I. J. Kirby

Wihe Authorship of Komungs Skuggsig"

Who wrote Econungs Skugcsid? Its author; if we may judge from
the Prologue of the work, desired to remain anonymous, and

for the last two hundred years he has been remarkably successful,
for no attempt that has been maede to identify him has met

with general approval. Recently, a number of achdlars have
considered or reconsidered various aspects of the provenance

of the work, and more solid ressons than hitherto have been

put forward for dating it to a particular decade and establishing
the socio- and religio-political background of the work and

the place in society of the man who wrote ix, But to paraphrase
Tudvig Holm-Olsen, desn of Konungs Skugssid studies, the
identity of the author remaing uncertain.

In the absence of concrete information, earlier investigators
used internsl evidence of different kinds to put forward, with
greater or less vigour, views as to the when, where and by
whom of Kopunge Skuggsid (hereafter ES}. The unquestioned
influence of En tale mot biskopene on K3 and the generally
pro-monarchical tone of ES (comparable in part with En tale)

were smong the reasons why certain scholars favoured the times
of King Sverrir for the composition of KS, thus leading to

the identification of 'Ulv of Lauvnes' ag the author by no less
8 pcholar than Munch, to gquote but one example. However, more
recent scholars have come down masaively and (in my view)
conclusively in favour of the latter part of Hékon Hfkonsson's
reign, and probably the 1250s, for the composition of the
work ag we have it -~ among others, one may cite the views
of Johan Schreiner and Sverre Bagge (Den Politiske Ideologi

i Kongespeilet, 536fFf), and Holm-Olsen's introduction to the
second edition of K8 (Oslo 1983), It is clear, both from
thie and the corroborative evidence I shall supply, that the
only candidates for the authorship of the work we know as
Konungs Skuggejd that we may short-list are those who were
alive and well-and living in the 1250a.
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The place of composition has provoked far less commernt: it
is natural to gconclude that it was writien at Hékon Hikonsson's
court, and thus by one of the circle of writers who may well
have counted the king's sons Hékon den unge and Magnus among
their suprorters and even ecollaberatorsa, Reference to
Halogelanrd in northern Norway , and specific agtronomical
obeservatiors which led Hana-Geelmuyden to assgociate the work
with the district of Norway just north of Nemsoe {or within roughly
half a degree either eide of the 65tk parallel), do not affect
thie, for it is possible that one or both of these references
relate rather to the home of the Father in the discourse than
either that of the authcr or the place of composition, But
in any case it has not proved possible to identify anyome on
the basis of a conrection with this particular part of Norway.

What of the author? If his name is unknown, mwuch has been
deduced about him From the KS *ext. Holm-Clsen and Bagge are
only the most reecent of those who see him as a clerie, in
view of the contents of in particuiar the last part of the work,
but also a man closely connected with the court and ite activities,
and perhaps used'for adrministrative dusies by the kxing. This
view of the author led Passche to identify him as Zinar
Gunnarsson, archbishop from 1255-1263, ard his view received
some support, thoughk it was countered by Schreirer -- and
indeed it is'trua that the archbishop makes a much better
Father~ than Son-figure! Other ecelesiastics lmown to have
been allve at the time have also been éuggested: but in
reading at least some of the argumerntis one is inelired +o
conclude that almost the only reason to consider them is that
their names have been preserved, g, perhaps, the
disinclination of KS scholars of today to inveatigate the
matber further. However, there is one cther factor, well
known for more than a century but not so fzr taken fully inte
account in this matter, whick may lead to a more solidly-based
identification than those put ferward so far.
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My own starting-point in this investigation is this very
factor: +the undisputed and indisputable connection between
¥S and the transletion of the post-Pentateuchal historical
material contained in the biblical compilation Stjérm. In
a well-known article dating back to 1886, Gustav Storm
demonstrated this relationship clearly, and lists of parallel
passages in the two texts have since been given by Fimnnur
Jénsaon in his 1920 edition of K5 and Dietrich Hofmann in
his Skandinavistik 1973 article. Further, Storm came to the
natural conclusion that where biblical material was to be
found ir identical or almost identical form in a Bible version

such as Stidrn and an essentimlly secular work such as K3,

the seculsr work must have taken its material from the Bible
version, This apparently obvious conclusion, that ES borrows
from the latter pait of Stjérn and must therefore be younger
than it, received the assent of scholars until the 1970s,

when it was seéparately attacked by two investigators: Hofmamn,
in the above-mentioned article, and Sverre Bagge, in'Forholdet
mellom Konesespejlet og Stjérn' (ANF 1974). Close comparison
of the two texts persuaded these scholars that Storm's view
was wrong, and that it was the Bible transletor who had used
the KS text -— though Hofmann additionally postulated that
the two authors were writing in the same place at the same
time and used each other's work (Die EBnigsspiegel-Zitate, p. 4).

At the time these articles appeared, my own work on the Korse
Bible had been completed ms a FhD thesis, and I was engaged
in preparing it for publication. Since the views of Hofmann
and Bagge, if correet, might have mede it necessary for me to
modify the chronological arguments I had put forward concerning
the different parts of Stjdrn, I was obliged to undertake a
very detailed exemination of their arguments. The result of
this will appear shortly, as the final appendix to my boock on
the Bible in 01d Norse, page proofs of which await my attention.
Suffice it to say here that although I think I can claim to
have shown that a number of their arguments are not incontrovertible,
others are less eamily disposed of, and that in consequence
it may be that the relationship between the K5 and Norse Bible
texts may be more complex than a simple'dependence of one
on the other: as Hofmann speculated, they may in some way be
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inter-relsted.

At this point it is appropriate to summarise what is already
kmown about the Bible version in cuestion, and what I hope
to have demonstrated in my forthecming book., It hzas long been
knmown that the Bible compilation Stidrn econtains parts of
three separate and very different versions of parts of the
01d Testament historical materizl from the Jreation %o the
Exile: but views have differed as to the seniority of the
versions and their extent, among other things. My own views
are ag follows. At a relatively early date, a siraightforward
and partially abbreviated but otherwise iliteral translation
of at least the Pentateuch was made: +this was in existence
by the early 13th century, and is represented by one long
passage only, the interpolated material in AM 226 fol. which
links the elaborate treatment of Genesis and the first part
of Bxodus (%o chapter 18) with the post-Pentateuch muterial,
and is printed in Unger's edition at pp. 300 -~ 349, Some
time in the 13th century (to tzke for the moment a conservative
view) anéther version of the historical materiel appeared:
this is agnin a close translation in the rain, bhut auvgmented
with materiel from a number of different sources, inclwiing
the Imago Mundi and Speculum Beclesiae of Honorius
Avgustodunensis, the Liber Exceptibngm of Riehnrd ef 8%
Vietor, and almost certainly Comestor's Historis Scholastica,
though this is not acknowledged as a source. This version
is represented by the post-Pentateuchsl miterial prinied in
Unger's edition at pp. 349-654, and almost certainly by the
fragment from the book of Genesis in AM 238 fol. XIX, which
confirms the otherwise likely hypothesis that this version
comprised the 01ld Testament histeorical materizl as a whole:
further, it is probable that the Exodus nmeterizl in Stock,
perg., fol, 12, IV, which like the 238 materizl dces not
correspond with the mair Stjdrn text, is also from this source.
It is uncertain whether this version used the earlier one.
Finally, early in the 14th century (according to the Prologue,
during the reign of Hékon Magmusson) a third version was
begun, using three prinecipal sources: the Ficle, the
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above-mentioned work of Comestor, and Vincent of Beauvais's
Speculum Hiatoriale. This version is represented by the
first part of the £tjérn text, from Genesis chapler 1 to’
Exodus chapter 18, beyond which it was almost certainly never
continued: Unger prints it at pp. 1-299 of his edition.

It is of course the second of these versions that concerns

us here; and in the rest of this paper I shall follew

my normal practice of referring to it as Stjérn III {the
order of 1ts appezrance in Unger's edition and AM 226,

not its ehronclogical order as I postulate it, determining
1ts title). This is, then, the work that in Hofmann's view
was contemporaneous with KS and inter-related with 1%, and
whose author knew the EKS author and admired and used his work.

vhat more can be known akout the Stjdrn IIT version which
is relevant to the present argument? Clearly, if Hofmann is
rirht it will be of great wvalue if we can substantiate the
dnting of Ntjérn IIL and identify its author., Here again,
I muet refer the reader to my substantial (in length, at any
rate!) consideration of these nuestions in my forthcoming book.
Put in fact what I say there dose not differ essentially from
the conclusions I presented in my'thesis back in f973: the
author of Stjérn IIT was Brandr Jénsson, abbot, and bishop
of Hélar at the end of his life, probable author of Gydinga

gage and also Alexanders saga, which according o the final
paragraph of the former work he translated at the request of
Magnus, the second son of Hékon Hékonsson. Nothing in the 'life’
of Brandr as set forth by Tryggvi Pérhallsson (Skfrnir 97, 46-54)
invelidates this: Brandr is known to have been at the

Norwegian court at the end of his life, for there is no reason
to disbelieve the saga of Hikon Hdkonsson on this point, and

in addition his movements in the last decade of his life

{which ended in 1264) are relatively unknown -—- he could
perfectly well have spent part of this time in Norway., Further,
there are a number of similarities between the three works
attributed to him which also suvport the view of common
authorship. I thus conclude, with Hofmann (pp. 14=16 of

his article)}, that Brandr, author of Stjérn III, was at the
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Norwegian court at the same time as the auwinor of X5 as we
have it, and that the works are inter-relaied, This
conclusion confirms the view of Eolm-Olsen, Bagge =nd others
that the author of XS5 in its sur#iviﬁg form must De looked
for among the clerics at the Norwegian court in the laiter
part of Hékon's reign.

Let us now return to ¥8, The zcubte reader will have noted
that in tkhe foregoing I have taken care to refer to the X8
author as the author of the surviving text, without so far
taking a standroint orn arother debated question, whether this
text ig a single original work by-one author or a work of
multiple authorsnip. This is hovever of major impcrtance:
for obviously the iderntificsiion of the cleriec of the 1250z
may well depené on whether we regard him as the author of the
whole work or the reviser of the work of ancther, -

In the entire history of XS scholarship, the single autheorship
view has held the field, with only a few dissentient voices.
Early geholars seem %o have taken it for grented -- znd not
only early ones —— and there has been a general readiress to
accept thet the burden of proof lies with those who disagree:
as Birik Vandvik remarked at the end of his 'A new agproach’,
"tynitarianism' , . . has never msde any attempt tec base itself
upon evidence". And méttera dc not seem to have éhanged mach
since Vandvik's day. Holm-Clsen's latest views, in the
introduction to the second edition of X3, are hased on the
single authorship principle. Bagge, in »is Den Politiske
Ideologi, considers that his investigation strengthens the
unitarian wiewpoint, though he does not entirely exclude the
poseibility of interpolation (p. 554,. Jole R, Shackelford's
seconé paragraph deserves juotation almost in its entirety
{though irn fairpess it must be added that for him ths authorship
guestion is a minor concern):

"Eirik Vandvik's suggestion that The King's Mirror is the

vroduct of interpolation seems aesthetically less appealing
than the single author idea, but has greater explanatory
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power in the face of varying content and uneven style,

+ + « Despite the lack of good evidence to support this

opinion, it cannot be ruled out that the work may have

been added onto and reworked by the author himself,"

(Maal og Minne 1984, p. 72)

The ingouciance of such a statement geems incredible: but
it seemz to refleet the majority view, that there 1a no
good evidence to support multiple authorship.

Vandvik is in fact almost the only scholar to question
sericusly the unitarian standpoint: and apart from Moltke
Meoe, whom he refers to in the second footnote to his
'A new approach', he would seem to be the first, He died
before he could elaborate his ideas and perhaps give effect
to the investigation he called for in the conclusion to his
article, namely, into whether the book might be essentially
the work of one man, but with later interpolations, or
a book in which material from different writers had been
compiled in a single work., This remeins to be underteken,
though Anme Holitemark took up the multiple authorship
possibility bothr in her KLNM article (IX, 1964, p. 66) and
her consideration of the Fall of Man materials =- she
here regards multiple authorship as a possible reason for
the existence of two different representations of the 'myth'.
And there, by and large, the matter stands.

My own approach to ES hag been very different from that
of acknowledged scholars in the field: for me, K3 was firat
a repository of biblical material to be collected and where
appropriate gited or alluded t0 in my work on biblical
gquotation in Norse religious works. It then became an
important link in the chain of my deductions concerning
the provenance of Stjérn III; and only as a result of the
necessity to examine the apparently startling conclusions
of Hofmann and Bagge about the relationship between the two
works did I begin to consider the possible relevance of my



own research to the guestion of the provensnce of XS,

Por both the very substantial use of biblical material

in K5 and its distribution within the work seem to me

to have a powerful bearing on the nature of KS. And this

may possibly be what Vandvik had in mind when in the firat

paragraph of his article 'A new approach', after referring

to KS as a 'tangle of problems', he wrote
"But w h e n the bock wzs composed, and w h o wrote it —
these. are only two guestions out of many. Such topics as
the poliltical ideology of the work, iis peculiar use of
the Bible, and the culfural bsckground of its learning,
are 8till cravinz for closer inguiries or considerable
supplerxents to previous research."

"Its peculiar use of the Bible". Vvhatever Vandvik himself
wag thinking of, it is arn apt phrese, for more then one reascn.
First, because the use of the Bible in KS is relatively free:.
either because, if we follow the traditional view, the K3
vriter used not the Vuigate but Stiérn II1, or else because
he did not quote verbatim from the Bible but adapted it
1o his particular purposes, mixing it with materials from other
parta of the Bible or other sources, if we are to believe
Hofmann ard Bagge. BSecond, because there is a %oiazl contras:
between the use of the Bible ir the section about the king
which concludes the work and the entire eariier part: in
this, Bible materisl is limited o a couple of accurate
single-verse quotations at the teginning, & few locse references,
a Latin quotation, and a few quotations where XY aprears to
depend on Bn tale mot biskopepe, whereas all the lorg passages
taken directly or indirectly from the Bible are to bhe found
in the last part. Thus, zpparently, the XS writer adopts two
different approaches to the Bible: in the greater part of
the work he restricts himself to individual verse guotation
or reference, wkile in the last part he makes far more profound
and detailed use of it. Indeed, while the rest of the work
could perfectly well kave been written without wsing the Bible



595 Kirby

at all, the last part could not exist without it., And it is
of course this feature which in large measure causes the
last part to differ so markedly from the rest.

Now this, if it were the end of the matter, might be
dismissed a®m.a curiomity, or in the nature of the aubject-matter
itself: but it is not. It seems to me far too much of a
coincidence that in this last part the KS writer meems to
diverge from the plan he had apparently established for
his work in the introduction, namely, to touch on the
conditions of merchants, kings, clergy and ordinary people,
by developing the section on kings Inte a very elaborate
conBideration of the rsl tionship of a king to those around
him, “hile the plan seems to have called for a general
overview of society, among other things, what we actually have
has developed, in,the'last part, into a very specific and
detailed trentment of the head of state which does not
correspond with the plan, Or, to put it another way: if
the ocutline of the work called for the Spegulum Regale
to be smong other things a mirror for the king, in which he
could see sociefy end him place in it, the lmst part is
essentially a mirror of the king, in which others (including,
right at the end, bishops) can learn of their right relationship
with their sovereign.

This apparent modification in the direction of the work
has recently produced comments by scholars, relating'tu one aspect
or another of the problem, One approach, adopted most notably
by Holm~Olsen in hie article in Specvlvm Norroenvm, is to
diseccunt the originality of the prologue: "Let us", he says
in his final paragraph, "venture the suggestion that the
Prologue in its present form wag composed by an Igelander who
worked at a time when there was no longer & royal court in
Norway, and who wanted to Introduce Konungs slkuggeid to a
different audience from that for which it was written".
Another approach is to regard the author as having modified
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his original plan as-he went along: it has been argued, for
instance, that it wowld be very inavproprizte tc continue
with & treatment of clergy and ordinary people ater that

of the king, which allows the work to move towards a climax,
In this ecnnection one may pernaps note Holm-Ulgen's recent
approbvation of the idez that the work muy have been destined
essentially for one or both of Hdkon Hdkonsscn's sons {see,
again, +the intraduction to the second editiorn of K9). But

I am decidedly uneasy about toth suvgestions: in particulsr,
in the present context, hecsuse ths first argument doss not
seem tc me to give sufficient weirhi %o the fuet itnas the
plan is a highly approprinte orne for the first part o the
work, setting out as it dees to =ive &z coherent overviev of
society — @8tudents of other medieval Iiteratures wilil
feadily recognise the three estates of society, Zellator,
orator and laborator, with the risis fourth cstate riven

pride of ploece in bott th: ulen ond ths work itself —- while
the seccnd argument, which presupposes the comnieteness of
o ¥’ H B
the vwork as we have 1%, runs counter noi cnly %o the nlan it
s i
also the actual endir~, w-iel eloorly b

inal nhrase envisires

time bpeing, at lerst in futention: fhe

a2 convinuation, ef synizt.

As a result of all this, I have come to 4ake as ny denarture
point the following view of the textual history of #l. DPrior
to the laiter years of Hdkon Hékonsson's reirn, perhaps but
nov necgessarily in the first half of the 13%ih century, an
essentially secular work wis nroduned in servay of tre 'egiates
literature' genre: it msy have been completed accordings to
the programme set forth in the survivirg prologur. HNo comnlete
text of thip work survives, of course; but it might benr
investizmiion that the enrliest Norvesian frogment of K3,

HA 584, which Is considered not oniv to be hardly younser
thar co. 1260, but 2lso to be independent of -11 ot 3

ofher F

of X3, Is a fragment of this postulited work.
this werk was revised cr added to in ithe mesnvhile is one o
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the many associated ouestions which I must leave mside for
the moment. But what I think esrtainly happened was that

a cleric at Hikon Hikonsson's court used this earlier work

as the basis of the existing XS, modifying it, and notably
the last psrt of it, in accordancé with the special purposes
he had in compiling E8. 1In doing so he made use (in my view)
of the recently-produced Stjérn III version of the 0ld
Testament historical material, of which he had a very profound
knowledge indeed.

The ramifications of this wview are of course enormous:
and I must, sadly, resist the temptation to turn this into
a 60-page paper by considering in detail the nature of this
postulated earlier work and the exact nature of the representation
of i1t in the KS we now hnve: this in any case, at the time
of writing, comes for me under the heading of 'work in progress',
I shall limit myself to remarking that it explains far more
than the péculiar form of ¥, its incompleteness vis-i-vis
the Prologue, and the distribution of biblical materiel. It
also explaing its almost unbelievable breadth of knowledge,
stretching from the above-mentioned profound knowledge of
Brandr Jénason's Bible version to 2 knovledge of the intricate
details of contemporary warfare -- and in this comneection
we may note L. M. Larson's footnoite to page 218 of his
translation of XS, where after referring to certain military
enuipment he notes: 'It seems clear that the author is
somewhat confused as to these various coverings'; this 18
exactly what we should expect of a cleric who was revieing
such a text. It may alsc suggest an explanation of some of
the uncertainties regording the provenance of the work: 1t
reopens the question of a possible association with the
times of XKing Sverrir; it may mean that we do not need to
1imit ourselves to the letter part of Hdkon's reign for a
men of standing who was acguainted with Halogaland, the
65th parallel, or both., It mesy also mean that the 1dentifieation
of the Father and 3on is not a priori restricted to individuals
living in the 12508 (if of course we are ‘o assume that they
are real people, not just men of atraw). And so on.
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But my presént concern is with the authorship of KS:
and now, specifically, with the identity of tke men who
in the latter part of Hékor's reign produced the revision
and partial recomstruction of an existing work., Much of
the current thinking about this author remaing undisturbed
by the views I have put forward, That he was a cleric
8till seems certain: for whether or not he borrowed from
Brandr Jénsson, as I believe he §id, he himgel®, ard not
the pestulated earlier writer, must if my views are correct
have been responsible for the biblical material in the last
part of the work, On the other hand, i% is ro longer necessary
to presuppose that he had a profound knowledge of the
intricacies of thne equipment of warfare, %o take one examrle
from the secular scerne, That he produced K5 in iis present
forr fer the edification of Hikon's aod@ rexmaing prehable;
though it seems likely tkat this was not the only vurpese he
had -- as mentiorned above, the work seems *c be addressed
also to cierics and peopie at large. Eoually probavle, stili,
1s the suggestion that it was commissioned by Hékon Hékonsson
in its present ferm m, A8 sugrested by Holm-(OClsen in his
article in Eirarsbdk {(p. 115), That we must elimirate
Archbiskop Einar Qunnarsson from our snort list of candidates
also seems certain, principaliy for the reasons giver bty
Schreirer at the begiaming of his 'Kongespeilet som kampskrift!;
but it will besr investigating whether, if as is sup;osed
the cleric was at Hikon Hdkonsson's cours, ne chose to adjust
the nicture of the Father to honour Eirar, and taus perhaps
soften his pro-menarchical sterce —- trhough the author of
the earlier work obviously spesks ir terms of a natural
Father/Son relationship, the spiritual relationship between
the Archbishop and the 12508 writer could readily be
adumbrated in this marrer. On itke other hard, I khope to
have demonstrated tha% our cleric was not the single zuther
of K3, but the reviser of an earlier work, who added in
particular the Bible-besed argurentation wkich leads to a
gpecific view of the ideal relationship tetweer the king and
his people, and the king and elergy, This may verh=ps apne
relatively insigrificant: but in foeb it ie vitel %o the
case I shall try tc make out.
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This paper as it atands is intended rather as = report on
work in progress than as a final statement of my pomsition,
Over the past few years I have tested my hypotheses about
the authorship of KS,‘both against the text and critical
opinions on it, and alsc in discussions with some of the
acknovledged experts in the field., These hypotheses
require further testing, which I hope to complete in time
for the Saga Conference, But unless conflicting evidence
appears in the meantime, I shall hope to peréuade my
hearers of my own conviection, that the guestion with
which I began is not incapable of resolution,

Lovsanne, April 1985, I. J. Kirby.

Kirby
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