högste ombudsman, November 7, 1715, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.  
221 Priest Daniel Swebilius to the högste ombudsman, December 10, 1717, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.   
222 Vicar Andreas Hasselqvist to the högste ombudsman, March 31, 1716, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.   
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conspiracy against the crown. The vicar is also dissatisfied that the bishop left those accusations 

unnoticed.223  

In a second letter from Andreas Hasselqvist, he defended himself against other 

allegations, but this time from the bishop who personally conducted a visitation in his parish. He 

was accused of not organizing more than every fourth Sunday an aftonsång (there are three main 

services on a Sunday, the aftonsång is the evening ceremony where people assemble to sing and 

pray224). Something he challenged directly and he even accused the clerk with the konsistorium of 

fraudulent misrepresentation. Moreover, he argued that the bishop was not allowed to conduct 

the visitation because both the vicar and the bishop are opponents in a trial. Lastly, he defended 

himself once more against the allegations of his brother-in-law and accused him of being falsely 

elected to dean.225 However, this brother-in-law, Michael Kock, responded to these accusations 

by writing a letter to the högste ombudsman in which he complained about the repeating allegations 

of his brother-in-law.226  

The högste ombudsman was not only involved in family feuds, but also in cases between priests 

and bishops. An example is the conflict between priest Bredberg and the bishop in Skara, Jesper 

Swedberg (1653 – 1702/1735). The former had complained about the conduct of the bishop, 

infracting certain privileges of the priest.227 The högste ombudsman on several occasions demanded a 

statement from both the konsistorium and the bishop, but only after numerous letters did they 

answer. The högste ombudsman did not think it was within his duties to judge in this case, but since 

he had great respect for the bishop, he advised him to settle the case with the aforementioned 

priest before it escalated.  

Lastly, in an anonymous letter (March 7, 1715), a priest complaints about the appointment of 

a Finnish priest named Hörnberg who was summoned to Umeå by landshövding Ramsay as an 

extraordinär skvadronspräst (a priest added to a cavalry regiment as an assistant of the regimental 

priest228) with the Västerbotten regiment. This Finnish priest had collected the påskmål (a tax 

collected by the priests at Easter229), which was not according to the regulations. The local priests 

argued that when soldiers celebrate Easter at home with their families they have to pay this tax to 

the local priest and not the regimental priest and specifically not to an extraordinär skvadronspräst. 

                                                           
223 Vicar Andreas Hasselqvist to the högste ombudsman, March 31, 1716, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.   
224 SAOB 1997, ”aftonsång”.   
225 Vicar Andreas Hasselqvist to the högste ombudsman, April 29, 1716, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA.   
226 Dean Michael Kock to the högste ombudsman, July 18, 1716, IX, E, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
227 Priest Magnus Bredberg to the högste ombudsman, May 29, 1716, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
228 SAOB 1997, ”skvadronspräst”.   
229 SAOB 1997, ”påskmål”.   
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He argued that the financial hardships for the priest were already immense and requested support 

from the högste ombudsman in this case.230 The högste ombudsman did not respond to this complaint.  

The högste ombudsman was petitioned on a regular basis to mediate in conflicts that involved 

members of the clergy and/or other authorities or civil servants. The clergy regarded the högste 

ombudsman’s office as a new institution to petition to or challenge previous intervention of other 

authorities who had ruled in their disadvantage. The högste ombudsman was aware of this danger 

and, with few exceptions, refused to judge these cases. However, these petitioners clearly had 

another view on this situation. They claimed that the högste ombudsman was installed to protect the 

well-being of the subjects.  

 

 

3.2. Infractions against Church Law 

 

A second aspect of the högste ombudsman was to guarantee that the law was observed and 

prosecute eventual infractions of the law. The clergy had an important ideological function in the 

royal propaganda. They should ensure the moral conduct of society and instruct the subjects that 

their conduct was essential for the war effort.231 There are various letters available in which the 

högste ombudsman was informed by priests that some laws were not correctly observed. The 

obedience to the church law was often a recurring item in the högste ombudsman’s correspondence 

with the konsistorier and the landshövdingar. Nevertheless, as with the supervision of the clergy, the 

högste ombudsman did not seem to have been involved with the local implementation of the church 

law.  

For example Eric Thunius, a priest in Bootkyrka, who complained about the infractions 

against the regulations concerning the Sabbath and the religious holidays. During church services 

all unnecessary travel was to be postponed and people should attend these services. However, the 

priest notes that these regulations were not observed and that merchants on their way to 

Stockholm regularly passed his church on Sundays when he was attending mass. The priests 

proposed that the högste ombudsman should order the authorized authorities to block the roads to 

Stockholm with a bar while the mass is going on.232  

The priest from Bootkyrka was not the only case. Another example comes from a priest from 

Umeå complaining about a pub in the neighborhood of his church. It served the local people 

with aquavit (brenwijn) when they came to the church and the priest demanded the högste 

                                                           
230 Anonymous clergyman to the högste ombudsman, March 7, 1715, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
231 Ericsson 2002, pp. 284 – 286. 
232 Priest Eric Thunius to the högste ombudsman, September 26, 1716, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
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ombudsman that he closed the pub. He argued that the pub was located more than 40 km from the 

main road, which rendered it no functional purpose. Moreover, the sabbath and alcohol (fyllerijs) 

legislation could not be correctly observed since the pub was located next to the church and 

people were often intoxicated when attending services. The priests was of the opinion that 

people should have, in these harsh times, devoted their attention to more important issues than 

drinking away their money. Moreover, many parishioners were so irritated by the presence of the 

pub close to the church that they wish that it would be closed. Lastly, the closing of this pub 

would be in the best interests of the crown.233  

Unfortunately a reaction of the högste ombudsman is lacking for both letters, but a third case 

seems to confirm that he preferred that local authorities first contacted the regional authorities 

before directly writing to central authorities as the högste ombudsman. Joseph Thun contacted him 

with his remarks about a song that should be sung when women entered the church who 

conceived a child before marriage but gave birth after their wedding. Apparently, the manual had 

not foreseen a specific song for this occasion, an observation that was already noted when he still 

served in the konsistorium in Strängnäs. He now asked if the problem has been solved and how he 

should deal with this problems in his church.234 However, the högste ombudsman recommended the 

priest in question, Jospeh Thun, inform the konsistorium about this problem.235  

 

 

3.3. Financial Hardship among the Clergy 

 

However, many letters from the priest do not concern one of the above discussed subjects and 

solely focus on the financial hardship of the priesthood during the Great Northern War. For 

example, a priest called Carl Wissbröm complained about the difficult financial situation of his 

church, especially since they had to renovate the church buildings. The restoration had already 

begun last summer (the letter was written in November 1716), however much still had to be 

done. He now requested some help from the högste ombudsman. 236  

In another case, Jonas Gielberg explained that his main income came from his land, but last 

year the harvest was poor and he did not know how he would be able to pay all taxes and still pay 

                                                           
233 Anonymous clergyman to the högste ombudsman, March 7, 1715, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, RA. 
234 Priest JosephusThun to the högste ombudsman, September 11, 1717, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA and also Priest JosephusThun to the högste ombudsman, October 30, 1717, E IX, högste 
ombudsmannen, RA. 
235 The högste ombudsman to priest Josephus Thun, September 28, 1717, B I Registratur 1717 (3), högste 
ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 773 – 774. 
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for his own expenses. He had already requested a tax reduction from landshövding Per Ribbing, 

however he was denied a reduction on the amount of furage (provisions for a military horse) he 

had to deliver to the inquartering (Swedish farmers had to uphold a soldier, in his case a horseman) 

and the magazins (the depots along the Swedish-Norwegian border for the upcoming offensive 

against Norway). As the provincial governor had refused the request, he now wished the högste 

ombudsman should reassess the case.237 He argued that an exception to even the most strict law 

must be possible. Moreover, he remarked that officers with the army and other military personal 

should also contribute to the military system (which they actually did).238 Regretfully, no answer is 

available for both letters. However, Joans Gielberg was not the only priest who requested a tax 

reduction and in answer to such a similar request, the högste ombudsman informed several priests 

that he was not authorized to give these clergymen a tax reduction.239  

In the last case, the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and magister Andreas Rhodyn 

can be reconstructed. The latter had written a complaint in the name of several priests from 

Skaraborgs län and complained about financial hardship and requested a substantial tax 

reduction.240 However, the högste ombudsman had responded that he was not authorized to make 

this decision and they should settle this case with the kammarkollegium.241 In a second attempt, 

Rhodyn explained that the kammarkollegium was not prepared to provide them this reduction and 

they now again turn to the högste ombudsman.242 However, he argued again that it was not within his 

duties to make these decisions and that only the kammarkollegium could help them with such 

issues.243  

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
236 Priest Carl Wissbröm to the högste ombudsman, November 18, 1716, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA. 
237 His exact claims can unfortunately not be reconstructed, since the letter is damaged.  
238 Priest Jonas Gielberg to the högste ombudsman, November 18, 1717, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA. 
239 Unfortunately, the complaints of these men are not preserved in the archive of the högste ombudsman. 
The response of the högste ombudsman can however be found in his archive, see: the högste ombudsman to 
dean Nils Rabenius, priest Lars Forsselius, priest Andreas Hassleqvist, priest Borander and priest Andreas 
Tranchelius, May 29, 1716, B I Registratur 1716 (2), högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 188 – 189. 
240 Magister Andreas Rohdyn to the högste ombudsman, March 21, 1715, E IX, Högste ombudsmannen, 
RA. 
241 The högste ombudsman to magister Andreas Rhodyn, April 2, 1715, B I Registratur 1714 – 1715 (1), 
högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 194 – 196. 
242 Magister Andreas Rhodyn to the högste ombudsman, May 10, 1715, E IX, högste ombudsmannen, 
RA. 
243 The högste ombudsman to magister Andreas Rhodyn, June 11, 1715, B I Registratur 1714 – 1715 (1), 
högste ombudsmannen, RA, pp. 553 – 555. 
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4. Conclusions 

 

The results of the analysis of the correspondence between the högste ombudsman and two of the 

regional authorities clearly indicates that these lower bureaucratic institutions were not the 

priority of the högste ombudsman. He did not supervise the city councilors and the clergymen, a task 

he left to the regional authorities. The king also reacted on this lack of control of the högste 

ombudsman over the local authorities since Charles XII introduced the högste ordningsman who 

should scrutinize the local civil servants.244 However, at the same time it indicates the real 

priorities of the högste ombudsman, namely the central and regional authorities. He used the 

landshövindgar and fiskaler to supervise the local civil servants and lower ranked military officers 

operating in a particular province. In a similar way he utilized the konsistorier to attest his authority 

over the local clergy. Nevertheless, the local authorities interpreted this function differently. As a 

new bureaucratic institution that was supposed to protect both the royal interests and those of 

his subjects the priests in particular thought the högste ombudsman would answer their complaints 

and requests. The impression emerges that they eventually regarded the office of the högste 

ombudsman as court of appeal to which they could address their differences with other local, 

regional, or sometimes even central authorities. It is a perfect example of conflicting interests 

within a bureaucracy. The reordering of the Chancery provided the priests and city councilors 

with new opportunities and this can be seen as a side effect of Charles XII’s solution for his 

bureaucratic problem. Adding more bureaucracy sometimes made things more complicated, 

however the högste ombudsman, with few exceptions, took limited action in these local matters since 

he argued that it did not lie within his competences.  

 

                                                           
244 Lennersand 1999, pp. 204 – 206 
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Conclusions 

 

This thesis dealt with the högste ombudsman and his function within the Swedish bureaucracy 

during the last phase of the Great Northern War. My main questions concerned his significance 

in the power struggle between on the one hand the king and his newly created bureaucracy and 

on the other hand the older bureaucratic institutions largely dominated by the aristocracy, and the 

various strategies deployed by the högste ombudsman to confirm the authority of the king over his 

bureaucracy.  

The Swedish King, Charles XII, was after an initially successful campaign defeated by Russian 

forces at Poltava, with the remaining army eventually surrendering at Perevolochna. The king 

found asylum in the Ottoman Empire and only returned to Swedish territory in 1714. 

Determined to prolong the war, the king depended on his Council to organize the necessary 

resources to recruit, equip, and deploy a new army that could be utilized to exert pressure on the 

Polish front. The unwillingness of his bureaucratic institutions to fully support his royal policy 

made the king sue for reforms. Such a power struggle between bureaucracy and rulers has been 

described and analyzed by, among others, Max Weber and Pierre Bourdieu. Bureaucracy has the 

tendency to develop own interests who mostly do not convert with the best interests of the 

monarch.  

With the Carolinian reforms, Charles XII attempted to reassert his authority over the 

bureaucracy. He introduced new layers of bureaucracy to supplement the older institutions. 

Crucial to these reforms was the creation of the högste ombudsman’s office. The högste ombudsman 

had to supervise all civil servants and military officers and enforce the law. To successfully 

execute these objectives, the högste ombudsman had to assert his authority over the bureaucracy. By 

properly controlling the bureaucracy and punishing criminal civil servants and military officers, he 

not only ensured the efficiency of the bureaucracy, but also the order within society. These three 

aspects were applied on my main analytical concepts, the king, the central, regional, and local 

bureaucracy.  

In the first chapter the royal instructions for the högste ombudsman have been analyzed. The king 

delegated immense power to the högste ombudsman. He had to use of the royal seal and had the 

means to supervise the bureaucracy. An additional quantitative analysis showed that the högste 

ombudsman corresponded with almost every bureaucratic institution in the Swedish realm. The 

analysis of the annual reports indicated that the högste ombudsman was also active on every aspect 

of Swedish society.  



75 
 

In a second chapter, the relation between the king and the högste ombudsman was emphasized. 

Their correspondence confirmed the impressions from the first chapter. On many occasions the 

king ordered the högste ombudsman to intervene in the bureaucracy. Several high civil servants, as 

for example landshövding Ramsay, and high ranked military officers, such as general lieutenant 

Kristian von Ascheberg, were persecuted for their passiveness and disobedience. As both men 

belonged to the top of the Swedish social hierarchy, the impact of such prosecution was 

tremendous, both on bureaucracy and society. It set a clear precedent for all bureaucrats; no 

matter how high one’s social standing, the högste ombudsman would punish disobedient civil 

servants and military officers. At the same time it was powerful ideological message to the 

Swedish society. The högste ombudsman was there, to protect the interest of all subjects and could 

even prosecute members of the higher aristocracy.  

In the third chapter the correspondence and the relation between several authorities belonging 

to the central bureaucracy were analyzed. The central bureaucracy can be divided into institutions 

belonging to the old and new bureaucracy. The former consisted of, among others, the kollegier 

and the Council. Their correspondence with the högste ombudsman revealed that he was mainly 

involved in persecuting criminal and disobedient civil servants and military officers. The case of 

Councilor Jakob Reenstierna is a perfect example of diverting interest between the king and his 

bureaucracy. His sense of immunity was shattered by the persecution initiated by the högste 

ombudsman. Such conviction must have had a wide ranging resonance and a strong ideological 

impact on the Swedish society. The relation with ombudsråd Fahlström was distinctively different. 

These two men had a good relationship and it does not seem they were supposed to control each 

other.  

Three regional authorities and their relation with the högste ombudsman were the subject of the 

fourth chapter. The landshövdingar, or provincial governors, were one of the main instruments for 

the högste ombudsman to exercise control over the local authorities. Therefore, he paid close 

attention to the activities of these landshövdingar. They should scrutinize the local authorities and 

also prosecute criminal and disobedient civil servants or military officers. They should set an 

example to the local authorities, that overstepping their authority and abusive conduct against 

civilians would be punished. The ideological message cannot be misinterpreted here. The 

landsfiskaler (and fiskaler in general) were instrumental in the execution of the högste ombudsman’s 

office. They were his main instruments to conduct an investigation. As with the landshövdingar 

they were to scrutinize local authorities and enforce the law on a local level. On several occasions 

they reported about these activities. The konsistorium’s relation with the högste ombudsman was 

somewhat different. They were supposed to enforce the church law on regional and local level 
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and prosecute members of the lower clergy that not execute their office properly. They were 

closely scrutinized by the högste ombudsman to ensure that they would execute these orders. 

However, the konsistorier recognized some new opportunities in the newly created function of the 

högste ombudsman. They could use this office to attempt (mostly unsuccessfully) to assert their 

authority over other members of the clergy or to get a favorable advice in lawsuits or in conflicts 

with secular authorities.  

The fifth chapter focused on the local authorities. From the analysis of the correspondence 

between the högste ombudsman and both the clergy and several cities, it is clear that the local 

authorities were not the priority of the högste ombudsman. Cities as Öregrund and Uppsala did get 

answers on some of their letters, but were often referred to other authorities that should deal 

with their issues while other letters were left unanswered. A similar pattern can be detected with 

the local clergy. Although their issues related to the function of the högste ombudsman, namely 

prosecute criminal civil servants or military officers and enforce the law, he mostly neglected their 

letters. A clear indication for his priorities and the king recognized the lack of control on the 

lower civil servants and installed the högste ordningsman to supervise the local bureaucracy. 

Nevertheless, the local authorities had a distinctively different view on the office of the högste 

ombudsman. They argued that he was installed to protect the interests of the subjects. However, in 

a way they exploited the power struggle between the king and his bureaucracy. They could 

address their local problems to a central level and utilize to appeal an unfavorable decision on a 

lower level. It was clear side effect of Charles XII’s bureaucratic reforms. By adding new layers of 

bureaucracy to his old bureaucracy, local issues could potentially get more complicated.  

The högste ombudsman attempted to exert authority over the central and regional authorities and 

through these regional authorities, over the local administration. By strictly supervising civil 

servants and military officers, and at the same time enforcing the existing legislation, he sent a 

clear message to the bureaucracy and the entire Swedish society. Examples were set and 

uncooperative and criminal behavior were no longer accepted. Additionally, the högste ombudsman 

had an important ideological function. He showed Swedish society that the interests of the 

subjects were protected. By these activities the högste ombudsman played an essential role in the 

power struggle between the king and the bureaucracy.   

This thesis has attempted to show how the högste ombudsman intervened in the aforementioned 

power struggle and helped the king to confirm his authority over his bureaucracy. This study 

provides an enhanced understanding of the of the royal policy of Charles XII and it delivers a 

valuable account of how an autocratic monarch attempted to regain control over his bureaucracy. 

This thesis could be valuable asset to study such particular struggles in various other countries in 
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similar circumstances as in the Great Northern War. It is, as theories of Weber and Bourdieu 

attest, inevitable that bureaucracies develop their own interests. Rulers could limit this by 

replacing bureaucrats on important positions, however there were other options, such as 

reforming the bureaucracy and adding supplementary bureaucratic institutions to the apparatus. 

This thesis has showed how such supplementary bureaucratic institution could function and 

could attempt to confirm the royal authority over an unwilling and disobedient bureaucracy.  
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List of  Abbreviations 

 

d.k.m daler kopparmynt    

d.s.m. daler silvermynt  

KFÅ Karolinska förbundets årsbok 

RA Riksarkivet 

r.d.  Riksdaler 

SAOB Svenska akademiens ordbok 

SBL Svenskt biografiskt lexikon 

ö.k.m. öre kopparmynt 

ö.s.m öre silvermynt 
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Appendix: Tables 
 

Table 1: Overview of the outgoing mail issued by the högste ombudsman during the 

period 1714 – 1718 (in absolute numbers). 

 

 

1714 1715 1716 1717 1718 Total  
King 3 15 14 10 8 50 
Central administrations 

Old bureaucratic institutions  
Kollegier 9 7 20 17 14 67 
Statskontor 2 8 0 0 0 10 
Council 7 15 14 30 30 96 

New bureaucratic 
institutions 

Ombudsråd 6 0 20 41 5 72 
Kontributionsränteriet 0 3 1 0 0 4 
Upphandelingsdeputation 0 0 0 1 12 13 

Regional administrations 
Fiskaler 10 43 29 184 180 446 
Konsistorier 28 25 75 82 25 235 
Landshövdingar och guvernörer 40 102 275 312 346 1075 

Local administrations 
Priests 1 9 22 7 4 43 
Cities 0 5 3 8 6 22 

Judicial 
authorities 

Generalauditör and auditörer 0 10 3 32 22 67 
Häradshövindgar 0 5 2 0 1 8 
Hovrätter 3 6 26 6 21 62 
Kommissioner  2 0 2 2 2 8 

Other  
Individuals 4 7 14 16 26 67 
Inspectors 0 0 0 1 2 3 
Field Marshals 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Military officers 9 32 7 48 7 103 
Government in Pomerania/ 
Zweibrücken/Bremen 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Secretaries 0 1 2 10 15 28 
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Table 2: Overview of the incoming mail directed to the högste ombudsman during the 

period 1714 – 1718 (in absolute numbers). 

 

1714 1715 1716 1717 1718 Total  
King 1 3 7 7 11 29 
Central administrations 

Old bureaucratic institutions  
Kollegier 4 5 4 10 1 24 
Statskontor 2 2 1 0 4 9 
Council 0 0 0 0 0 0 

New bureaucratic institutions 
Ombudsråd 0 0 18 35 9 62 
Kontributionsränteriet 1 2 1 0 0 4 
Upphandlingsdeputation 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Regional administrations 
Fiskaler 21 71 45 173 163 473 
Konsistorier 15 16 47 34 23 135 
Landshövdingar och guvernörer 23 54 103 135 125 440 

Local administrations 
Priests 0 2 9 6 1 18 
Cities 3 5 6 14 9 37 

Judicial 
authorities 

Generalauditör and auditörer 0 0 5 30 23 58 
Häradshövindgar 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Hovrätter 3 0 7 8 11 29 
Kommissioner  5 21 7 15 19 67 

Other  
Individuals 2 41 30 30 26 129 
Inspectors 0 0 0 8 5 13 
Field Marshal 0 0 0 2 1 3 
Military officers 3 5 2 32 4 46 
Government in 
Pomerania/Zweibrücken/Bremen 0 2 0 1 2 5 
Secretaries 2 0 0 0 0 2 
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Appendix: Graphs 

 

Graph 1: General overview of the outgoing mail issued by the högste ombudsman during 

the period 1714 – 1718 (percentage). 

 

 

 

 

Graph 2: General overview of the incoming mail directed to the högste ombudsman 

during the period 1714 – 1718 (percentage). 
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Graph 3: Detailed overview of the outgoing mail issued by the högste ombudsman during 

the period 1714 – 1718 (percentage). 
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Graph 4: Detailed overview of the incoming mail directed to the högste ombudsman 

during the period 1714 – 1718 (percentage). 

 

 


