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Junius 11 (Oxford, Bodleian Library) is one of the most important Anglo-Sax-
on manuscripts. This volume is unique in many respects. It is the only volume 
wholly dedicated to Old English biblical verse. It is the only Anglo-Saxon poet-
ic manuscript containing an illustration cycle. It is the first Anglo-Saxon poetic 
manuscript which was printed. And it is the only codex which was credited to 
Cædmon, the legendary founder of Old English poetry.

This codex unicus was produced in Canterbury or Malmesbury in the 
late 10th century 1. It has 17 gatherings 2. They contain a verse sequence of four 
biblical poems which were identified by philologists on the grounds of their 
different lexicon, metrics, style and textuality. Few visual hints help distinguish 

 1 Literature on MS Junius 11 reaches back into the beginnings of Anglo-Saxon scholarship. Here 
only a selection from works with significant insights into codicological issues or with a valuable summary 
of scholarship on the manuscript can be proposed. S. Stoddard (1888); Clubb (1925); Gollancz (1927); 
Krapp (1931); Timmer (1948); Ker (1957); Raw (1976); Finnegan (1977); Lucas (1977); Doane (1978); Lu-
cas (1979); Raw ([1984] 1994); O’Brian O’Keeffe (1990); Doane (1991); Pasternack (1995) Remley (1996); 
Karkov (2001); Lockett (2002); Muir (2004); and Doane (2013). As for dating, scholarship widely accepts 
Lockett’s (2002, 158; 172-173) view that the codex was incepted from about 960 on and that its production 
was carried on until no earlier than the first years of the eleventh century. The story of Cædmon is narrated 
in Bedes Historia Ecclesiastica Gentis Anglorum, liber iv, cap. xxiv. In the deep belief that the manuscript 
we are dealing with contains Cædmon’s original poetry, the Dutch philologist, theologian and art historian 
Franciscus Junius published it in 1655 as the first printed edition ever of Old English verse, with the title 
Cædmonis Monachi Paraphrasis Poetica Genesios ac præcipuarum Sacræ Paginæ Historiarum […] (s. Lucas 
2000). However, it has long been recognized that the poems of Junius 11 are by different authors. 

 2 The 17 gatherings are made up of 116 folios, paged i, ii, 1-230. Pp. 1-229 were paged by Francis-
cus Junius, p. 230 was numbered later; therefore many scholars refer to it as (230) – as will be the case in 
the present study – or [230]. A number of leaves and several entire sheets are lost; they were cut off the 
manuscript long before Junius paged it. For a physical description of the manuscript s. especially Stoddard 
(1888), Ker (1957, 406-409), Raw ([1984] 1994), Lockett (2002), Muir (2004) and Doane (2013,1-35).
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these poems from one another because on the whole the manuscript layout 
and physical make-up look quite homogeneous 3. There is however a break in 
such a uniformity. The last gathering differs from the first 16 in many respects. 
Gatherings 1 to 16 were originally quires of eight leaves and most of them still 
are; gathering 17 contains ten leaves and its original structure has long been a 
matter of dispute. The ruling of all quires except gathering 17 is uniform; the 
ruling of gathering 17 varies within the gathering itself. Sectional divisions are 
numbered from I to LV through the first 16 gatherings up to p. 209 in gather-
ing 17; the numbering of the sections starts anew at p. 213 in the same gather-
ing 4. A single hand has written the text in the first 16 gatherings up to p. 212 
in gathering 17; from p. 213 on two or three different hands are recognizable. 
Given these differences, scholarship has referred to the two portions of the 
manuscript as Liber I (gatherings 1 to 17 up to p. 212) and Liber II (gathering 
17 from p. 213 to p. 229) 5.

Between Liber I and Liber II there is also a thematic difference. The po-
ems contained in Liber I – Genesis A and B, Exodus and Daniel – deal with Old 
Testament narratives; the poem contained in Liber II, Christ and Satan, relates 
to the New Testament. This fact, together with the codicological and layout 
distinctions mentioned above, has raised some questions as to the codicologi-
cal and bibliographic unity of MS Junius 11. Scholarship has focussed on the 
origin, dating and structure of gathering 17 and on its relationship to the other 
gatherings. Two questions have been at stake. First, whether gathering 17 or at 
least the leaves in it containing Christ and Satan were part of the original edito-
rial plan 6; second, whether the leaves in gathering 17 that contain Christ and 

 3 Spaces were almost surely left for illustrations throughout the manuscript (Raw [1984] 1994, 254; 
256; 261-263; 270). Metrical punctuation as originally inserted looks consistent along all poems (Krapp 
1931, xxii-xxiii), save that by a closer analysis the scribes of Christ and Satan seem not to have shared the 
same concept of the function of pointing as the scribe of the first three poems (O’Brian O’Keeffe 1990, 
181-187;), so that their pointing was corrected by another hand; furthermore, many of the metrical points 
in Christ and Satan were later turned into positurae (Thornley 1954, 188-189). On the origin of punctuation 
in Junius 11 s. Lockett’s (2002, 167-172) ground-breaking analysis. Even though the use of accents looks 
uniform throughout the volume (Thornley 1954, passim), I do not consider them here because they were 
partly added later, so that we cannot use them as evidence for the planning of Junius 11 as a self-contained 
whole from its very outset. On points and accents in Junius 11 s. also Doane (2013, 23-25). A rationale 
for the use of zoomorphic and plain capitals is recognizable from the beginning to the end of the written 
sequence, including the last poem (Doane 2103, 19). 

 4 Some sections are not explicitly numbered, but the numbering sequence itself remains consistent.
 5 At the end of Christ and Satan (gathering 17, p. 229) the scribe wrote Finit Liber II. Amen. Accord-

ingly, scholars have posited a corresponding statement Finit Liber I. Amen at the supposed end of Daniel, 
which probably went lost when a bifolium was cut off the same gathering between pp. 212 and 213 (and 
between pp. 228 and 229). At present the last line of Daniel is at the bottom of p. 212. Most scholars nowa-
days agree that this last line is not the end of the poem. S. below, par. 2 in the present study.

 6 The questions of the bibliographic unity of the manuscript and of an organizing principle behind 
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Satan ever had a separate existence as a self-contained codicological unit, i.e 
as a booklet, before they were inserted into the gathering. The booklet thesis 
was conceived by Lucas (1979) on the grounds of some codicological features, 
among them the presence of a horizontal crease inside the gathering.

In the present study I will strengthen the case that the leaves containing 
Christ and Satan were not conceived as an independent booklet and show that 
the crease in the middle of those leaves cannot be taken as evidence for the 
booklet thesis. As a consequence, Junius 11 may not be defined as a composite 
manuscript 7. A brief description of gathering 17 will serve as an introduction.

1. gatheriNg 17

In its present state, gathering 17 looks like a quinion of four sheets and two sin-
gletons, its leaves being paged 211 to (230). At the bottom of p. 212 the poem 
Daniel ends abruptly; on top of p. 213 Christ and Satan begins. Marks of knife 
cutting on p. 212 strongly suggest that between those pages one leaf containing 
the end of Daniel is missing 8; probably it was a whole sheet originally placed 
between pp. 212 and 213 and between pp. 228 and 229 which went lost 9. 
Two narrow parchment stubs between pp. 216-217 and between pp. 222-223 
conjoined with pp. 223-224 and pp. 217-218 respectively point at two further 
missing leaves, even though there is no apparent gap in the text of Christ and 
Satan at those points. Most scholars agree that gathering 17 must have once 
had the following structure:

its compilation have been discussed mainly by Gollancz (1927, xcviii-xcix), Allen (1976), Hall (1976), 
Finnegan (1977, 4), Lucas (1979), Raw ([1984] 1994), Hall (1986), O’Brian O’Keeffe (1990, 179-197), 
Portnoy (1994), Pasternack (1995, 179-194), Hall (2002), Remley (1996, 20-24; 66-67 et passim), Hall 
(2002), Lockett (2002, 142 n. 4) and Doane (2013, 2f.; 18-20 et passim). For an overview on older scholar-
ship on these issues s. Hill ([1992] 2002).

 7 In the present study I understand the term composite volume or composite manuscript in the sense 
outlined by Robinson ([1978] 1994, 25), s. below. For a claim of Junius 11 as a composite volume s. Conner 
([1986] 1994, 315) and O’Brian O’Keeffe (1990, 179). 

 8 Stoddard (1888, 159; 162-163), Gollancz (1927, xcviii-xcix), Ker (1957, 407-408), Hall (1986, 104 
n. 4), Lucas (1979, 47-58), Raw ([1984] 1994, 261-263 et passim) and Campbell (1988, 13-16) share this 
view against Farrell (1974, 5-6); Pasternack (1995, 190-191) takes on an intermediate position. They draw 
their arguments from codicology, textuality and source studies.

 9  Further evidence for the loss of a leaf or a bifolium at this point comes from a smudged note in a 
12th-century hand on p. 212 for which there is no offset on the opposite page: presumably the offset was 
on one page of the now missing bifolium (Raw [1984] 1994, 261). Raw (ibid., 233; 271 et passim) suggests 
that the lost bifolium was originally meant to contain full page illustrations.
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Fig. 1 – MS. Junius 11, Gathering 17. From Muir 2004, “Diagrams of gatherings” 10.

Inside gathering 17 some differences are notable at first sight. Pp. 211/212 
were ruled for and written with 26 lines on a page, like most pages in Liber 
I. On the other leaf of the same sheet, p. 229 is ruled for and written with 27 
lines on a page (whereas p. (230) is left blank); pp. 213 to 228 are ruled for and 
written with 27 lines. Ker gives the following explanation for such an internal 
inconsistency of the gathering:

The differences in ruling between the first leaf of quire 17 and the rest of the quire, 
and the fact that there is a break in the text between p. 212 and 213 which is not 
apparent from the collation [i.e. that between Daniel and Christ and Satan], are 
explicable if the quire, though formally a quinion, is really a quaternion (pp. 213-28) 
inserted into the outside sheet of an older quire (pp. 211-12, 229-30) in place of 
cancelled or missing leaves, the originally blank second leaf of this sheet being used 
to receive the part of the text which would not fit into the quaternion. (Ker 1957, 408)

Lucas (1979) supports Ker’s view by pointing to a horizontal crease affect-
ing all the leaves of the quaternion of pp. 213-28 at the height of line 16 11. In 

10 Reproduced from Muir (2004) with the courtesy of the Bodleian Library.
11 The crease has been noticed by Clubb (1925, xv), Gollancz (1927, xcic), Finnegan (1977, 4), but 

not by Ker (1957, 406-408).



A Crease in Gathering 17 of Bodleian MS. Junius 11

Linguæ & – 2/2014
http://www.ledonline.it/linguae/

59

Lucas’s eyes (ibid., 47-49), the pricking and ruling on pp. 213-28 (that is, on 
the pages containing Christ and Satan) and the presence of the crease on pp. 
213-228 are evidence that the quaternion (pp. 213-28) was originally “a folded 
booklet of the type described by Bischoff” (ibid., 49) 12: 

Evidently our only surviving text of Christ and Satan (that is, strictly, the text as far as 
line 709) began its life as a folded booklet. […] At some time probably in the second 
quarter of the eleventh century [i.e. according to Lucas, the date of the binding] it 
was decided to unfold the booklet containing Christ and Satan and incorporate it 
into the last quire of what is now MS Junius 11. […]. As part of the process of incor-
poration the ending of Christ and Satan (lines 710-29) was re-written on the first 
page of the originally blank second leaf (p. 229) of the outer sheet (leaves 1 and 10) 
and the final singleton leaf (or outer sheet) of the original folded booklet discarded. 
(Lucas 1979, 51-52)

Raw ([1984] 1994, 252-69) rejects Lucas’s conclusion and claims that the part 
of the gathering containing Christ and Satan never existed as a self-contained 
booklet circulating independently of the main manuscript. She produces three 
arguments against Lucas, which are to be summarized here.

First, she makes the important discovery that Junius 11 was stitched twice 
– once right after Christ and Satan was set down into the manuscript, and a 
second time, together with the present binding, in the early 13th century – and 
shows that Christ and Satan “was included in the manuscript as originally sewn 
and that it has not been sewn independently [...]”. This “suggests very strongly 
that it was not originally a separate manuscript (as Lucas has argued).” (ibid., 
263). Thus, “if this text had an earlier, independent existence, as Lucas has 
claimed, it was used unstitched.” (ibid., 254) 13. 

Second, she is able to confute Lucas’s analysis of the gathering pricking 
and ruling. According to her study, the real division in the gathering is not 
between the outer bifolium (pp. 211/212 and 229/(230)) and the inner part 
(pp. 213-28); although she concedes that the inner part of the gathering looks 
very different from the outer bifolium, she defines this difference as superficial 
(ibid., 267). In her study she argues that “the real division is between the outer 
three bifolia (pp. 211-16 and 225-9) and the inner sheets (pp. 217-24)” (ibid., 
268). As she can show, the three outer bifolia (pp.211/212 and 229/230; pp. 
213/214 and 227/228; pp. 215/216 and 225/226) were pricked in both margins 

12 S. below, paragraph 2 in the present study.
13 For the sake of precision, it should be acknowledged that this argument is weaker than that of the 

pricking and ruling. The fact that the folded pages of Christ and Satan were first stitched together with the 
rest of the manuscript does not prevent those pages from having possibly circulated for a while as an inde-
pendent booklet, it just makes it less plausible. From Bischoff’s and Robinson’s evidence, it does not follow 
that booklets were necessarily stitched. S. also Remley (1996, 21 n. 32).
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like those in the rest of the manuscript, whereas the other sheet and singletons, 
as far as this is still visible, were pricked in the outer margins only; moreover, 
the pricking for the vertical ruling shows that pp. 213-16 and 225-8 were in-
tended to have a narrower writing-area than that now filled with writing, in fact 
prick-holes on those leaves correspond exactly to the prick-holes on the outer 
sheet of the gathering. By contrast, the inner leaves (pp. 217-222) share another 
pricking layout. Drawing on this and other evidence from pricking Raw ([ibid., 
268) concludes that the three outer bifolia of gathering 17, now containing a 
part of Christ and Satan (ll. 1-170 in pp. 213-216 and ll. 528-729 in pp. 225-
229), “were pricked simultaneously and formed part of the original gathering 
prepared for the end of Daniel, whereas the inner leaves (pp. 217-222) did 
not.” As for the ruling, Raw (ibid., 269) argues that if pp. 213-28 were originally 
an independent manuscript, they should have been pricked and ruled together; 
in particular, the primary ruling for the gathering ought to be found on p. 213, 
the outer bifolium of the supposed separate manuscript. By contrast, Raw (ivi) 
points out that the ruling on p. 213 is very faint apart from the bottom line 27 
and that the top twenty-six lines of this page are perfectly level with the cor-
responding lines on page 212. In other words, pp. 212 and 213 were not only 
pricked but also ruled together. As for the central leaves (pp. 217-224), the ver-
tical rulings of some of the pages are so diverging from one another and from 
the pages in the outer leaves, that it is clear in Raw’s (ivi) eyes that the central 
pages cannot have been ruled at the same time as the outer three bifolia of the 
gathering. On the grounds of the ruling, too, Raw (ivi) therefore concludes 
that “the outer three bifolia of the last gathering were prepared in connection 
with the end of Daniel, whereas the inner singletons and bifolium were inserted 
when Christ and Satan was added to the manuscript [...].”

Raw’s third argument against Lucas concerns the crease along line 16 
of pp. 213-228, which is used by Lucas as a second piece of evidence for his 
booklet thesis after the evidence from stitching and ruling. Raw’s analyis of 
the crease (s. below, par. 3 in the present study) helps reject the booklet thesis, 
too, but it is treated by her as mere circumstantial evidence. In the following 
paragraphs I will strengthen the case for the crease as evidence against the 
booklet thesis by supporting Raw’s analysis with new details and by showing 
that Lucas’s arguments about the crease as positive evidence for a booklet are 
too weak to hold.

Before this let us briefly focus on Lucas’s reference to Bischoff’s (1966) 
understanding of what a booklet is. I also would like to refer to Robinson’s 
([1978] 1994, 25-36) seminal study, which draws on Bischoff and helps me put 
my arguments into a proper frame 14.

14 Further selected literature on booklets is Robinson (1980), Hanna III (1986), Gumberth (2004).



A Crease in Gathering 17 of Bodleian MS. Junius 11

Linguæ & – 2/2014
http://www.ledonline.it/linguae/

61

2. oN early Medieval Booklets

Bischoff’s article (1966) is a survey of Latin booklets from the early Middle 
Ages. Three main criteria for identifying booklets can be inferred from his 
survey. First, booklet texts were by their nature destined to circulate and were 
not long. Bischoff (1966, 94) lists the following text types: homilies; hagiogra-
phies; school texts; literary texts; discliplinary and ascetic texts; and medical 
treatises. Second, as all examples dealt with by Bischoff are folded across the 
middle of their pages or down it or both, the presence of one or more folds 
or creases (perpendicular to one another) and a bad state of the parchment 
around the folds of the outer leaf seem to be characteristic of booklets. In fact, 
they are defined by Bischoff (ibid, p. 93) as gefaltete Handschriften, ‘folded 
manuscripts’, as the title itself of the article reveals. Third, booklets are not 
preserved independently: they were bound into bigger manuscripts in the Mid-
dle Ages or later, in any case after they had been circulating as folded units for 
a while. They are recognizable through their gatherings having a page layout or 
handwriting different from the rest of the manuscript. 

In her study of vernacular booklets, Robinson develops some of Bis-
choff’s tenets and comes to a clear definition: a booklet is a “self-contained 
unit[...]” which “originated as a small but structurally independent produc-
tion containing a single work or a number of short works.” (Robinson [1978] 
1994, 25). She then gives a list of features which help to identify a booklet in 
an Anglo-Saxon composite volume (ibid., pp. 26-27). Here I report only those 
features which are relevant to our discussion on gathering 17 of Junius 11 15: 

1. The beginning and end of a booklet always coincide with the beginning and end 
of a text or group of texts.
[...]
3. Its handwriting may differ; where its handwriting is contemporary with other 
handwriting in the manuscript, differences in habits in setting out text on the page 
may help to distinguish one booklet from others in the same volume.
4. Its style of decoration may differ.
[...]
6. Its outer pages may be soiled or rubbed.
7. Its number of leaves to a quire may differ from the number(s) in other parts of the 
manuscript. (Robinson 1978 [1994], 27).

Significantly enough, Robinson’s list does not contain any reference to folding; 
rather, her concern (ivi) is that “[i]t must be emphasized that the existence of 

15 It is notable that Robinson does not include the folded pages of Christ and Satan among her evi-
dence.
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a booklet is established only if its content forms a self-sufficient unit”. In other 
words, in a booklet the self-contained content and the originally independent 
structure are two sides of the same coin. 

Given Bischoff’s and Robinson’s criteria and Robinson’s definition, it is 
clear that pp. 213-228 containing Christ and Satan in gathering 17 cannot be 
considered as a booklet. In fact, this portion of the gathering did not originate as 
a structurally independent production. As Raw (s. above) has shown, when the 
beginning of Christ and Satan was set down onto pp. 213-216, these pages, to-
gether with pp. 225-229, had already been pricked and ruled in connection with 
Daniel according to the layout of Liber I. They did not originate independently. 
When Christ and Satan was written down, their writing space was enlarged, in 
order that they might contain as much verse of this poem as possible, by adapt-
ing their layout to the layout of the newly added leaves corresponding to pp. 
217-224. We cannot consider the added pp. 217-224 as a booklet, either. In fact, 
their textual content does not represent a self-sufficient unit 16. Thus, feature 1 
and the second part of feature 3 from Robinson’s list cannot apply to pp. 213-28 
of the gathering. As for the use of a different handwriting, it is clear from Rob-
inson’s feature 3 that this is no conclusive evidence for a booklet. Feature 4 does 
not fit, either, because Raw ([1984] 1994, 254; 256; 263 et passim) has shown 
that the sheet and leaves lost in the part of gathering 17 containing Christ and 
Satan were very probably meant to contain illustrations according to an edito-
rial plan common to that of Liber I. Feature 6 does not fit, either, as I will show 
later 17. And finally, the diverging number of leaves in gathering 17 (s. feature 7) 
turns out not to be relevant because the portion with Christ and Satan does not 
form a unit structurally independent from the rest of the gathering.

All of Bischoff’s and many of Robinson’s booklet examples bear the signs 
of having been folded. Thus, we must treat creases as possible hints for a book-
let. Let us now closely analyse the horizontal crease in gathering 17 in order to 
show that it cannot be taken as evidence that the part of the gathering affected 
by it has ever been a booklet.

3. the crease iN gatheriNg 17

According to Raw ([1984] 1994, 269), the crease in gathering 17 affects two 
of the three original bifolia (pp. 213/214-227/228; pp. 215/216-225/226) to-

16 On top of p. 217 the text (l. 171 of Christ and Satan) begins in midsentence; the text at the bottom 
of p. 224 (l. 527 of Christ and Satan) end in midsentence, too.

17 In par. 4. of the present study.
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gether with the added portion of the gathering, i.e. that part of the gathering 
that Raw holds to have been added to the original gathering structure when 
Christ and Satan was set down 18. From Raw’s words, it follows that the only 
part of gathering 17 that is not affected by the crease is the outmost bifolium 
of the gathering (pp. 211/212-229/(230)) 19. Raw (ivi) dates this crease as con-
temporary with the early 13th century re-sewing of Junius 11 on grounds of the 
following codicological evidence:

The crease is in precisely the same position on all leaves. It lies exactly half-way 
down the page and is much looser at the edges of the leaves than it is near the spine, 
showing that it was made from the spine outwards. The outer two bifolia in the 
gathering were moved sideways when the manuscript was re-sewn and the original 
stitch-line on these sheets is now about 5 mm to the left of the stitching. The tightest 
part of the crease lies across this area, showing that the crease was made after these 
sheets had slipped sideways. The crease must therefore date from the time of the 
re-sewing of the manuscript. 

This is also confirmed, in my view, by the position of the crease on the stub 
between pp. 216 and 217, corresponding to the conjunct leaf 223/224. Here, 
too, the tightest part of the crease does not lie on the original stitchline (i.e. 
starting from there outwards), but across it. This means that the remaining 
singleton had already slipped leftwards when the crease was made. Thus, either 
the crease was made right after the sheets had slipped sideways and directly 
before they were re-stitched, or right after they were re-stitched, but anyway 
before the re-sewn gathering was attached to the binding boards 20. 

The early 13th century dating for the crease is per se substantial evidence 
against the booklet thesis. Nevertheless, some authoritative scholars such as 
Doane (2013, 3) still follow Lucas’ view 21: therefore I will discuss every single 
aspect of this issue.

If the crease was caused right after the re-stitching, the crease itself is 
expected to have affected the whole gathering, including the outmost sheet 
(pp. 211/212 and 229/(230)) 22. Superficially it looks as if it has, at least in the 

18 This added portion consists of the inner singletons (pp. 217/218; pp. 223/224) and the innermost 
bifolium of the gathering (pp. 219-22). See above (par.1. of the present study).

19 Needless to say, we are not able to find out whether the supposed lost bifolium (between pp. 212 
and 213 and between pp. 228 and 229) was affected by the crease or not.

20 In both cases this would imply an interruption of the re-sewing and binding process during which 
that part of the gathering was kept folded for some time for aims unknown to us.

21 Doane (ivi) defines Lucas’s reconstruction of the codicology of gathering 17 as “convincing”, but 
he does not state why.

22 In fact, the inner part of the gathering was never sewn independently from the outmost bifolium; 
all sheets (leaves and bifolia) in gathering 17 were stitched together simultaneously, both in the earliest 
sewing and in the re-sewing. See Raw ([1984]1994, passim).
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spine area. In the image of gathering 17 in the digitized link of the Bodleian 
Library as well as in Muir (2004) the crease is clearly recognizable not only on 
two of the three original bifolia and on the folia of the added section 23, as Raw 
indicates, but also, it seems to my eyes, on the outmost sheet, that is, on pp. 
211/212 (more markedly in the latter) and on pp. 229/(230) (more markedly in 
the former, maybe because p. (230) is very dirty and crumpled.). There a light 
crease lies clearly in the spine area and possibly on the outside margins (this is 
difficult to judge from the digital image). One alternative explanation for the 
crease near the spine on the outmost bifolium could be gathering 17 being 
joined to a binding board right there. 

The presence of the crease on the outmost bifolium is not stated by Raw, 
according to whom the crease affects only “the added portion together with two 
of the original bifolia” (Raw [1984] 1994, 269). Gollancz (1927, xcix), too, no-
tices that “the manuscript of Christ and Satan shows a ridge caused by its leaves 
having been folded across the middle.” According to him, “[t]he ridge in ques-
tion has affected pp. 229-30, and has also been communicated to a good many 
pages in Book I” (ivi). Gollancz’s words do not clearly explain his use of the verb 
affect, i.e. they do not unequivocally point out whether in his view the ridge on 
the outmost bifolium (pp. 212/212 and 229/(230)) has been caused by this bifo-
lium having been folded together with the other sheets (bifolia and singletons) 
of the gathering, or if it is, say, just an imprint left by the ‘proper’ ridge after the 
folded sheets of Christ and Satan had been unfolded and re-stitched together 
with the outmost bifolium. This might have been the case, too, with the pages 
in Book I that Gollancz refers to by stating that the ridge on the manuscript of 
Christ and Satan “has also been communicated to them” (ivi, s. above) 24. In any 
case, Gollancz, too, notices a crease on the outmost bifolium on the same posi-
tion in the spine area as in the inner pages.

A more accurate look at the features the crease takes on in the pages 
of the gathering may suggest a reasonable answer to the issue of whether the 
crease in the spine area on the outmost bifolium (pp. 211/212 and 229/(230)) 
has the same origin as the crease in the inner part of the gathering or not. The 
crease on the outmost bifolium (pp. 211/212 and 229/(230)) looks much light-
er than that in the first inner bifolium (pp. 213/214 and 227/228). The notable 
difference between the depth of the crease in both bifolia cannot be explained 
only through a bifolium having gone lost between them 25. 

23 All images of MS. Junius 11 in the present article are drawn from the Bodleian digital fac-
simile of the manuscript (by courtesy of the Bodleian Library). The evidence I provide through the pho-
tographic details in the present article is best visible at the website itself. <http://image.ox.ac.uk/
show?collection= bodleian&manuscript=msjunius11> (accessed 15/12/2014). 

24 See also Lucas (1979,49), below in this paragraph.
25 On the loss of a bifolium in gathering 17 s. above, par. 1 in the present study.

http://image.ox.ac.uk/show?collection=�bodleian&manuscript=msjunius11
http://image.ox.ac.uk/show?collection=�bodleian&manuscript=msjunius11
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If one considers each single open bifolium in gathering 17 (after opening 
it up), one can unmistakably notice two facts. First, the crease in the outmost 
bifolium is less evident than in all others. Second, in all inner bifolia (i.e. all 
bifolia inside the outmost one), the crease in the left leaf in each open bifolium 
always looks more ‘ramifying’ than in the conjugate right leaf, since the crease 
in the left leaf usually consists of a two- or threefold line, whereas in the right 
leaf it always looks more linear, more like a neat line across the page. Here the 
crease in the first inner bifolium (pp. 213 on the recto / 214 on the verso and 
227 on the recto / 228 on the verso) is given:

p. 213

p. 214 p. 227

p. 228

Fig. 2 – The crease scheme in the first inner bifolium.

214 227

213  228

Fig. 3 – MS. Junius 11, pp. 213, 214, 227, 228. The crease in the first inner bifolium.

As I have stated, on the left side pages (pp. 213/214) the crease forms a twofold 
or multiple line, whereas on the right side pages (pp. 227/228) it consists of a 
single neat line. All bifolia in gathering 17 except the outmost bifolium follow 
this ‘multiple left side vs. simple right side’-scheme 26.

26 The constraints of the present format do not allow me to reproduce the crease scheme in all bifolia 
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These facts lead to two conclusions. First, the crease in the outmost bi-
folium of gathering 17 has a different origin than the crease in the inner ones, 
since the former looks on the whole much fainter and – which is even more 
relevant – shaped too differently. If the outmost bifolium had been kept folded 
together with the others, we should expect it to show the same crease structure 
as the others (two- or three fold crease on the left half sheet vs. simple crease 
on the right half sheet). We should also expect it to have in its two halves the 
deepest and the faintest crease of the gathering (respectively, the deepest one 
across the left half sheet and the faintest one across the right half sheet). 

The second conclusion is quite a qualified one for now because it will 
need a hands-on analysis of the manuscript to be confirmed. As can be gained 
from the digitized images from Muir (2004) and from the Bodleian link, the 
folding angle of the parchment in the crease area strongly suggests that the 
gathering (except the outmost bifolium) was folded with p. 213 outside and p. 
228 inside. Thus, very probably the two- or threefold crease, that is, the larger 
crease area was outwards in the folded gathering, the neat one inwards.

p. 213

p. 228

Fig. 4 – Reconstruction of the folded sheets.

According to Lucas (1979, 49), the crease proper affected only the sheet corre-
sponding to pp. 213-28 and the sheets and singletons inside it; he considers this 
to be the “inner quire” (ivi) originally folded like a booklet:

Pp. 213-28 were originally folded very sharply at line 16, i.e. across the middle of the 
page, with the present leaf 2 on the outside and leaf 9 on the inside, and this crease 

except the outmost one; however, it is recognizable in Muir 2004 and in the Bodleian images on the quoted 
webpage.
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has been reflected on to the outer leaves (pp. 211-12, 229-30) during the long period 
of time that the leaves have been bound up together. From an examination of the 
manuscript it is clear that pp. 213-28 were creased (i.e. folded and unfolded) but that 
the corresponding ‘ripple’ in pp. 211/212 and 229/230 is not a crease, merely a ‘reflec-
tion’ of the crease in pp. 213-28. The crease has also been communicated through pp. 
211-12 to the preceding quire.

My reconstruction of the folding structure, with p. 213 as the outmost folded 
page and p. 228 as the innermost folded page 27, corresponds to Lucas’s re-
construction of the folding direction 28. Nevertheless, to my eyes the ridges on 
some of the pages (e.g. p. 214) look as if the ‘booklet’ might have been folded 
at least once in the opposite direction, too (i.e. with page 213 inside and p. 228 
outside). 

Whatever origin we may suggest for the crease on the outmost bifolium 
of gathering 17 – it possibly being an imprint of the ‘proper’ crease or a mark 
of the gathering being tightly bound to one board right there – it cannot in-
validate Raw’s ([1984] 1994, 269) conclusion that the crease in the inner part 
of the gathering (from p. 213 to p. 228) was caused after the slipping sideways 
of the bifolia (and, I should add, of the said singleton of pp. 223/224, too) in 
connection with the 13th-century re-sewing – probably, directly before the re-
sewing. Raw’s reconstruction also shows that the crease was later than the first 
sewing of Junius 11 in the 11th century. Thus, according to this evidence the 
crease is not due to a supposed 11th-century circulation of the Christ and Satan 
sheets in the form of an originally separate booklet 29. As to the possible aims 
of such a folding, Raw ([1984] 1994: 269-270) admits: “Why this part of the 
manuscript should have been folded remains a mystery.” 

Gollancz, too, has focussed on the issue of the dating of the crease. He 
suggests a relative dating by arguing against Clubb (1925, xv) that the writing 
came after the folding 30:

Professor Clubb states, erroneously in my opinion, that the folding succeeded the 
writing. […] I am convinced that the contrary was the case. The script just above the 
folds shows the characteristics incident to such a condition of the parchment. Certain 
lines, e.g. pp. 226, 227, 228, l. 16, show the cramped style due to the scribe’s avoi-
dance of the ridge, and so with lines in the same position on other pages. The ridge 

27 We do not know whether the supposed lost bifolio in the original gathering was folded or not, so 
actually pp. 213 and 228 are, in my scheme, respectively the outside and inside page of the folded portion. 

28 In fact, “the present leaf 2” (Lucas 1979, 49), which in Lucas’s view was on the outside, corre-
sponds to pp. 213/214 and “leaf 9” (ibid.), which in his view was on the inside, corresponds to pp. 227/228.

29 I am not able to check the position of the crease on the stub corresponding to the other singleton 
(pp. 217/218) because it is not clearly visible on the Bodleian link or in Muir (2004).

30 On this point s. also Clubb (1928, 304-06).
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in question has affected pp. 229-30, and has also been communicated to a good many 
pages in Book I. From this it may be inferred that the ridge in the leaves inserted 
between the first and the last leaves of the gathering (which had belonged to Daniel) 
preceded the writing. (Gollancz 1927, xcix)

Here follows a section of the digital images from the Bodleian link of the pages 
(pp. 226, 227, 228, l. 16) Gollancz takes as evidence for his relative dating. 
What we see on line 16 contradicts Gollancz’s claim 31:

p. 226, line 16 “help…”

p. 227, line 16 “gecw…”

p. 228, line 16 “cyning…”

Fig. 5 – MS. Junius 11, line 16 on pp. 226, 227, 228.

To me, script in line 16 does not look more cramped than in other lines in those 
very pages 32; on the whole, I can find no evidence that the writer tried to avoid 
the crease (for instance by writing along the crease instead of along the ruled 
line). 

31 I would like to thank prof. Emanuele Bertoni of the Accademia di Belle Arti di Urbino for his 
great help in preparing the photographic details for publication.

32 The issue of whether the handwriting looks cramped or not, or whether it looks more cramped at 
one point in the page than at another, is often a matter of subjective perception, since the quality of being 
cramped cannot be univocally ‘measured’. The last word as to these lines being cramped or not should be 
left to the reader of this study. 
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Generally speaking, the contrary seems the case throughout the pages 
affected by the crease 33. Here follows just one of the many possible instances 
from one of the pages affected by the crease. It is a detail of the crease in the 
right side of p. 213:

Fig. 6 – MS. Junius 11, p. 213, crease on line 16, detail.

The crease on p. 213 cuts through the words of line 16. One of them, sceoden, 
was corrected into sceoldon by adding l and o above. As is clearly visible, the 
crease cuts through this correction-o. Given the plenty of space above sceoden, 
the corrector could have easily avoided the crease by adding the o a couple of 
mms above the crease. This is firm evidence that the crease is later than both 
the correction and the main text script; thus, the leaf was already written when 
it was folded. 

Clubb’s conclusion that the folding followed the writing confirms in Lu-
cas’s (1979, 49) eyes the correctness of his own thesis that leaves 2 to 9 (i.e. pp. 
213 to 28) must have had a separate existence in the form of a booklet before 
they were inserted into quire 17 of MS Junius 11. As a further confirmation for 
his booklet’s thesis Lucas refers also to Clubb’s (1925, 35) argument that some 
of the letters (especially those with ascenders) in line 16 of pp. 226, 227, and 
228 – i.e. in Lucas’s (1979, 49) view the innermost pages in the folded booklet 
– “have become partially indistinct through repeated folding and unfolding of 
the parchment” (ivi). This explanation of the fading ink is shared by Remley 
(1996, 21), according to whom nobody has yet countered this argument.

Apart from the fact that “repeated folding and unfolding” in itself does 
not demonstrate the booklet thesis, as I have shown, and that pp. 226, 227 and 

33 The reader should verify this personally through the help of the magnifier in Muir (2004) or in the 
quoted Bodleian link.
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228 being inside the folded ‘booklet’ would be in itself no reason enough for 
the letters on their crease to be more damaged than those on the crease in the 
outer leaves, we should also note that Lucas’s and Remley’s are no conclusive 
evidence for a further reason. Careful observation of the MS pages gives ample 
evidence that letters and their ascenders situated on a crease or next to it may 
become partially indistinct in ways other than through repeated folding and 
unfolding of the parchment (and, conversely, that folding and unfolding in 
itself does not necessary cause ink loss). I will now show that ink in MS Junius 
11 easily fades away when it finds itself on any kind of uneven surface (be it 
a ridge, a relief, or a furrow) and is thus permanently exposed to contact to 
other surfaces (for instance, to the parchment of the opposite page) or it had 
not been properly absorbed in the parchment (for instance when a letter was 
written on the furrow side of a ruling). I will give here only some of the many 
instances in MS Junius 11 when a part of a letter has lost its ink and suggest for 
each case an explanation for this loss, and finally compare it with the letters on 
the crease in pp. 226, 227 and 228 as well as on the further ‘booklet’ creases.

Let us start from gathering 17. The following two details are from p. 212, 
which belongs to the original quire 17 but apparently was not folded into the 
supposed ‘booklet’. In these cases it is clear that ink faded away from the let-
ters at the place when they cross the relief side of the ruling. See for instance g 
in æðelinga, the second o in snotor, the g, s and e in gaste, the whole word gyf, 
the f in staf and so on:

Fig. 7 – MS. Junius 11, p. 212, right margin, right end of lines 3-7.

See again on p. 212, left margin, first word of line 18. Here, too, the ink has 
faded from the relief side of the ruling: 
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Fig. 8 – MS. Junius 11, p. 212, left margin, first word of line 18.

Again on p. 212, here on the last line, we have relief-caused fading of the ink. 
Here, too, the relief side has caused the ink fading away from the basis and the 
ascenders of several letters:

Fig. 9 – MS. Junius 11, p. 212, the bottom line.

The relief of a ruling causes the corresponding ink being permanently exposed 
to other surfaces and thus it possibly fading away. In this, it behaves similarly 
to a ridge or a crease, which is itself a relief. If ink is on a ridge, it tends to fade 
away on grounds of its being on a relief and thus exposed to other surfaces. 
This is reason enough for ink to fade away; repeated folding is another possible 
but not necessary cause for ink loss.

Let us examine some instances of ink fading away from ridges in gather-
ing 17. On some of the inner leaves an oblique ridge is to be found respectively 
on the upper right corner of the recto page and on the upper left corner of the 
verso page. How it originated is not clear, but given the presence of similar 
oblique ridges on analogous positions in other gatherings (e.g. pp. 13/14; pp. 
83-87, gatherings 3 and 7) we cannot hold this oblique ridge in gathering 17 
as further evidence for an independent booklet circulation of that gathering 
portion. Here is one portion of the oblique crease on the right upper corner of 
a recto page, p. 217:
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Fig. 10 – MS. Junius 11, p. 217, right end of lines 3 and 4.

The ink on the ascender of the lower þ and on the middle of the upper þ has 
crumbled away in correspondence of the crease, even though this crease is not 
the supposed ‘booklet crease’, i.e. it is not the horizontal crease across the page 
which Lucas holds to have been repeatedly folded and unfolded. This oblique 
crease was quite surely not “repeatedly folded and unfolded” and has never-
theless lost its ink. 

The second instance from p. 217 is a vertical crease starting about from 
line 16 – the line affected by the supposed horizontal ‘booklet crease’ – and 
ranging down to line 22. This vertical crease cannot have been repeatedly fold-
ed and unfolded, nevertheless the letters affected by it, such as the o in feond 
(line 18), the t in to (line 19), the e in waldend (line 20), have lost their ink and 
the parchment corresponding to the crease looks almost as worn out as if it 
might have been folded and unfolded more than once: 

Fig. 11 – MS. Junius 11. A vertical crease on p. 217.
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Similarly, on p. 223 a bulge in the lower right corner of the page has caused ink 
loss from the corresponding words even though the bulge itself was not repeat-
edly folded and unfolded: 

Fig. 12 – MS. Junius 11. A bulge on p. 223.

The same can be said about ink loss from a bulge on the upper right corner of p. 
224. Although the bulge was not “repeatedly folded and unfolded”, the ink loss 
there looks very much the same as from the ‘booklet crease’:

Fig. 13 – MS. Junius 11. A bulge on the upper right corner of p. 224.
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Evidence from gatherings other than 17 are even more interesting, because 
those gatherings are not suspected of having ever been folded into a booklet 
shape, so that creases, reliefs, furrows and other kinds of uneven surfaces as 
well as ink loss from them are unmistakably due to other reasons than to sup-
posed folding. Let us see some images from various parts of the MS.

In gathering 1, p. 2, lines 24 and 25 give evidence of ink loss both for the 
letters being written on the relief side of the ruling and for their being crossed 
by a crease. See the ridge across þ in þa (line 24, right) and the ruling relief 
across almost all words in line 25:
 

Fig. 14 – MS. Junius 11, gathering 1, p. 1, lines 24 and 25.

On p. 12, gathering 2, an oblique crease has caused the loss of the ink on the points 
where the relief of the crease has exposed the ink to contact with other surfaces:

Fig. 15 – MS. Junius 11, gathering 2, p. 12, an oblique crease.

In gathering 3, p. 14, left margin, lines 25 and 26, ink loss is due to the relief 
of the ruling:

Fig. 16 – MS. Junius 11, gathering 3, p. 14, left margin, lines 25 and 26.
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Evidence of ink loss from letters written on the furrow side of the ruling comes 
from several pages in the MS, though it is not so often the case as with the re-
lief. This instance is from gathering 4, p. 25, line 1: 

Fig. 17 – MS. Junius 11, gathering 4, p. 25, line 1.

Ink loss along both the relief and the furrow side of rulings is to be found not 
only on the first and last lines, but anywhere in the page. Here it is on line 9 of 
p. 26 in gathering 4 (relief side of the ruling):

Fig. 18 – MS. Junius 11, gathering 4, p. 26, line 9.

Uneven surface in the form of a bulge, too, causes ink loss, as can be seen on p. 
33, gathering 4, line 26. The letters t and o in witod are involved:

Fig. 19 – MS. Junius 11, gathering 4, p. 33, line 26.
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Evidence from throughout the MS has shown that letters and their ascenders 
and descenders can become partially indistinct for reasons other than repeated 
folding and unfolding of the parchment. Some of the examples given above 
look quite similar to ink loss from the letters on the ‘booklet crease’. 

With these examples in mind, let us now analyse in detail ink loss from 
the ‘booklet crease’ on all leaves. Ink loss will be considered also in connection 
with the state of the parchment on the corresponding area, in order to analyze 
any possible hint for “repeated folding and unfolding”. I am following the col-
location of the pages in each bifolium and singleton in gathering 17, starting 
from the outmost bifolium of the ‘booklet’, which contains both its supposedly 
outmost page (p. 213) and the supposedly innermost page (p. 228):

outmost bifolium (pp. 213/214 – 227/228)

p. 213 (multiple lined crease)

p. 214 (multiple lined crease)

p. 227 (single-lined crease)

p. 228 (single-lined crease)

Fig. 20 – MS. Junius 11, crease on the outmost bifolium (pp. 213/214 – 227/228).
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In this bifolium, only on p. 213, which is supposed to have been the outmost 
page of the ‘booklet’ and has together with p. 214 a multiple-lined crease-type, 
and on the left half of p. 214, do we find ink loss along most of the crease, but 
it does not look worse than on other pages in gathering 17 or in the other gath-
erings. The writing in the crease area can be easily read. On the right side of 
p. 214 as well as on the other pages ink loss concerns only sporadic groups of 
letters on the crease and it does not look different from ink loss on other leaves 
in the MS as they have been shown above. Nor does parchment in this bifolium 
look particularly worn out in the crease area, which might be the case if it had 
been repeatedly folded and unfolded.

Bifolium (pp. 215/216 – 225/226)

p. 215 (multiple-lined crease)

p. 216 (multiple-lined crease)

p. 225 (single-lined crease)

p. 226 (single-lined crease)

Fig. 21 – MS. Junius 11, bifolium (pp. 215/216 – 225/226).

On p. 215 ink loss is found especially in the middle of the crease area; on p. 216 
letters are still very clearly readable on the multiple-lined crease, even though 
ink has faded away at different heights from some ascenders and descenders. 
There are several other long creases, vertical and oblique ones, throughout p. 
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216 and ink has faded away along them in a way very similar to ink loss from the 
central ‘booklet crease’. On p. 225 the single-lined ridge looks as though the leaf 
might have been occasionally folded in both directions; no ink has gone lost, 
apart from some descenders on the left side of the page. The single-lined ridge 
on p. 226 looks shorter than on the corresponding p. 225 and not deep. On the 
whole, p. 226 is in quite a poor state as concerns ink loss. Many letters through-
out the whole page look as if ink had crumbled away: the ridge area does not 
look worse. Along the ridge only some of the ascenders have suffered ink loss. 

Singleton (lost conjugate leaf – pp. 223/224)

p. 223 (single-lined crease)

p. 224 (single-lined crease)

Fig. 22 – MS. Junius 11, singleton (lost conjugate leaf – pp. 223/224).

On p. 223 ink loss from the crease has an aspect analogous to ink loss from the 
bulge on the lower right corner of the page (Fig. 12), even though the bulge 
was not repeatedly folded and unfolded; the ridge is quite sharp, except on the 
right. On p. 224 the very sporadic ink loss is mainly from descenders. It looks 
similar to ink loss from a bulge on the upper right corner of the page (Fig. 13), 
for which bulge we may exclude “repeated folding and unfolding”. 

Singleton (pp. 217/218 – lost conjugate leaf)

p. 217 (multiple-lined crease)

p. 218 (multiple-lined crease)

Fig. 23 – MS. Junius 11, singleton (pp. 217/218 – lost conjugate leaf).
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Although parchment in the crease area of p. 217 looks more chapped than 
in other multiple-lined crease areas, there is little ink loss. Descenders in that 
area have lost part of their ink in a way similar to those affected by the oblique 
crease in the upper right corner of the page, which was quite surely not “re-
peatedly folded and unfolded” (Fig. 10). In any case, ink losses are to be found 
throughout the whole page, in correspondence to the chaps in the parchment. 
On p. 218 the multiple-line crease is of course present (in fact it is the verso of 
the crease on p. 217); however it is barely visible and letters and their descend-
ers are well preserved.

Innermost bifolium (pp. 219/220 – 221/222)

p. 219 (multiple-lined crease)

p. 220 (multiple-lined crease)

p. 221 (single-lined crease)

p. 222 (single-lined crease)

Fig. 24 – MS. Junius 11, gathering 17, innermost bifolium (pp. 219/220 – 221/222).

On p. 219 one of the ridges in the multiple-lined crease is very deep and sharp 
and the parchment within the crease area is on the whole in a noteworthy 
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crumpled state. Nevertheless, ink from letters in that area is surprisingly well 
preserved. It has gone lost from some points along the ascenders and descend-
ers as well as from the medial letter area, but not so diffusedly as one would 
expect given the state of the parchment. The crease on p. 220 has the same 
multiple-lined structure as on p. 219 and the same ridge standing out for its 
deepness and sharpness. On this page (220) there is no ink loss at all from the 
crease area. On p. 221, the single-lined crease is quite short but very deep. It 
cuts through the written line and has caused many letters and their ascenders 
as well descenders to lose part of the ink. P. 222 looks on the whole in a very 
bad state, with ridges and ink loss everywhere. On the single-lined ‘booklet 
crease’, letters and their ascenders or descenders do not look marred worse 
than they are through the other creases elsewhere on the page.

4. coNclusioNs

With all this evidence in mind, we can now draw some conclusions. First, the 
state of the ink of the letters affected by the supposed ‘booklet crease’ on the 
whole is not worse than that of the letters crossed by other creases or written 
on other kinds of uneven surfaces. In fact, along the ‘booklet creases’ on sev-
eral pages no ink loss has occurred. Second, an uneven surface, be it a crease 
or whatever else, does not necessarily cause ink loss from the letters written 
on it. Third, ink loss can be caused by letters being constantly exposed to con-
tact with other surfaces and not necessarily by repeated folding and unfolding. 
From all this it follows that Lucas’s claim that ink loss from some letters and 
theirs ascenders or descenders is evidence for “repeated folding and unfolding 
of the parchment” must be rejected. Ink loss may derive from repeated folding 
and unfolding but it is not sure evidence for this, since it can have other origins. 
This is true even if we consider it in connection with the state of the parchment 
in the crease area. As we have noticed, parchment in the crease area looks very 
rumpled only on pp. 217 and 219. Therefore, both ink loss and parchment 
crumpling through the middle of the supposed ‘booklet’ pages should be ex-
plained in ways other than through “repeated folding and unfolding”. If they 
were due to repeated folding and unfolding, we should expect them to be on 
all pages affected by the crease, not only on a part of them. I suggest that both 
ink loss and parchment damage are due to these pages being kept folded into 
one another for some time, which is quite an unfavourable physical condition 
for parchment, and that the absence of sewing may have caused the constant 
switching and rubbing of the folded leaves against one another. They may have 
been occasionally, but not usually, folded and unfolded. They might have been 
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kept unfolded for a while and then refolded into the unsewn ‘booklet’, maybe 
in order that a part of Christ and Satan be copied onto another codex before 
it was definitely re-sewn into MS Junius 11 34. We should note that inside the 
‘booklet’ some leaves are in a worse condition than others, which may suggest 
that some leaves may have been taken away for a while for some kind of use. 
A further element against the booklet thesis is the fact that, if p. 213 were the 
‘cover’ of the supposed booklet, we should expect it to look more dirty and 
ruined, which is not the case. This evidence contradicts Robinson’s ([1878] 
1994, 27) feature 6 35, unless we posit that the lost bifolium Raw (ibid., 263; 271 
et passim) reconstructs between the outside bifolium of the original gathering 
and the added portion (i.e. the ‘booklet’) must have once been itself part of the 
‘booklet’ and its left side leaf the ‘cover’ of the ‘booklet’ itself 36. Finally, even if 
the crease, the state of the parchment in the crease area and the ink loss might 
indeed derive from “repeated folding and unfolding”, this alone would be no 
conclusive evidence for this part of gathering 17 to have been conceived as a 
self-contained codicological unit designed for circulating, i.e. as a booklet of the 
kind Bischoff (1965) and Robinson ([1978] 1994) outline and Lucas (1979) 
refers to for his thesis. 

A codicological issue is never an end in itself. It is related to a manuscript 
as a living object. Scholarship on Junius 11 in the past forty years has looked at 
this codex from an editorial perspective and tried to take on the point of view 
of its original producers and users. The questions whether there was a principle 
behind the compilation of Junius 11 and whether Christ and Satan was planned 
to be a part of the compilation from its very inception have long been debated. 
The outcome of the present study, which provides further evidence against the 
booklet thesis, seems to confirm the current dominant view: the insertion of 
Christ and Satan into the manuscript was an early afterthought 37, but those who 
copied down this poem intended to make it from the very onset an integral part 
of Junius 11. 

34 The end of Christ and Satan is on p. 229, which is not affected by the ‘booklet’ crease.
35 See above, par. 2. on early medieval booklets.
36 This would mean that p. 213 was not the outside ‘cover’ exposed to dirt but it was inside the 

lost bifolium and thus unexposed. Lucas (1979, 51-22) proposes that on the outside of the sheet corre-
sponding to pp. 213/214-227/228 an additional singleton or a bifolium containing on one page the end of 
Christ and Satan (ll. 710-729) might have existed as an original part of the booklet. According to Lucas’s 
reconstruction (ivi), that singleton or bifolium was then discarded when the ‘booklet’ was inserted into the 
manuscript and those lines of the poem rewritten onto p. 219 of gathering 17 (s. above, par. 1 in the present 
article). But if we accept Raw’s analysis, this outmost booklet leaf or sheet cannot ever have existed.

37 When stating that Christ and Satan was an early ‘afterthought’, we should operate a fine distinction. 
Physical evidence from gathering 17 strongly suggests that the poem was inserted into the gathering sometime 
later than the gathering itself had been prepared and Daniel written onto it. Nevertheless, thematic evidence 
makes me agree with Hall (1976, 41 and 2002, 66) that the manuscript, which had been evidently conceived 
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aBstract

This article deals with a crease in gathering 17 of the Old English MS. Junius 11 (Ox-
ford, Bodleian Library), especially with its possible role as evidence that a part of this 
gathering may have originated as a self-contained booklet before being bound into the 
MS. After a critical assessment of scholarship on this issue, the article shows that the 
crease cannot be considered as a piece of evidence for the booklet thesis and that MS. 
Junius 11 cannot therefore be defined as a composite manuscript.




