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Glimpsing the Fall: An Introduction 

At the top of the page, a scribe has written “nu hie word-cwyde his, lare forleton” in dark 

ink, the only text on the page.1 Below the single line, two images appear in an upper and lower 

register, both framed by simple-yet-stark red lines. In the upper register, two figures stand on barren 

ground, also outlined in red. In a darker ink, now brown from centuries of oxidation, one of the 

figures, a woman, stands slightly elevated on a small rock on the right side of the frame. A man 

stands on the left, his feet parted in a “V” shape. His feet are directed not at his partner, but rather 

at the viewer. He brings his right arm forward, placing his hand over his groin, his fingers attempting 

to cover the area. His long, textured hair is swept behind his right shoulder. His left arm raised to his 

head, bending at the elbow, he touches four of his fingers to his face. His top, first finger touches 

his forehead; his second comes just below his left eye. These fingers seem to attempt to cover his 

eyes, but between his fingers, his eyes are still visible to the viewer. His third and fourth fingers fall 

under his nose and onto his chin, respectively. His gaze, we find, is directed not skyward in penance 

but across the image, to his partner. This is Adam, and Adam’s gaze is consumed by Eve.  

 Eve, drawn in the same dark ink as Adam, holds a similar pose, a mirror reflection of 

Adam’s. Her left arm is drawn over her body in shame, her fingers falling over her groin, covering 

the area. Two textured strands of her hair are draped dramatically over her left breast. Her right 

hand, mirroring Adam’s left hand, is raised to her face. Her top, first finger rests on her forehead, 

while her second finger touches her right eye directly. Her third finger touches the tip of her nose, 

while her fourth finger rests sensuously, perhaps suggestively, on her bottom lip. Her gaze meets 

Adam’s, looking slightly downward due to her elevation on the small rock. She and Adam stand 

alone in this register, the trees and creatures of Eden having fallen away. 

 
1 “Now that they have abandoned his teachings, his spoken word,” a continuation from the previous page’s line, “The 
ruler’s disfavor for them is certain […].” These words are narrated by Satan’s Messenger, reflecting upon his success. 
Daniel Anlezark, ed. and trans., Old Testament Narratives. Dumbarton Oaks Medieval Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 2011). All Old English and translations, unless otherwise noted, are derived from Anlezark’s edition 
and, at times, amended with reference to the Bosworth-Toller Anglo-Saxon Dictionary. All referenced images, found in 
Appendix A, are reproduced from the Digital Bodleian’s online facsimile, Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, 
https://digital.bodleian.ox.ac.uk/objects/d5e3a9fc-abaa-4649-ae48-be207ce8da15/. 
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Fig. 1. Fall of Adam and Eve—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 34. 

 This striking image is found in an early medieval English manuscript, accompanying the text 

of an Old English Biblical poem, Genesis B. The MS. Junius 11, the manuscript in question, has long 

been at the center of scholarly debate regarding the relationship between text and image, wherein 

some argue that images are no more than a summarizing or simply illustrative accompaniment to a 

richer text, while others understand images as able to exist separately from textual narrative and 

exegesis. Instead of presenting a cycle of images that closely illustrate textual details, the manuscript 

complicates traditional understandings of the relationship between text and image, as the 

illustrations present a visual exegesis on Genesis B and Genesis material more broadly. In doing so, it 

offers a fascinating opening for a richer, integrative study of the manuscript as a text-object, 

requiring the physical, sensory engagement of a reader and viewer to understand the layers of 

exegetical work being conducted by the creators of the manuscript, including the manuscript’s 

historical contributors—its poets, artists, scribes, binders, and readers. 

 This image presents a visual interpretation of a completed Fall for the Edenic pair, 

emphasizing their postlapsarian attention to their senses in their semiotic gestures toward their 

sensory organs.2 Moreover, the pair are placed below the words of the Satanic Messenger, who 

 
2 The mouth is most obviously understood to indicate the sense of taste within the traditional five-sense sensorium. As 
shall be discussed below, however, the medieval sensorium often also classified speech as a sense. For further discussion 
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relishes in the abandonment of God’s rightful teachings. As the only words on the page, an 

exceptional codicological layout rarely seen elsewhere in the Junius 11, the page strikes the viewer’s 

eye as shocking, stark, and strange. The glance flickers between the Messenger’s description of 

Adam and Eve’s Fall and the hands which attempt to cover the faces and genitals of the 

postlapsarian humans. The artist draws a sharp connection between the pair’s abandonment of God 

and their sensory perception. In doing so, the image acts as a visual hermeneutic for approaching the 

text of Genesis B, as well as the canonical Genesis narrative more broadly, acting independently upon 

the text and the viewer’s imagination.  

As I will argue in the sections that follow, the Junius 11 manuscript, particularly in its section 

containing Genesis B, is a complex codex with an often-elusive relationship between text and image, 

with several scholars noting the strange placement of images in relation to the text, or the illustrative 

details that seem to break with the text’s understanding of narrated events. This seeming disjuncture 

between the poetic and visual narratives in the Junius 11, however, presents the manuscript’s readers 

with the opportunity to examine the narratives separately, then to understand the visual and textual 

components of the manuscript against each other. As we shall find, a full reading of the manuscript 

is only possible by understanding the text and image as in conversation with one another, with the 

poems and images acting as separate exegetical approaches to the Genesis narrative. In the course of 

this exploration of the manuscript, with an eye toward this integrative study of the Junius 11, the 

senses emerge as an essential component to understanding the ways in which the text and image 

diverge and converge in their hermeneutic approaches to the Temptations and the Fall.  

 

Approaching the Medieval Sensorium 

Since the late twentieth century, medievalists, from art historians to archaeologists, have 

become increasingly interested in conceptions of the senses in the Middle Ages. This “sensory turn,” 

or, as anthropologist David Howes writes, a “sensorial revolution,” starting in the 1980s and 1990s, 

“foregrounded the body as the sentient focus of the individual and the individual’s place in sensory 

communities,” calling attention to the materiality of the body and the objects with which a body 

interacts.3 As Caroline Walker Bynum, a preeminent scholar of medieval bodies, materiality, and 

 
on speech as a sense, see C. M. Woolgar, The Senses in Late Medieval England (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2006): 
84–104. 
3 Richard Newhauser, “Anthologizing the Medieval Senses: A Methodological Overview,” postmedieval: a journal of medieval 
cultural studies 12 (2021): 124. David Howes, “Charting the Sensorial Revolution,” The Senses & Society 1, no. 1 (2006): 113. 
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gender, describes in 1995, there was “in social and religious practice, a sense of the immediacy of 

bodies, living and dead” in the texts produced by philosophers, theologians, and even the broader 

laity in the Middle Ages.4 Art historians, in particular, were fundamental in opening this new area for 

research, focusing on the ways in which vision interacts with the other senses. Figures like Georgia 

Frank and Michael Camille were instrumental at the turn of the millennium in describing medieval 

visuality within a sociohistorical understanding of the senses and their construction within 

Christianity. To that end, Frank has argued that late antique Christians “cultivated a religious 

epistemology that combined the noblest of the senses (sight) with the most animalistic one (touch),” 

working to develop a fully realized concept of a medieval sensorium that incorporates not only 

vision, about which much was written in antiquity, but other methods of engaging with the 

corporeal world.5 From the work of these earlier art historians to the current wide-ranging work on 

the history of science, the concentration on the presence of and attention to vision throughout 

widely varying media—from church apses to metal rings to, as is relevant for our current study, 

manuscripts—has expanded to include each of the senses—vision, hearing, smell, touch, and taste.6 

Before understanding the historical conceptions of the senses in the early Middle Ages, it is 

first important to understand the senses in the contexts that are most fruitful to their application for 

the purposes of this study, namely understanding the senses as part of a broader social and religious 

framework. The senses, importantly, are not taken to be simply as “natural, biological, and physical” 

methods by which a body receives information regarding its surroundings.7 Indeed, researchers of 

the Middle Ages must also understand the senses as “fundamentally cultural, social, and historical,” 

with different societies understanding, organizing, and prioritizing the senses in different manners.8 

This conception of the senses as sociohistorical and often carrying religious significance emerges 

partially from the work of cultural historian Constance Classen, whose 1997 article “Foundations for 

an anthropology of the senses” has been widely influential within communities of medievalists 

starting to think about the medieval sensorium. Jørgensen, in his essays on medieval perception, has 

 
4 Caroline Walker Bynum, “Why All the Fuss about the Body? A Medievalist’s Perspective,” Critical Inquiry 22, no. 1 
(Autumn 1995): 33. 
5 Georgia Frank, “The Pilgrim’s Gaze in the Age Before Icons,” in Visuality Before and Beyond the Renaissance: Seeing as 
Others Saw, ed. Robert S. Nelson (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 107. 
6 Newhauser, “Anthologizing,” 126. Importantly, as we shall discuss, some scholars might argue that speech deserves a 
place within this list.   
7 Hans Henrik Lohfert Jørgensen, “Sensorium: A Model for Medieval Perception,” in The Saturated Sensorium: Principles of 
Perception and Mediation in the Middle Ages, ed. Jørgensen, Laugerud, and Skinnebach (Aarhus: Aarhus University Press, 
2015): 27. 
8 Jørgensen, “Sensorium,” 27. 
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built on Classen’s work, arguing that, within the medieval Christian framework of the senses, the 

sensorium was “fundamentally structured and formed” by an individual’s desire to “identify and 

apprehend the signs of God’s presence in this world, or of the vicarious authorities representing 

Him on earth.”9 Arguing for the concept of a hagiosensorium, Jørgensen defines the term as an 

organization of the senses aimed at “sensing the holy” and “authenticating and sanctifying holy 

sense experiences,” both through the “internal cultivation” of one’s internal modes of perception 

but also though an “external framework” of the sensory instruments.10  

These attempts to “sense the holy” as a means of authenticating one’s sensory experiences 

that approach the divine can be found across a wide variety of media in the Middle Ages. Art 

objects, including those used in ecclesiastical settings, often worked to enhance and heighten an 

individual’s sensory experience. In the later Middle Ages, monstrances became a popular method of 

presenting the consecrated eucharistic host, acting as a “hagioscope” or “sacred looking glass” for 

viewers, allowing them to visually consume the host that was imbued with “oral and tactile 

undertones.”11 A transparent cylinder held within an ornate metal encasement, a monstrance was a 

usual sight in Gothic churches, often even processed through the church, allowing a greater number 

of eyes to fall upon it. The visual consumption of the host was, however, not the only sensorial 

experience that allowed an individual to sense the holy. Similarly, relics are understood to offer 

particular closeness with the divine, and one’s ability to touch, even indirectly, the holy allows the 

individual to engage with the divine in a haptic, bodily way. Foramina, waist-size holes cut into the 

sides of a venerated sarcophagus, offered a method for pilgrims and the faithful to touch the coffin 

of a saint without damaging it. Moreover, in participating in this “choreography of holy touch,” one 

could both see and feel their proximity to the divine.12  

Within this broader context of “sensing the holy” through one’s physical engagement with 

an art object, manuscripts emerge as important tactile media throughout the Middle Ages, both in 

their production and use. Manuscripts, whether in ecclesiastical or court settings, were intended to 

be both seen and heard, as they were often visually displayed and verbally performed for an 

audience. Manuscripts act as a medium of textual reception and transmission, but unlike modern 

private, individual usage of books, manuscripts in the early medieval English context were designed 

 
9 Jørgensen, “Sensorium,” 28. 
10 Jørgensen, “Sensorium,” 25–6.  
11 Jørgensen, “Sensorium,” 50. 
12 Jørgensen, “Sensorium,” 55–7. 
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to be pointedly “communal and auditory.”13 Their texts read aloud to an audience and their images 

displayed to viewers to accompany a text’s auditory transmission, manuscripts were performed 

through speech, paged through by touch, and consumed both visually and aurally. Moreover, Simon 

Thomson’s recent studies of the manufacture of a handful of Old English poetic manuscripts have 

revealed that some scribes readily “understood the copying of Old English texts as the making of 

texts for aural reception.”14 Thus, in understanding manuscripts in their contemporary context, the 

interpretive work done with both a manuscript’s text and image during this period is understood as 

mediated through sound and vision. In examining the Junius 11 manuscript within this broader 

context of the medieval hagiosensorium, we find a continuation of cross-media and multimedia 

approaches to the study of the senses.  

Across differing conceptions of the senses, particularly vision, Christian theologians and 

natural philosophers have paid particular attention to the senses as gateways to both the holy and 

the sinful. From early patristic texts, like Augustine’s Confessions, well into the Middle Ages, writers 

were particularly concerned with the uses of the senses deviate from devotion to God, instead 

allowing an individual to be tempted into sin. The division between the interior and exterior senses 

and the delights enjoyed by either formed a prominent strain of religious thought, and many writers 

felt compelled to discuss “attempts to spurn or deny” the snares of the bodily senses, or to “limit 

their influence.”15 Monastic rules, such as the late antique Rule of St. Augustine, as well as formal 

restrictions by church councils aimed to limit the influence of misappropriations of the senses. The 

1268 Council of London, concerned about the innocence of cloistered nuns, held that nuns should 

only visit specified places in the monastery, and they should otherwise remain cloistered, so that the 

fixed physical space might “enclose them and the senses of her body” and encourage each nun to 

look “at God alone with the eyes of the mind,” “contemplating [the] sweetness” of eternal life.16 

This focus on the body as a site for potential contamination directly through the temptation of the 

senses stretches back in Christian commentary to the late antique Church Fathers, and it is this 

strand of thought that will be particularly helpful in our examination of the text and image in Genesis 

 
13 Simon C. Thomson, “‘Whistle While You Work’: Scribal Engagement with Old English Poetic Texts,” in Sensory 
Perception in the Medieval West, ed. Simon C. Thomson and Michael D. J. Bintley, Utrecht Studies in Medieval Literacy 34 
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2016): 99. 
14 Thomson, “‘Whistle While You Work,’” 121–2. 
15 Woolgar, The Senses, 16–7. 
16 Councils and Synods, with Other Documents Relating to the English Church II: A.D. 1205–1313, ed. F. M. Powicke and C. R. 
Cheney (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964), 789. 
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B, which centers on the original Falls from grace of both the rebel angels and of humankind, 

particularly through a coordinated temptation of the senses in the latter’s case. 

 

An Overview of the Junius 11 Manuscript 

The subject of our examination, the Junius 11 manuscript, is the only illustrated manuscript 

among the four principal extant manuscripts of Old English poetry.17 As such, it has attracted avid 

scholarly attention, studied both for its literary and artistic contents, as well as its historical 

placement as an illustrated book of vernacular poetry. Despite the codicological, philological, art 

historical, and paleographical investigations into the manuscript, however, there remains a general 

lack of consensus about the manuscript’s origins—where and when it was created, for whom, and 

for what purpose. As with other manuscripts of uncertain origins, these lingering questions have 

further piqued scholarly interest in the Junius 11, both for its poems—which, as the products of 

transmission and transformation in early medieval Europe, present the stories of Creation and Fall, 

often in multiple versions throughout the codex—and for its image program—which, though 

unfinished, offers a striking set of depictions of Biblical narratives, at times disjointed from the 

surrounding text. While the enduring questions as to the who, what, when, where, and why of this 

manuscript are of import, this thesis cannot address each of them; rather, it begins with an overview 

of the manuscript, its history, and its scholarship. Thus, by understanding the Junius manuscript’s 

textual and visual origins, as well as its provenance and the state of current scholarship, we might 

better approach the question of the textual and visual narratives’ interplay. 

The Junius 11 manuscript, referred to in earlier scholarship as the Caedmon manuscript, was 

created between the late tenth and early eleventh centuries, likely in the monastic communities 

within Canterbury in Kent.18 The manuscript, a large folio codex roughly 12 ¾ by 8 inches, consists 

of four Old English poems written throughout the codex’s 116 parchment leaves: Genesis (pp. 1–

142), Exodus (pp. 143–71), Daniel (pp. 173–212), and Christ and Satan (pp. 213–29).19 In addition to 

the 116 extant folia, paginated by Junius in the seventeenth century as pages 1–229, there are twenty-

 
17 Barbara Raw, “The Probable Derivation of Most of the Illustrations in Junius 11 from an Illustrated Old Saxon 
‘Genesis,’” Anglo-Saxon England 5 (1976): 133. Raw notes that the famous Beowulf manuscript (British Library, Cotton 
Vitellius A.xv) also is illustrated, but only in the portions dedicated to the prose Wonders of the East. 
18 A. N. Doane, The Saxon Genesis: An Edition of the West Saxon ‘Genesis B’ and the Old Saxon Vatican ‘Genesis.’ (Madison: 
University of Wisconsin Press, 1991), 29–30.  
19 Falconer Madan, H. H. E Craster, and N. Denholm-Young, eds., A Summary Catalogue of Western Manuscripts in the 
Bodleian Library at Oxford, vol. 2, part 2 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1937), 965. Unless otherwise specified, all page 
numbers refer to the pagination done by Franciscus Junius upon his acquisition of the manuscript. 
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seven missing folia that had already been lost when it was paginated.20 Throughout the manuscript 

are various decorative features, including zoomorphic initials, often marking off poetic sections, and 

forty-eight half-page and full-page images, completed by two hands—one artist creating the first 

thirty-eight, the other taking the remaining ten.21 A single hand copied the first three poems of the 

codex—Genesis (both A and B), Exodus, and Daniel—on twenty-six-line pages (with a handful of 

exceptional twenty-five-line pages).22 Christ and Satan, the final work in the codex, is written by three 

separate hands and is concluded by the explicit “FINIT LIBER II: AMEN.”23 No such explicit 

demarcates the ending of Liber I, though scholars generally accept it to be comprised of Genesis, 

Exodus, and Daniel. Based on Barbara Raw’s study of the Junius 11, it seems that the inclusion of 

Christ and Satan was a modification of the original plan for the codex, but it does not constitute a 

much later addendum to the volume: instead, Christ and Satan was prepared no more than a 

generation later and was included with the rest of the codex when it was originally sewn together.24  

The first of the manuscript’s poems, Genesis, is comprised of two separate texts, one 

interpolated into the other; as a result, there is some overlap between the texts, and the story of the 

rebellion of the angels, led by Lucifer, is narrated twice. Genesis A (verse lines 1–234, 852–2936, 

pages 1–12, 40–142) opens the Junius manuscript, describing the fall of the rebel angels and the 

creation of the Earth, as well as the creation of Eve and the rivers of Paradise.25 Based on metrical 

and linguistic analyses, Genesis A likely derives from an eighth-century Old English predecessor, 

remaining in Old English in the Junius 11.26 Genesis B (verse lines 235–851, pages 13–40), on the 

other hand, describing the fall of the rebel angels and temptations of Adam and Eve, is not a native 

Old English poem but rather is a transliteration from an Old Saxon alliterative verse, likely 

composed on the continent during the ninth century.27  

 
20 Barbara Raw, “The Construction of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Junius 11,” Anglo-Saxon England 13 (1984): 188. 
21 Seiichi Suzuki, The Pictorial Organization of the Old English ‘Genesis’: The Touronian Foundations and Anglo-Saxon Adaptation, 
vol. 1 of The Miniatures and Meters of the Old English ‘Genesis,’ MS Junius 11 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2023), 2. 
22 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 29. 
23 Suzuki, The Pictorial Organization, 1. 
24 Raw, “The Construction,” 202. 
25 Due to a lacuna between pages 8 and 9, the creation of Adam is not narrated in the body of Genesis A.  
26 A. N. Doane, ‘Genesis A:’ A New Edition, Revised (Tempe: Arizona Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies, 2013), 
51–5. 
27 Suzuki, The Pictorial Organization, 2. As Doane notes, it is “inaccurate” to refer to the Old English Genesis B as a 
“translation.” Genesis B, as we shall discuss, is derived from an Old Saxon original text, which was transliterated into late 
West-Saxon, an Old English dialect. The lexical and morphological differences between Old Saxon and West-Saxon 
necessitated changes related to phonetics, but Doane argues that translation in the modern sense, “the transformation of 
a donor text into the idiom of the receptor language with all its linguistic and cultural intertexts,” is not present; instead, 
Genesis B has undergone a “familiarization,” changes made in copying a vernacular text to stabilize and standardize 
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In the manuscript as it exists today, the interpolated Genesis B falls between pages 13 and 40, 

problematized by the lacuna between pages 12 and 13. The writing on page 12 ends with Genesis A 

breaking midline, and the text of Genesis B first appears in midsentence at the top of page 13, a 

paraphrase of the Prohibition. The loss of an indeterminate number leaves at the end of the second 

gathering, between 12 and 13, which Raw argues occurred after the manuscript was resewn in the 

thirteenth century, results in this removal of the transition from Genesis A to Genesis B.28 

Nevertheless, the smooth transition from Genesis B back to Genesis A, taking place in line 8 on page 

40, makes clear that the Junius 11’s scribe did not view these two poems as separate; instead, viewing 

these poems as a single Genesis work, the scribe likely included a similarly neat, in-line transition 

between Genesis A and B, though it is now lost. Taken together, scholars understand the Genesis 

scribe to have worked from an exemplar containing Genesis A and B in an already-interpolated form, 

a form that resulted from a “deliberate substitution [of material from Genesis B] at an earlier stage of 

transmission,” whether due to the loss of material from Genesis A or personal preference of a textual 

compiler.29 

A. N. Doane, who has published perhaps the most thorough critical edition of the Junius’s 

Genesis poem, follows the work of Eduard Sievers, a nineteenth-century German philologist who 

first posited the existence of an original Old Saxon Genesis poem based on his linguistic and metrical 

analysis of Genesis B.30 In 1875, as he was working on his edition of the Heiland, the then-sole major 

work of Old Saxon poetry, Sievers deduced that lines 235–851 of the “Caedmonian Genesis” were, in 

fact, a separately composed text, which he named Genesis B so as to distinguish it from the Old 

English Genesis A of Anglo-Saxon origin.31 Sievers argued that these roughly six-hundred lines were 

an anglicized transformation from an original Old Saxon Genesis, as opposed to Genesis A, which 

 
dialectical spellings, bringing it closer to the scribe’s own vernacular language. For more, see Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 
49. 
28 Raw, “The Construction,” 192–5. Raw dates the resewing of the manuscript to the thirteenth century on the basis of 
the hand shown on the binding strip in the second gathering, which seems to date from the late thirteenth or early 
fourteenth century.  
29 Daniel Anlezark, Old Testament Narratives (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2011), xiv. Doane, The Saxon 
Genesis, 30–4. 
30 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 7. 
31 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 7. The Heiland is an Old Saxon poem covering several gospel narratives. The poem’s first 
editor, J. A. Schmeller, working in 1830, named the poem Heiland, German for “savior,” after the poem’s central figure, 
Jesus. The poem is thought to have been composed in the first half of the ninth century in northern Germany, perhaps 
by the commission of Louis the Pious, who was seeking to shore up Christian belief among the Saxons, “overcom[ing] 
Saxon ambivalence toward Christ caused by forced conversion to Christianity” in earlier generations. For further 
discussion, see Valentine A. Pakis, ed., Perspectives on the Old Saxon ‘Heiland’: Introductory and Critical Essays, with an Edition of 
the Leipzig Fragment (Morgantown: West Virginia University Press, 2010), 3–15, 34–36. 
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follows the Latin Vulgate tradition.32 Evidence in favor of this theory emerged nearly twenty years 

after Siever’s declaration, when Karl Zangemeister, a classicist at Heidelberg, discovered three Old 

Saxon fragments on Genesis material and one excerpt from the Heiland in the Vatican, Biblioteca 

Apostolica, Palatinus Latinus 1447 manuscript.33 These fragmentary Old Saxon passages were added 

into the blank spaces of older Latin computus manuscript, argued by renowned paleographer 

Bernhard Bischoff to have been created at Mainz in the early ninth century.34 The Old Saxon Genesis 

material appears in the first several folia of Pal. Lat. 1447 in a hand Bischoff dates to the third 

quarter of the ninth century.35  

While a more complete copy of an Old Saxon Genesis has not been found, both Genesis B and 

the fragments found in the Pal. Lat. 1447 attest to the existence of an original Old Saxon Genesis, 

likely composed in the mid-ninth century. Doane proposes that a copy of this Genesis served as the 

exemplar for the Pal. Lat. 1447 fragments around 875 CE, while another copy was likely donated to 

Canterbury around 855.36 This second copy, which arrived in England several generations before the 

Junius 11 was created, was used in the composition of the ancestor of the Junius’s Genesis, a section, 

now known as Genesis B, inserted into an earlier version of Genesis A, perhaps due to a lack of the 

story of the Fall of Man.37 Thus, the scribe who copied the Junius Genesis used an exemplar that did 

not demarcate Genesis A and B as separate texts; instead, the two had been deftly brought together at 

least a century prior.  

In addition to the extensive studies of the poems within the Junius 11 and their origins, 

many scholars have worked on the images within the manuscript, focusing both on the possible 

derivations for the images based on earlier and contemporary manuscript illustrations as well as the 

visual narrative demonstrated by the images.38 Importantly, the illustrations in the Junius 11 were 

never completed; while there are spaces for both half- and full-page illustrations throughout the 

codex’s Genesis, Exodus, and Daniel, only the first 48 illustrations were finished (through page 88), 

 
32 Anlezark, Old Testament Narratives, xiv. 
33 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 7–8, 13. 
34 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 13. 
35 Bernhard Bischoff, “Paläographische Fragen deutscher Denkmäler der Karolingerzeit,” Frühmittelalterliche Studien 5 
(1971): 128. 
36 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 52–4. 
37 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 54. 
38 The term “illustration,” as I use it throughout this paper, can be problematic. As Karkov notes, “illustration” can be 
taken as a general term for images serving to visualize a text, but in the context of Anglo-Saxon art, an image was “rarely 
intended as nothing more than a literal illustration of an accompanying text.” I use “illustration” with the understanding 
that the images are more than a simple literal depiction of a text. Catherine E. Karkov, Text and Picture in Anglo-Saxon 
England: Narrative Strategies in the Junius 11 Manuscript (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 
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leaving one illustration incomplete (page 96) and all other spaces completely blank. It has been 

suggested that Christ and Satan may have also been designed to have been illustrated, perhaps by a 

series of three to five full-page drawings, but any such illustrations are not found in the manuscript 

today.39 Two primary artists’ hands are at work in the manuscript, the first completing the drawings 

between pages 1–68, the second working on those between pages 73–88.40 The final drawing, falling 

on page 96, remains incomplete and is posited to have been done by a third artist, working in the 

twelfth century, several generations after the earlier illustrations were made; Raw argues that this 

artist also added the faintly drawn lion on page 31 (fig. 2).41 

 
Fig. 2. A faintly drawn lion—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 31. 

 Based on her analysis of the Junius 11’s images, Raw posits that the illustrations, like the 

Genesis B text, are derived from material assembled on the continent before their transmission to 

southern England and the subsequent compilation of the Junius manuscript’s ancestor.42 It seems 

likely, too, that the Genesis B text and images used in the Genesis portion of the Junius manuscript 

were grouped together during their transmission to England. The images used throughout Genesis A 

seem to correspond more closely to Genesis B’s text, including the special place of Satan—who is 

marked as special only in Genesis B text yet is depicted with a halo on page 2, during the first Genesis 

A section. Thus, it seems as though the artist of the Junius’s ancestor, while wielding a large degree 

of artistic independence, looked toward the images connected with Genesis B to inform some of his 

decisions in crafting illustrations for Genesis A.  

 
39 J. R. Hall, “The Old English Book of Salvation History: Three Studies on the Unity of MS. Junius 11” (PhD diss., 
University of Notre Dame, 1974), 25–43. Israel Gollancz, Merrel Club, and Barbara Raw also are of this opinion. See 
Karkov, Text and Picture, p. 3 and p. 206 for further discussion. 
40 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 134. 
41 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 134. 
42 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 146. 



 

 12 

The first artist, working mainly with brown and red ink, is acutely attentive to the 

“exaggerated gestures, twisting poses, and architectural frames and settings” in his half- and full-page 

illustrations.43 Occasionally working with washes of brown, green, blue, yellow, and red to 

compliment his line drawings, the artist displays evidence of influence from the “Winchester Style,” 

which emerged during the tenth century alongside monastic reform and strong royal patronage in 

England.44 Influenced by Carolingian and Byzantine art, the Winchester style is evidenced in a 

variety of media, including illuminated manuscripts, as well as stone and ivory carvings and 

metalwork, primarily in southern England during the tenth and eleventh centuries.45 Particularly 

strong in monastic manuscript production in Canterbury, Bury St. Edmunds, and Glastonbury, the 

Winchester style is marked by distinctive outline figural drawings, often featuring “fluttering 

drapery” and enlarged hands.46 Moreover, Winchester-style ornamentation often includes “heavy 

borders” with acanthus leaves, likely derived from continental Carolingian art.47 The Junius 11, as 

Karkov notes, features this “lush acanthus foliage,” as well as the frequent “overlapping of figures, 

frames, and foliage,” often incorporated into the zoomorphic initials and architectural frames that 

work to divide illustrated scenes.48 

Tied to the Winchester style through their Carolingian influences, particularly in the figures 

in the Junius manuscript, are the connections between the manuscript’s images and those found in 

the Touronian Bibles, a group of four bibles attributed to Tours in the ninth century, particularly the 

Grandval, Vivian, and San Callisto Bibles. The Genesis illustrations in these bibles are derived from 

the Cotton cycle, a set of illustrations contained within the Cotton Genesis (London, British Library, 

Cotton Otho B. vi), a manuscript that was almost entirely destroyed in the infamous Cotton Library 

fire at the Ashburnham House in 1731.49 The late fifth-century or early sixth-century Cotton 

Genesis, likely produced in Egypt, is only known from its few charred fragments, as well as from the 

thirteenth-century narthex mosaics at St. Mark’s Basilica in Venice, which were modeled on the 

 
43 Karkov, Text and Picture, 33. 
44 Karkov, Text and Picture, 33. Robert Deshman, Eye and Mind: Collected Essays in Anglo-Saxon and Early Medieval Art, ed. 
Adam S. Cohen (Kalamazoo: Medieval Institute Publications, Western Michigan University, 2010), 58. 
45 Jane F. Kershaw, “The Distribution of ‘Winchester’ Style in Late Saxon England: Metalwork Finds from the 
Danelaw,” Anglo-Saxon Studies in Archaeology and History 15 (2008): 254–5. Recent evidence, described by Kershaw, has 
shown, however, that the reach of the Winchester style was more widespread than previously thought; Winchester 
influences can be found in pieces stretching into the Danelaw as far north as Lincolnshire, particularly in secular 
metalwork. 
46 Kershaw, “The Distribution of ‘Winchester’ Style,” 254. 
47 Kershaw, “The Distribution,” 254. 
48 Karkov, Text and Picture, 33–6. 
49 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 139. 
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manuscript’s illuminations.50 Raw, joined by Thomas Ohlgren and Herbert Broderick, has 

recognized the likely influence of the Cotton Genesis cycle on the Touronian Bibles, and, by 

extension, on the Junius 11 manuscript itself.51 Particularly in the illustration of Eve’s temptation, 

which appears in the Grandval Bible, and in the frieze-like separation of registers and scenes, it 

seems clear that the Junius artists or their predecessors were, at the very least, influenced by the 

Touronian cycles.52 In this way, the Junius 11 may have been created in order to present an Old 

English vernacular rival to the continental Latin bibles of its time. 

The question of Scandinavian elements within the Junius manuscript’s images has been 

raised by Raw, who has argued that the representations of the ark as a “dragon ship” in a later 

section of Genesis (pages 65–8) is evidence of Scandinavian influence and thus a dating to the second 

quarter of the eleventh century.53 Similarly, Francis Wormald, who has conducted an extensive 

survey of early Anglo-Saxon decorated initials, finds that Scandinavian features appear in the dragon 

ornament on page 56 and the column capitals on page 57, which he argues supports the dating of 

the second quarter of the eleventh century.54 Scholarly confidence in the attribution of certain visual 

elements to Scandinavian influence has, however, declined in recent scholarship, as more work has 

been done to connect the Carolingian Reims style of the second artist and the Winchester style of 

the first.55 

Finally, of crucial importance to this study of the Junius 11’s interplay between textual and 

visual narratives is the influence of the psalter tradition in Anglo-Saxon art, which incorporates the 

medieval tradition of glossing with that of visual exegesis. As Karkov notes, the psalter was a 

popular medium in early medieval Europe, especially in England.56 Illustrated psalters, containing 

miniatures, allowed artists and scribes to visually connect portions of the text to each other, 

especially Old and New Testament scenes, in a “typological program.”57 In addition to the 

scholarship done on the Junius 11’s connection to the Cotton Genesis cycle, Raw and Broderick 

have both argued that the illustrations within the Utrecht Psalter (Utrecht, Biblioteek der 

 
50 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 139. 
51 Karkov, Text and Picture, 5, note 16.  
52 Karkov, Text and Picture, 5–6. There have also been parallels drawn to the Ashburnham Pentateuch, which shows a 
similar frieze arrangement to the Touronian Bibles. For further discussion, see Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 144–6. 
53 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 134. 
54 Leslie Lockett, “An Integrated Re-examination of the Dating of Oxford, Bodleian Library, Junius 11,” Anglo-Saxon 
England 31 (2002): 149. 
55 Lockett, ‘An Integrated Re-examination,” 150. Karkov, Text and Picture, 33–6. 
56 Karkov, Text and Picture, 8. 
57 Karkov, Text and Picture, 8. K. M. Openshaw, “The Battle between Christ and Satan in the Tiberius Psalter,” Journal of 
the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 52 (1989): 14–33. 
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Rijksuniversiteit, MS. 32), a manuscript produced in the first half of the ninth century in 

northeastern France and transferred to Canterbury around the year 1000, may have influenced some 

visual details in the Junius 11’s illustrations.58 While the images Utrecht Psalter and other psalters 

often functioned to visually bridge Old and New Testament episodes and their connections to the 

Book of Psalms, Karkov argues that, as we shall see, the images in the Junius 11 have a slight 

different purpose—to “illustrate the poetic text and translate it into a new pictorial language.”59 As I 

shall argue below, the images in the Junius 11 manuscript act as a visual hermeneutic of the Genesis 

material, working with—and, at times, against—the textual narrative in a conscious act of 

interpretation on the part of the Junius artist and his predecessor.  

 

Provenance and its Influence on Scholarship 

 One of the many draws for scholars to the study of the Junius 11 has been, as indicated in 

the previous section, the controversial nature of its date and provenance. Gollancz, in his facsimile 

of the Junius manuscript, argued that it might have been created at Winchester, based on the small 

portrait on page 2 of a man identified as Ælfwine (fig. 3), which Gollancz suggested might refer to 

the abbot of Newminster in 1035.60 Since his 1927 facsimile, many have refuted this point by 

Gollancz, both on the basis of the portrait depicting a layman, not a member of the clergy, and on 

the grounds that the Junius 11’s second artist is also at work in a Canterbury manuscript of the 

Psychomania (Cambridge, Corpus Christi College 23).61 Though there is no current scholarly 

consensus regarding the exact scriptorium in which the manuscript was written and illuminated, it is 

generally assumed to have been in Canterbury, possibly at Christ Church.62 M. R. James, followed by 

Wormald and Neil Ker, has suggested this origin of Christ Church, though Doane notes that a 

handful of the Junius 11’s illustrations resemble those contained with an Old English bible known to 

have been produced at St. Augustine’s, Canterbury.63 Substantially less evidence has been presented 

for Peter Lucas’s claim for an origin of Malmesbury Abbey, which hosts “carved scenes” on the 

abbey’s porch that resemble the Junius manuscript’s illustrations.64 Finally, as Karkov notes, it is 

 
58 Karkov, Text and Picture, 8. 
59 Karkov, Text and Picture, 8. 
60 Carl Kears, MS Junius 11 and its Poetry (York: York Medieval Press, 2023), 30. 
61 Kears, MS Junius 11, 30. For further discussion, see Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 135.  
62 Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 29. 
63 M. R. James, The Ancient Libraries of Canterbury and Dover: the Catalogues of the Libraries of Christ Church Priory and St. 
Augustine’s Abbey at Canterbury and of St. Martin’s Priory at Dover (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1903), 509. 
Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 29, note 30, in reference to London, British Library, Cotton Claudius B. iv. 
64 Kears, MS Junius 11, 31. Doane, The Saxon Genesis, 29. 



 

 15 

difficult to pinpoint an originating scriptorium based solely on the manuscript’s images, as the 

Winchester style cannot be linked to a specific location, and artists have been known to travel 

between scriptoria, making it nearly impossible to attribute a particular hand to a particular 

monastery without further evidence.65 

 
Fig. 3. A portrait of Ælfwine—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p.2. 

 Between its creation in the tenth or early eleventh century and its reappearance in the 

seventeenth century, nothing is known about the codex’s history or ownership. Raw has attempted 

to reconstruct a narrative of the Junius 11’s readership after its creation, arguing that there is “no 

evidence that the Junius 11 was being read in the thirteenth century,” but rather it was likely left in 

an “extraordinarily dirty and crumpled state” before its rebinding.66 Records of the manuscript only 

begin in the 1640s, when Johannes De Laet is recorded as holding the manuscript in Leiden, using it 

in relation to his work on a dictionary of Old English.67 Little is known of the manuscript for 

another ten years, until 1651, when James Ussher, the archbishop of Armagh, gave it to Franciscus 

Junius from his private collection. Junius (1591-1677) was born at Heidelberg and was raised within 

an intellectual elite, studying theology and mathematics at Leiden, then serving as a clergyman in 

Hillegersberg from 1617 to 1619.68 In 1621, he traveled to England and entered the service of 

Thomas Howard, Earl of Arundel, who was known for his collections of paintings, sculptures, and, 

most relevant to Junius’s later interests, manuscripts.69 Though he moved to the continent and lived 

in the Netherlands until 1675, Junius frequently visited England, visiting Oxford at least eight times 

between 1651 and 1659.70 In late 1651, Junius was given the Junius 11 manuscript, perhaps as a 

 
65 Kears, MS Junius 11, 31. Karkov, Text and Picture, 35. 
66 Raw, “The Construction,” 204. 
67 Karkov, Text and Picture, 182. 
68 Philippus H. Breuker, “Junius’s Germanic Studies,” in Franciscus Junius F. F. and His Circle, ed. Rolf H. Bremmer 
(Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1998): 135. 
69 Breuker, “Germanic Studies,” 135. 
70 Breuker, “Germanic Studies,” 138. 
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farewell gift from Ussher prior to his return to the continent.71 A November 1652 letter by the 

young scholar Christoph Arnold, who had become acquainted with Junius during the latter’s time in 

Germany, indicates that Arnold had become aware of a “rhythmic vernacular poem of the ancient 

Saxons” in Junius’s possession, which seems to refer most clearly to the Junius 11, which holds its 

grouping of accentuated Old English poems.72 

 As an avid collector and philologist interested in older Germanic languages, Junius also 

successfully published editions of several manuscripts within his care, as well as his own works on 

etymology, philology, and even art history. In 1655, having brought the Junius 11 manuscript back 

to the Netherlands with him, Junius published his first edition of the manuscript, entitling it 

Caedmonis Monachi Paraphrasis Poetica Genesios ac praecipuarum Sacrae paginae Historiarum.73 As clear in his 

title to this printed edition, Junius understood the manuscript to hold poems composed by 

Caedmon, a seventh-century cowherd-turned-monk from Whitbey. The story of Caedmon is 

recorded in Bede’s Historia Ecclesiastica Gentis Anglorum, wherein Caedmon, a lay brother who had 

tended to the monastery’s livestock, was divinely inspired with the ability to compose English lyrical 

poetry, and he “set forth [divine writings] […] with poetical language, put together with very great 

sweetness and pricking of the heart, in his own, that is to say, the English tongue.”74 Junius, deeply 

interested in early English poetry and Alfredian material in particular, was likely excited by the idea 

of discovering the “long-lost poetry of Caedmon.” 75 While discoveries regarding the textual origins 

of the poems within the Junius 11 have shifted the scholarship away from this Caedmonian 

attribution, largely refuting the possibility that Caedmon could have authored these poems, the 

specter of the search for a Caedmonian Genesis lingers. 

 Importantly, Junius’s 1655 edition solely included printed versions of the Junius 11’s poems, 

and it was not until Henry Ellis’s 1832 study of the poems that full reproductions of the images were 

published.76 As such, from its start, the scholarship on the manuscript has generally been divided 

 
71 Rolf H. Bremmer, “Retrieving Junius’s Correspondence,” in Franciscus Junius F. F. and His Circle, ed. Rolf H. Bremmer 
(Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1998), 208. 
72 Bremmer, “Retrieving Junius’s Correspondence,” 208. 
73 Peter J. Lucas, “Junius, His Printers, and His Types: An Interim Report,” in Franciscus Junius F. F. and His Circle, ed. 
Rolf H. Bremmer (Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1998), 179. Title translates to Caedmon the Monk’s Poetic Paraphrase of Genesis and of 
the distinguished Sacred pages of History. A first edition of the published edition is housed at Yale’s Beinecke Library: 
Caedmonis monachi Paraphrasis poetica Genesios ac praecipuarum sacrae paginae historiarum (The Hague: Apud Christophorum 
Cunradi, typis & sumptibus editoris and Prostant Hagae-Comitum apud Adrianum Vlacq, 1655). 
https://collections.library.yale.edu/catalog/17384763.  
74 Bede, Ecclesiastical History, trans. J. E. King, Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1930), 
IV.24. 
75 Karkov, Text and Picture, 191–202. 
76 Karkov, Text and Picture, 3. 
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between textual and visual analysis. Gollancz’s 1927 facsimile is largely descriptive, offering little 

analysis more than pointing toward disjunctions between the manuscript’s text and image.77 

Similarly, Raw focuses much of her research on the moments of “dislocation” between the poetic 

text and the images supposedly illustrating the textual narrative.78 She notes, like George Henderson, 

that the Junius 11’s artist likely encountered issues regarding sources for images and their placement 

in the manuscript when copying a model that provided only a partial program of illustrations from 

which to copy.79 Further work by Thomas Ohlgren and Herbert Broderick has primarily focused on 

the sources of the Junius 11’s images, though they have largely discounted the role of the artist’s 

originality in creating a coherent textual narrative. 

The work on the images within the Junius 11 manuscript can be understood as existing in 

two camps, which Broderick articulates as the “Codicological” school—including scholars like 

Raw—and the “Typological” school—with Ohlgren and Karkov.80 The “Codicological” group, 

Broderick argues, has primarily questioned the images in relation to the text, focusing on “whether 

they come at appropriate locations in the manuscript” and how closely the images “match” the text 

they supposedly illustrate.81 These scholars have noted the apparent disjunction between the text and 

image at various points throughout the manuscript, with some illustrations being, in their view, “out 

of step with the text.”82 Raw, for example, cites several instances in which an image falls as many as 

five pages away from the text it purportedly illustrates; in the story of Noah, for example, God 

blesses Noah in the text on page 74 of the manuscript, but the accompanying image does not appear 

until page 76, opposite the textual description of Noah’s drunkenness.83 This group of scholars cites 

the “troubled relationship” between the scribes and artists of the manuscript, often discounting the 

images as an “unsatisfactory integration of text and picture.”84 Broderick even goes so far as to state 

that the images “from time to time do violence to the synchronization of text and illustration,” 

 
77 Karkov, Text and Picture, 3–4.  
78 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 136. 
79 Karkov, Text and Picture, 5. 
80 Herbert R. Broderick, “Metatextuality, Sexuality, and Intervisuality in MS Junius 11,” Word & Image 25, no. 4 (Oct.–
Dec. 2009): 384. 
81 Broderick, “Metatextuality,” 384. 
82 Karkov, Text and Picture,11. Here, Karkov cites Raw, Henderson, Gameson, and Broderick as scholars who argue 
against more serious interpretive work of the manuscript’s images, with Henderson even going so far as to hypothesize 
that the second artist (whose work does not appear in Genesis but rather later in the manuscript) was illiterate. Broderick’s 
article on metatextuality, written after the publication of this book by Karkov, sharply critiques her work, dismissing it as 
“overinterpretation.” 
83 Raw, “Probable Derivation,” 136. 
84 Broderick, “Metatextuality,” 385. Here, citing Gameson. 
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“forcing the artist to anticipate in his illustrations events that are narrated pages ahead in the text.”85 

Partially influenced by the preponderance of research done on the poems during the centuries after 

Junius’s 1655 edition, this school, while acknowledging the complexity of the Junius 11’s images, 

tends to view them more as products of art historical influence rather than interpretations of a 

Genesis narrative and related apocryphal material. 

The other camp in the debate over the value of the image in this manuscript, which 

Broderick names the “Typological” school, is primarily influenced by Michael Camille’s work on 

intervisuality, which holds that “images that call to mind other images that are formally similar, but 

which have different contexts and thus different connotations.”86 This group finds the images 

worthy of intensive study as glosses and expansions of the text, with images serving as interpretive 

material that can, in fact, make their own claims about the nature of the poems’ contents. Ohlgren 

has argued that the artist’s treatment of the Genesis poem and Genesis material more broadly works 

to heighten the “thematic contrast between salvation and damnation,” reinforcing textual contrasts 

and enlightening the division between the blessed and damned through a systematic color code.87 

Moreover, Pamela Blum was perhaps the first to argue that the images in the Junius 11 function as 

exegetical, with the manuscript’s designer having an awareness of the typological mentality of the 

Junius 11’s audience.88 It is within the frameworks of this latter school that I conduct my analysis of 

the Junius 11 manuscript, the text and images in the Genesis B portion more specifically. As I shall 

argue below, while both the poem’s textual and visual narratives exist within philological and art 

historical traditions, they reflect a unique effort on the parts of the scribe and artist to construct 

interweaving narratives that demonstrate the cycles of fall and redemption across the manuscript, 

with particular attention to their depictions of the bodily senses.  

 

Reading By Sense 

 As we have seen, attempting to approach the Junius 11 manuscript is an attempt to approach 

a complex text partnered with an intentionally intricate, planned array of images. While questions of 

the exact linkages between text and image have raised eyebrows among scholars in regards to the 

manuscript’s scribes and artists, to describe the manuscript’s images as mere “visualization[s] of the 

 
85 Broderick, “Metatextuality,” 385. 
86 Karkov, Text and Picture in Anglo-Saxon England, 17–8. 
87 Thomas H. Ohlgren, The Illustrations of the Caedmonian ‘Genesis’ as a Guide to the Interpretation of the Text (PhD diss., 
University of Michigan, 1969), 2–4. 
88 Broderick, “Metatextuality,” 387. 
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words of the poem” would be to grossly oversimplify the relationship between the reader, the text, 

and the image.89 As Camille and Karkov have emphasized in their work, the images contained within 

a codex cannot only be understood in partnership with their text, but rather should be considered to 

have an “existence apart from the texts they accompany.”90 Whereas writers and scribes retain a set 

of skills related to the conveyance of narrative and themes through words, artists, while perhaps 

recounting a similar basic narrative, use “visual devices and formulae” unavailable to those working 

in verbal media.91 As shall become apparent in the sections that follow, the images throughout the 

Genesis B portion of the Junius 11 present a new Genesis narrative, the artist emphasizing certain 

elements of the poem and of his knowledge of the Biblical Genesis to inform his exegetical 

understanding of the story of mankind’s temptation, sin, and Fall.  

Beginning with the question of sound,92 I shall argue that the poem locates speech within its 

sensorium as an oral quasi-sense, with the speech of the Messenger, Eve, and Adam acting as sites 

of shifting truths and movement toward sin by the hearing, verbal repetition, and eventual tasting of 

temptation. The manuscript presents, through its text and image, sound and speech as closely related 

to questions of rightful authority and rhetorical deception. Then, starting with an examination of 

vision and its late antique and early medieval context, we shall turn then to examine how vision 

appears as misreading in Genesis B, particularly in Eve’s vision and her recounting of the vision to 

Adam; the images, in this case, present a narrative related to the both haptic and visual use of the 

index finger and the gaze as mechanisms for temptation and sin. Vision, I propose, can both be 

understood as the highest sense, most capable of engaging with the divine, but, as the poem and 

images caution—albeit in different ways—vision, just as speech, is also rife with the pitfalls of 

illusion, deception, and interference, and while the poem sets forward a narrative regarding the 

temptation as rhetorically and visually deceptive, the images in the Junius 11 present postlapsarian 

vision as characterized by carnality and the erotic eye, accompanied by a collapse of the senses in the 

moments of the Fall.  

 

 
89 Broderick, “Metatextuality,” 396. 
90 Karkov, Text and Picture, 36. For further discussion, see Michael Camille, “Seeing and Reading: Some Visual 
Implications of Medieval Literacy and Illiteracy,” Art History 8 (1985): 26–49. 
91 Karkov, Text and Picture, 36. 
92 A longer work would include an analysis of each sense, but given the necessarily limited scope of this brief paper, we 
shall only touch on sound and vision, as engaged by both the text and image.  
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Reading by Sense: Questions of Rulership in Transformations of Sound and 

Speech 

Sound is often understood as a receptive and passive sense, allowing an auditor to receive 

information from an emitter and to perform the cognitive act of hearing in order to process that 

information. As we shall see in the case of extramissive vision, however, the senses are not always 

passive; a viewer, in many popular understandings of vision, was often an active agent of seeing, 

sending out visual rays to encounter an object, then receiving transformed visual rays in the eye to 

“see” an object. In this way, the senses are not always considered to be a one-way, passive receptor 

of information, but instead they can allow an individual to actively engage with external stimuli. In 

the Middle Ages, sound was closely linked to speech, and in some understandings of the medieval 

sensorium, speech was even considered to be a sense itself.93 As Chris Woolgar notes, speech was 

“enumerated as a sense,” particularly “at the popular level,” as it was associated with the conception 

of words entering a listener’s body and spirit through their aural reception of speech.94 Moreover, 

this categorization of speech as a sense related to both its ability to produce sound and its physical 

sensation within the mouth, engaging touch, hearing, and, due to its oral placement, taste.  

Throughout Genesis B, buttressed by the images drawn alongside the text, the sense of sound 

as emitted and received often occurs in conjunction with arguments of rightful kingship and 

rulership, first through God’s verbal cautions to Adam and Eve. The manuscript’s assertion of 

kingship, a thematic continuation from Genesis A’s prior discussion of the fall of the rebel angels, 

opens with the beginning of the extant section of Genesis B on page 13 with the Prohibition against 

the fruit of the evil tree: 

‘ac niotað inc þæs oðres ealles, forlætað þone ænne beam, 
wariað inc wið þone wæstm.  Ne wyrð inc wilna gæd.’ 
 
‘[…] but enjoy all the others for yourselves, renounce that one tree, guard yourselves against 
the fruit. For you two there will be no unsatisfied desire.’ (Gen. 235–6.) 

As discussed above, this in medias res opening was unlikely to have been intentional on the part of the 

original compiler, and the now-missing leaves before page 13 likely contained material linking the 

description of Paradise’s topography to God’s Prohibition to his first humans. Nevertheless, the 

Prohibition marks a return to the Eden of Genesis A, opening with the warning ac, “but,” signaling a 

tonal shift and separation in God’s speech. Moreover, the Prohibition is placed at the top of the 

 
93 Woolgar, The Senses, 91. Woolgar notes that “the moral force of bad words might contaminate the heart.” 
94 Woolgar, The Senses, 104. 
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page containing an intricate half-page illustration, indicating the special emphasis on God’s final 

cautionary to his creation. As such, the page’s contents are set apart and distinguished from its 

surrounding text-only pages, and the text and image are linked to one another. 

 Another notable feature of these opening lines is the introduction of forlætað; taken here by 

Anlezark to mean “renounce,” forlætan is also imbued with the language of rulership and authority, 

and it carries with it the meaning of “to let go,” “to suffer,” and “to permit.”95 In its use here, God 

encourages Adam and Eve to “renounce” the Tree of Death, but importantly, God’s statement of 

renunciation is underpinned by implicit permission, allowing Adam and Eve the freedom to reject 

the tree’s temptation; thus, God commands and God permits.96 This initial use of forlætan is echoed 

throughout the poem, both in subsequent uses of the verb and in the poet’s use of the related verb 

lætan, meaning “to permit.”97 The tie between forlætan and lætan appears even on this first page of 

Genesis B, as God “let heo þæt land buan” (allowed them to occupy that land [Eden]) in exchange for 

Adam and Eve’s gratitude for his “lista” and “lara,” his craft and his doctrine or teaching.98 Both 

verbs denote a “conditional nature” of God’s permission, allowing his subjects to hold dominion 

over a land or a people in exchange for their fidelity and love.99  

 Soon after the initial Prohibition, as the poet’s eyes and ears shift toward the heavens, this 

framework of permissive authority by the true king, God, is first challenged. The figure of Satan 

emerges for the first time in the manuscript,100 “created” by God “with his hands” to be “so potent, 

so mighty in his intellect,” that God “let him rule,” with the poet repeating the use of let, from lætan, 

that echoes the opening Prohibition.101 Satan, created by God to be particularly extraordinary in his 

mental capacity, is given the authority to rule by God. As Satan grows foolhardy in this lent power, 

however, he “refuses to partake in the conditional relationship between God and his subjects.”102 

Instead of “perform[ing] the Lord’s praise” and “thank[ing] his Lord for the reward that he 

 
95 An Anglo-Saxon Dictionary Based on the Manuscript Collections of the Late Joseph Bosworth, ed. T. Northcote Toller (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1954), 314. 
96 Kears, MS Junius 11, 74–5. 
97 ASD, 613. 
98 Gen. 239b. 
99 Kears, MS Junius 11, 75. 
100 As briefly mentioned above, Genesis A does not configure the rebellion of the angels as being led by any particular 
angel. Thus, the rise of Lucifer and his damnation as Satan are only explained in Genesis B, and though the poem 
chronologically backtracks to this rebellion, it serves to deepen and expound upon the Genesis A narrative in a broader 
discussion of rulership, authority, and foolhardiness.  
101 Gen. 251–254a: and mid his handum gesceop, halig Drihten. / Gesett hæfde he hie swa gesæliglice; ænne 
hæfde he swa swiðne geworhtne, / swa mihtigne on his mod-geþohte,   he let hine swa micles wealdan, / hehstne to 
him on heofona rice. 
102 Kears, MS Junius 11, 76. 
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bestowed on him,” engaging in reverential worship of God that would have “allowed him to rule for 

a long time,” Satan “sought calumny and defiant words [gylp-word] against him.”103  

As Satan rises against God, he does so specifically through his speech and use of gylp-word, 

and in tracing his auditory defiance of God, the poem presents Satan as undermining God’s forlætan 

of conditional authority in favor of Satan’s own created hierarchy, one which depends on the use of 

speech to beguile, trick, and deceive the sound’s receptor. In doing so, Satan defies this conditional 

hierarchy of divine authority, and the poet continually accentuates the power of Satan’s illusory 

speech. In the poet’s description of Satan’s first address to his fellow rebel angels, he  

Feala worda gespæc 
se engel ofer-modes.  þohte þurh his anes cræft 
hu he him strenglicran  stol geworhte, 
heahran on heofonum;  cwæð þæt hine his hige speone 
þæt he west and norð  wyrcean ongunne, 
trymede getimbro; cwæð him tweo þuhte 
þæt he gode wolde geongra weorðan. 
 
The angel of insolence spoke many words. He planned that he would create a stronger 
throne for himself through his unique power, higher in the heavens; he said that his mind 
urged him that he should begin to create, west and north, an edifice; he said that it seemed 
doubtful that he would continue to be an underling for God. (Gen. 271b–277; emphasis 
mine)104 

In this passage, the language of speech—gespæc and cwæð—is closely paired with the language of 

creation— cræft, geworhte (from gewyrcan, “to build, do, make”), and wyrcean. Satan continues this 

language of creation in his speech, arguing that he has the “great authority” to “create as many 

wonders with my hands” as God has created with his.105 God, however, “eall gehyrde” (heard it all), 

and, enraged, cast Satan down into Hell, and “heo ealle forsceop Drihten to deoflum” (the Lord 

misshaped them all into devils).106 God thus acts as a receptor to Satan’s speech, hearing the sound 

of his angel’s gylp-word. These words of defiance are received and understood by God to be against 

 
103 Gen. 256b–258b, 263b–264a: Lof sceolde he Drihtnes wyrcean, / dyran sceolde he his dreamas on heofonum,  and 
sceolde his Drihtne þancian / þæs leanes þe he him on þam leohte gescerede   –þonne læte he his hine lange 
wealdan. […] sohte hete-spræce, / gylp-word ongean. 
104 David Martinez has, quite rightly, noted that this speech parallels the recounted speech of rebellion in Isaiah 14, 
wherein Lucifer “said in [his] heart” that he will “ascend into heaven,” exalting his own throne, becoming “like the Most 
High.” In a longer piece, it would be worthwhile to engage in an intertextual examination of Satan’s speech in Genesis B. 
105 Gen. 279b–282a: Ic mæg mid handum swa fela / wundra gewyrcean.  Ic hæbbe geweald micel / to gyrwanne 
godlecran stol, / hearran on heofne. “I can create as many wonders with my hands. I have great authority to adorn a 
better throne, higher in heaven.” 
106 Gen. 308b–309a. Anlezark’s translation renders “heard” as metaphorical—God does not seem to actually hear Satan’s 
words as they are spoken, but rather seems to hear of Satan’s words through others. This is an important distinction to 
keep in mind, but the Old English does not seem to render a necessary distance between Satan and God.  
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the conditions of the authority he had granted to Satan. In doing so, he hears Satan’s attempt to 

capture God’s power by mimicking God’s creative speech-acts, which are on display throughout 

Genesis. 

 The story of Satan’s rise and fall extends from pages 14 through 16 of the Junius 11, 

followed by an extended description of the Hellish landscape and Satan’s subsequent attempt to 

further subvert God’s authority by tempting his newly created humans. During these first few pages, 

however, the connection between speech, sound, and creation is established: God, in his rightful 

rulership, announces the Prohibition to Adam and Eve, the humans described as his “handiwork” 

(hand-geweorc) who are “allowed” (let, from lætan) to live according to God’s “teaching” (lara or lare) in 

thanks for his “creative skill” (lista). Satan, also “created” (gesceop) by God’s hands (handum), is 

similarly allowed (let) to rule (wealdan), but unlike Adam and Eve, who celebrate and praise God, 

Satan launches a revolt against him, undermining the conditional authority allowed to him by God. 

In his rebellion, Satan harnesses his power of speech, the poet reiterating the language of cwæð and 

gespæc continually throughout these early passages. He speaks, and in his speech, he attempts to wield 

the power of creation, verbally constructing himself as equal or even superior to God by proposing 

his own ability to create (wyrcean).  

By pairing the language of speech and creation, the poet draws the ear of the manuscript’s 

auditors to Satan’s treasonous attempt to capture God’s true creative speech, speech that, in Genesis 

and echoed in Genesis A, created the cosmos. As Satan’s speech, asserting his own creative power, falls 

on the ears of God, so, too, does it fall on the ears of the poem’s medieval auditors, who understand 

Satan’s speech as a first act of disobedience, undermining God’s forlætan delegated authority. As 

Elizabeth Tyler notes, the verbal repetition, even of “formulaic language,” like the language of 

creation, speech, or sound, allows the poet to build “layers of meaning” in “each subsequent use of a 

word of phrase,” creating, transforming, and refiguring meaning across a manuscript.107 With this 

concept of refiguration, as the poet approaches the temptations and Falls of Adam and Eve, it is 

possible to understand a continuation of the language of conditional authority in forlætan, and 

through this allowance, Satan’s messenger twists his speech in order that Eve’s reception of his 

sound might be deceptive, leading to her eventual Fall. 

 
107 Elizabeth M. Tyler, Old English Poetics: The Aesthetics of the Familiar in Anglo-Saxon England (York: York Medieval Press, 
2006), 145. 
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Fig. 4. Detail of half-page illustration on Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 13. Author’s photograph, August 25, 2023. 

Bookending the narrative of Satan’s rise and rebellion are the half-page illustrations on pages 

13 and 16 of the Junius 11. The first image, falling on the second half of the page containing the 

Prohibition, features Adam and Eve standing in Eden, facing one another. Adam on the left and 

Eve on the right, the pair stand between two trees, both bearing fruit that has been marked by red 

ink (fig. 4). Between them, a small plant springs from Eden’s fertile ground, and the plant’s three 

stems are intertwined between the pair’s knees. Below their feet, a wide range of animals graze on 

other small plants, and in the lowest register, the artist has faintly drawn fish swimming in the sea. 

The scene is architecturally framed, with columns on either side mimicking the Edenic trees—the 

right column even seems to sprout a branch. Above the pair, highlighted in red, is an eye-shaped 

mandorla, which features the image of God in profile.108 Adam and Eve raise, respectively, their 

right and left hands in gestures of authoritative speech, pointing their first two fingers—their index 

and middle fingers—toward the trees. Their other hands are open-palmed and raised toward each 

other, mimicking their gaze, which can be understood as a gesture of dialogue.  

The outer gestures of Adam and Eve, with their first two fingers gesturing toward, though 

not touching, the Trees of Good and Evil, resemble the gesture of God on pages 10 and 11, his 

index and middle fingers raised on his right hand. This gesture is met by Adam and Eve’s orant, or 

praying, figures, receiving God’s words. On page 10, Adam and Eve pray with both hands, though 

Eve’s right hand breaks the frame, as does her right foot, which presses on an animal, perhaps 

signaling human dominion over earthly creatures. On page 11, however, their orant position is 

 
108 Suzuki, The Pictorial Organization, 142. We shall return to this depiction of God in our discussion of vision, below. 
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transformed slightly, with their outer hands grasping at the Edenic trees’ branches, further placing 

Adam and Eve as caretakers and allowed authorities on Earth. Thus, prior to the opening of Genesis 

B, Adam and Eve are presented by our artist as prayerful receptors of God’s word, as well as 

receptors of God’s forlætan delegated authority. Moving into the opening of Genesis B, God has 

disappeared from Eden, relegated to the strange mandorla above the pair’s heads. Their orant 

gestures are replaced by God’s own two-fingered gesture, signaling a transmission of power from 

God to the humans. This transmission seems most clearly to present Adam and Eve as the new, 

allowed rulers of Eden, created as the hand-geweorc of God, even in his gestural form. From this visual 

transference of gesture from God to Adam and Eve, the two-fingered gesture itself is revealed to 

designate authoritative speech, held only by God and his appointed delegates who, in their prayerful 

gratitude, continually praise God.  

At the end of Satan’s rise, however, once God hears the sound of his gylp-word, Satan and his 

followers are cast down into Hell, as depicted in the half-page illustration on page 16. The image has 

three registers—the heavenly, the hellish, and the intermediary. In the heavenly realm, designated by 

a thick, semicircular border containing brown inked undulations sitting beneath red inked stars, the 

nimbed God stands in slight profile at the center of a group of angels, his first two fingers on his 

right hand put forward and his face angled slightly downward—though his gaze meets the viewer’s 

eye. Below the mandorla, rebel angels are cast downward, no longer able to transgress the boundary 

separating them from Heaven. Eight naked angels, most with wings, fall from the mandorla into the 

jaws of Hell. Interestingly, the angel on the far right of the image is sexed, the first figure in the 

manuscript to display a phallus. Importantly, this feature that does not appear in the image’s Genesis 

A analogue on page 3, wherein the rebel angels wear only their ceintures (fig. 5).  

 
Fig. 5. Rebel angels thrown down—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 3. 
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As Karkov notes, this sexing of the angelic, now demonic, body in the image on page 16, 

and the sexing of more demonic bodies on page 17 (figs. 6 and 7), has no obvious basis in the text 

of either Genesis A or B; instead, the nakedness and subsequent sexing of the body reveals an 

independent artistic choice, an exegetical digression perhaps related to the page’s final line, right 

above the depiction of the heavenly realm, “heo ealle forsceop Drihten to deoflum,” discussed 

above.109 Unlike in the Utretcht Psalter, which features unsexed demons, the Junius 11 features these 

sexed demons in stark contrast to the prelapsarian Adam and Eve, whose bodies are so similar that 

debate still flows among scholars in determining which figure is which.110 This “misshap[ing]” of the 

angels into “devils” is hence linked to the postlapsarian sexing of the body, a pattern of sexing that 

shall be repeated later in the images across Genesis B. 

 
Fig. 6. Rebel angels condemned, with Satan—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 16. 

 
109 Catherine E. Karkov, “Exiles from the Kingdom: The Naked and the Damned in Anglo-Saxon Art,” in Naked Before 
God: Uncovering the Body in Anglo-Saxon England, ed. Benjamin C. Withers and Jonathan Wilcox (Morgantown: West 
Virginia University Press, 2003), 184. 
110 Karkov, “Exiles,” 185. 
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Fig. 7. Rebel angels condemned, with Satan—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 17. 

The final register on page 16’s half-page illustration is a depiction of Satan enchained in Hell. 

The Hellish landscape is contained within city wall-like frames, with ramparts and windows out of 

which flames shoot. Chained to these walls, Satan looks upwards, past the jaws of Hell, toward God. 

He is surrounded by devils with protruding tails, and he himself, far from his prior angelic form, is 

naked. Though split into three registers, with boundaries separating the heavenly from the hellish, 

the gaze of Satan pierces the image, accentuating his placement in Hell and God’s placement in 

Heaven. As such, the two-fingered gesture toward Satan in page 16 and the same gesture toward 

God’s angels in page 17 recapture the violated sound of authority, rejecting Satan’s attempt to 

undermine the forlætan allowed authority through his nongenerative speech-acts. Moreover, it is 

interesting to note that Adam and Eve at no other point in the images across Genesis B are depicted 

with the two-finger authoritative speech gesture, even in their still-prelapsarian state. Thus, it seems 

as though the artist has introduced his own visual hermeneutic in even the finest of details, an 

understanding of authoritative speech displayed through gesture, a gesture which is never realized by 

Satan due to the impotent nature of his abused conditional forlætan authority. Adam and Eve, on the 

other hand, as shown through the artist’s visual representation of authoritative speech, can wield 

righteous forlætan authority due to their continued praise of God. 

As the manuscript moves from Satan’s Fall to his call to tempt Adam and Eve, the language 

of forlætan continues, acquiring, in Tyler’s words, “layers of meaning” related to the proper use of 

authority and speech. Turning to his fellow fallen angels, Satan offers an extended speech, stretching 
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over around a hundred extant lines, from pages 18 through the lacuna after page 22. This speech, 

broadly addressing their sufferings in Hell, turns to Satan’s ambition at the bottom of page 21, 

wherein Satan calls for one of his followers to devise a way to divert Adam and Eve, in order that 

they might lose God’s favor. In the course of only forty lines, Satan uses the language of forlætan and 

lætan three times: 

Uton oðwendan hit nu monna bearnum, 
þæt heofon-rice, nu we hit habban ne moton,   gedon þæt hie his hyldo forlæten, 
þæt hie þæt onwendon þæt he mid his worde bebead.  
 
Let us now turn it away from the children of men, the kingdom of heaven, now that we 
cannot have it, bring it about that they abandon his favor, that they turn their back on what 
he commanded by his word. (Gen. 403b–405a) 
 

Gif hit eower ænig mæge 
gewendan mid wihte  þæt hie word Godes 
lare forlæten,  sona hie him þe laðran beoð. 
 
If any of you can in any way make it turn out that they abandon God’s word and teaching, 
immediately they will be more hateful to him. (Gen. 427b–429) 
 
Sittan læte ic hine wið me sylfne, swa hwa swa þæt secgan cymeð 
on þas hatan helle,  þæt hie heofoncyninges 
unwurðlice  wordum and dædum 
lare […] 
 
I will let him be seated beside me, whoever returns to this hot hell to say that they 
dishonorably [have abandoned] with words and deeds the instruction of heaven’s king… 
(Gen. 438–441) 

These first two instances of forlætan in Satan’s speech are both directly related to Adam and Eve’s 

abandoning of God’s lare, “teaching,” or his worde. Both terms refer to the original Prohibition which 

comprises the extant opening of Genesis B, in which God grants authority to Adam and Eve in 

exchange for their continued obedience to his lare and gratitude for his creative potence. Moreover, 

the Prohibition, as discussed above, is rendered verbally, allowing Adam and Eve to aurally receive 

the significant teaching to “renounce that one tree.” Satan, in delivering this speech and using the 

same language of permission and pronunciation, seeks the undoing of God’s hyldo, “favor,” desiring 

instead that Adam and Eve abandon God’s aurally received teachings. In doing so, Adam and Eve 

would renege and disobey God’s condition for his granting of authority—namely, that they freely 

follow his lare.  

 Satan then twists the language of lætan to his advantage, ironically granting the same power 

which God had granted him to his own loyal follower. In his final call to action, Satan states that he 
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“sittan læte ic hine wið me sylfne” (will let him be seated beside me) whoever is able to deceive 

Adam and Eve and carry that news back to Hell. This remark echoes the poem’s earlier lines, in 

which God “let hine swa micles wealdan”—allowed Satan to rule second to God due to his 

extraordinary capacities. Whereas God granted authority to Satan on the condition that Satan not 

step above his station and attempt to assert equality with or supremacy to God, Satan does not, in 

the poem as it exists today, indicate any such qualifying conditions. Hence, his form of rulership 

seems predicated not on the rightful obedience of a subject to their Lord but rather on a system of 

illusory exchange.  

 Satan’s first use of the language of forlætan falls across from a full-page image on page 20 of 

his Messenger traveling from Hell to Eden in order to beguile Adam through Eve. As Karkov notes, 

this image acts as a “visual preface” to the Temptation, summarizing the events of the following 

pages.111 The viewer’s eye, instead of moving from the top of the image downward, is drawn to the 

bottom of the image first, where Satan, still enchained and licked by flames, watches his Messenger 

escape via a darkened portal through the walls of Hell. This animated image attracts the viewer’s 

attention immediately to the escaping Messenger, who transgresses the boundaries of the upper and 

lower registers by entering Eden. In the upper register, one of the pair stands between two trees, 

their body facing toward their left, but their face pointing across their right shoulder. This figure 

looks toward a snake, twisted around the leftmost tree, its mouth open and tongue visible. The 

human figure gazes toward the snake, perhaps even at its open mouth. On the right side of the 

upper register, two human forms overlap each other, each pointing their index finger toward the 

start of the text on page 21.112 The snake appears to be a prefiguration of the Satanic Messenger, 

described at the top of page 25 as in the “likeness of a serpent” who “wound himself about the tree 

of death,” though, as discussed below, this prefiguration of the Messenger’s serpentine form works 

more to present the infiltration of corrupted speech into Eden rather than to prefigure the 

temptations.113 

 The identity of the human on the left has been the subject of much debate between scholars. 

On a first glance, the figure seems to be Eve. Their nipples hang below the lower contour of the 

 
111 Karkov, Text and Picture, 11. 
112 These two figures are, most clearly, Adam and Eve. Their overlap is suggested by Gen. 454a–460b, which describes 
the Messenger finding Adam and Eve in Eden somed, “together.” 
113 Gen. 491–492: Wearp hine þa on wyrmes lic and wand him þa ymbutan / þone deaðes beam  þurh deofles 
cræft […]. “He cast himself then in the likeness of a serpent and wound himself about the tree of death through his 
devil’s skill.” 
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breast, the only feature which has distinguished Eve from Adam in many of the preceding images 

(see pages 9 and 13). In a manuscript whose depictions of prelapsarian humans is remarkably 

difficult to distinguish between man and woman, it seems plausible that such a small differentiation 

between the two figures would be enough to ascribe to the left figure the title of Eve. Seiichi Suzuki, 

however, has recently argued that this figure is not Eve but rather Adam, due in part to the 

“abstaining pose” adopted by this figure, perhaps referencing the resistance to temptation that 

Adam will show prior to the Messenger’s temptation of Eve.114 Karkov, in support of her argument 

that the figure is Eve, assets that the depiction of Eve gazing at the snake twisted around a tree does 

not necessarily prefigure Eve’s temptation, which would be out of sequence with the poem’s 

chronology of events:115 

Rather, it suggests the entry of evil into the world that begins with Satan’s words and 
continues with the entry of his messenger into paradise and his adoption of the form of the 
serpent, until this moment a perfectly innocent animal. The serpent is presumably one of 
those animals over which Adam and Eve were given dominion; it operates according to their 
will, as they operate according to God’s. The serpent’s transformation into, or acceptance of 
the worlds of, Satan’s messenger thus parallels the Fall of Adam and Eve (Karkov, Text and 
Picture, 12). 

Taking Karkov’s point, it seems more likely, against the arguments of Suzuki and Broderick, that the 

lefthand figure engaging with the serpent is Eve, not Adam, and that though one might take this 

scene to prefigure Eve’s temptation, this snake simply acts as a signal of prelapsarian human 

dominion over earthly creatures, a dominion that will be challenged directly by the power of speech 

to manipulate the mind.  

 As the poem narrates the Messenger entering Eden, the language of speech and sound is 

pervasive in the text, as the Messenger employs manipulative and deceptive speech to attempt an 

aurally illusory influence on Adam, then Eve. First approaching Adam, the Messenger falsifies the 

story of his mission to Eden, saying in an extended, winding speech that God “commanded” (het) 

the Messenger to journey to Eden, “commanded” (het) that Adam eat of the fruit, “said” (cwæð) that 

Adam’s “ability” (abal), “skill” (cræft), and “mental capacity” (mod-sefa) would grow and Adam’s body 

(lic-homa) and form (gesceapu) would become more radiant should he do so, and “said” (cwæð) that 

Adam would need no earthly treasure.116 This opening assertion, a laborious and exhausting set of 

reasons for eating the fruit of the Tree of Evil and its positive consequences, draws heavily on the 

 
114 Suzuki, The Pictorial Organization, 161. 
115 Karkov, Text and Picture, 12. 
116 Gen. 499b–504a.  
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language of speech as it falls upon Adam’s suspicious ears. The Messenger’s rhetorical authority 

throughout this speech rests on secondhand speech, recalling his aural reception of God’s 

commandments. Interestingly, het, the language the Messenger uses to recount God’s “commands,” 

is only used once prior to this speech, when God “het hine þære sweartan helle grundes gymam” 

(commanded [Satan] to govern hell’s dark abyss).117 This language of commandment through het 

thus seems to appear again only when the Messenger recalls the words of God, implying the 

Messenger to have been an auditor and viewer of God’s damnation of Satan. In doing so, by 

repeating the poet’s language of het, the Messenger relies on his personal aural memory of bearing 

auditory witness to God’s damning speech. 

 In response to the Messenger’s insistence that Adam eat the fruit based on the verbal 

commandment of God, relayed through the Messenger’s speech, Adam rebuffs the Messenger’s 

attempt, echoing his three usages of het with his own three assertions of personal aural reception of 

God’s commandments.118 Adam, in a speech imbued with the language of audition, asserts that he 

“mæðlan gehyrde / strangre stemne” (heard [God] dictate with a strong voice), and instead of 

ordering Adam to eat of the fruit, God “me her stondan het” (commanded [Adam] to remain here) 

and “me warnian het / þæt ic on þone deaðes beam  bedroren ne wurde” (commanded [Adam] to 

beware that [he] not be brought to destruction by this Tree of Death).119 In a winding opening 

statement that rivals the Messenger’s in length and complexity, Adam already readily employs the 

language of commandment, het, placing himself as an opposing aural witness to the Messenger’s false 

auditory testimony. His final use of het falls in the second part of his speech, wherein Adam says that 

God “het me his word weorðian  and wel healdan, / læstan his lare” (told [Adam] to honor his 

words and hold them well, to fulfill his teaching).120 In a return of the language of lare, “teaching,” 

Adam places lare with het, referring to God’s Prohibition as both teaching and commandment. The 

language of het does not appear in the short extant passage of the Prohibition, so while it is 

impossible to know whether Adam willfully mimics God’s speech at the opening of Genesis B, it is, at 

the very least, clear that Adam proposes his auditory testimony in direct opposition to the 

Messenger’s, echoing his three uses of het in an extended speech yet doubling down on the language 

 
117 Gen. 345b–346a. 
118 The Messenger’s three uses of het fall on Gen. 499b, 500a, and 516b. Adam’s three uses of het, buttressed by his use of 
bebod, “order, command,” fall on Gen. 525b, 527b, and 537a. 
119 Gen. 524b–525, 527b–528. 
120 Gen. 537–538a. 
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of God’s commandment. By employing language tied to both het and bebod, “order, command,” 

Adam presents his account as more rhetorically forceful and aurally accurate.  

 Enraged by Adam’s response, the Messenger turns to Eve, understanding her as a method 

by which he may eventually deceive Adam. His approach with Eve, unlike his rhetorical strategy 

with Adam, is highly visual, as we will examine further below. Even within his visual approach, 

however, the Messenger appropriates some of Adam’s language of commandment, particularly his 

use of bebodan, which Adam’s speech introduced, as a means to ingratiate himself toward Eve, using 

a vocabulary familiar to her. The Messenger’s first speech is notably absent of the language of 

bebodan, “to command,” relying instead on het (a form of hatan, “to command”). Adam’s speech, as 

discussed above, mirrors the Messenger’s use of het in addition to his own use of bebodu, 

“commandments.” The Messenger, turning now to address Eve, leads his speech not with het but 

rather with bebodan, opening by threatening God’s rage should the “bodscipe” (command, message) 

he has carried for a long distance remain unfulfilled.121 As his impassioned, frustrated speech 

continues, the Messenger again returns to the question of God’s command, begging Eve to tell 

Adam the “proof” she holds within her breast upon see his promised vision, such that Adam will 

understand that she has fulfilled “gebod Godes, lare læstes,” (God’s command, his teaching).122 This 

reiteration of commandments linked to language related to bebodan presents a stark contrast from the 

Messenger’s address to Adam. Indeed, the Messenger refrains from using hatan throughout his 

speech, relying on the language of commandment more familiar to Eve in order to deceive her, 

employing the language of “hire hearran” (her master) to convey his double-authority as an angel of 

God and Messenger from Adam.123 

 With this in mind, the language of hatan returns rather curiously after Eve’s fall, after she has 

eaten of the fruit of the Tree of Evil. The poet describes Eve’s eating of the fruit, then returns to 

recapitulate the process by which Eve sinned, saying that Eve “began to trust” (truwian) in the 

Messenger’s wordum, and, believing that he truly was sent by God, “fulfill[ed] his instruction” (læstan 

his lare).124 In order to persuade Eve, the Messenger “treowa gehet, / his holdne hyge” (promised her 

his trust, his loyal intention).125 Here, the Messenger, through the poet’s narration, returns to his 

language of het, this time not in the sense of commandment but rather in the meaning of promise. 

 
121 Gen. 552b. 
122 Gen. 571b–572a. 
123 Gen. 654b. 
124 Gen. 649b–650a. 
125 Gen. 653b–654a. 
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Gehet, from gehatan, can mean “to command,” as it has meant throughout the poem in its hatan form 

thus far. Here, gehet takes on the meaning of promise, but as it acquires its “layers of meaning,” 

carrying with it the energy of the het from the Messenger’s earlier speech to Adam, gehet here betrays 

the Messenger’s promise to be imbued with forcefulness. Eve, in receiving the Messenger’s counsel 

(geþeaht) through his speech, allows herself to hear the Messenger’s “carefully explained” words and 

commands, yet in doing so, Eve is now implicated in a system of fidelity and trust with the 

Messenger, allowing her reception of speech to further manipulate her mind.  

 As Eve implores Adam in the following passages, she conveys her vision to Adam in an 

attempt to show proof of the fruit’s beneficial qualities. Interestingly, the language of hatan and 

gehatan only reemerge in these moments before Adam’s subsequent Fall, as Eve verbally mirrors the 

Messenger’s promise. The Messenger, having assured Eve of his good intention with the language of 

gehet, has slipped from between Adam and Eve, watching as Eve attempts to convince her partner to 

eat the fruit. Eve’s attempts, at first, are unsuccessful, but she continually speaks to Adam “ful 

þiclice” (without ceasing), so that Adam gradually begins to change his mind, trusting (getruwode, a 

form of truwain) in the promise (gehate) that Eve had made.126 In the moments before Adam “æt þam 

wife onfeng / helle and hinn-sið” (received Hell and death from the woman), the poet repeats the 

construction of promise from Eve’s Fall: “treowe gehet,” from “treowa gehet.”127 Here, however, 

instead of the subject of gehet being the Satanic Messenger, its subject is Eve, who “promised” treowe 

(trust, pledge, or, as Anlezark translates, “good faith”) to Adam. This bond of fidelity and trust, just 

as it had captured Eve, captures Adam, and his mind and heart begin to change towards “hire 

willan” (her purpose).128 With the Fall of the second human, the ultimate Satanic goal, it is fruitful to 

remember the aural element of gehet and het, linked to the Messenger’s original auditory testimony. 

The Messenger, having received the language of het from God’s damnation of Satan, mimics its use 

in his speech to Adam. Adam, assured of his own auditory testimony of God’s commandments, 

echoes the Messenger’s use of het while adding language of bebodan to confirm his own hearing. The 

Messenger, frustrated, approaches Eve, using Adam’s language of bebodan to make familiar his 

vocabulary of verbal commandment. By employing Adam’s language, the Messenger successfully, 

and perhaps forcefully, promises Eve his treowa, and in doing so, Eve falls. Turning to Adam, Eve 

eventually is able to aurally convince Adam of her visionary proof of the fruit’s goodness, and being 

 
126 Gen. 705–706. 
127 Gen. 714b. The first instance of the construction is found on Gen. 653b. 
128 Gen.715–717a. 
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similarly pushed into a bond of promise and commandment in the language of gehet, Adam, too, 

succumbs to the temptation of the fruit.  

Whereas the poetic narrative circles back to recount the psychology of Eve’s Fall, describing 

the ways in which the Messenger’s aural influence worked to instill a relationship of treasonous trust 

between the pair, the illustrated, visual narrative of the Temptations presents a different account, a 

visual hermeneutic that describes the dialogue and aural reception between tempters and the 

tempted. While we shall discuss the scenes of the Temptation in more detail below, each scene prior 

to the completed Fall, extending from pages 24 to 31, features the use of the index finger as a haptic, 

visual, and auditory point of engagement. The index finger, as Karkov notes, acts as a “sign” that 

“directly and causally” relates to a “specific subject or vehicle.”129 The pointing of an index finger 

indicates a sense of “action and interaction,” a subject engaging with an object through gestures 

related to the bodily senses.130 Above, the language of gesture has already indicated authoritative 

speech, as understood in the scenes of dominion and rulership of God, Adam, and Eve, suggesting 

the “enactment of the divine Word in Creation, blessing, damnation, judgement, and simply 

communication.”131 The artist, in drawing the fingers of his figures in the Junius 11, elongates fingers 

that point, both the two-fingered gesture of rulership and the single-fingered index gesture of 

engagement. This elongation draws the viewer’s eye to the semiotics of gesture, providing an 

metavisual guide for one’s “reading” of the images. 

The importance of the index finger and its relationship to “reading” images is apparent 

before the scenes of Temptation begin. On page 20, as discussed above, the viewer is presented with 

an upper register that shows the artist’s anxiety about the manipulative power of speech and the 

dangers of mishearing. On the left, Eve looks into the open mouth of the serpent, and on the right, 

Adam and Eve point—with their index fingers and their gazes—to Satan’s continued speech about 

the darkness and horrors of Hell. The drawing does not necessarily prefigure the Temptations of 

Adam and Eve, but rather it suggests the entries of sin and Satanic power into Eden through the 

medium of speech. The image of the two humans pointing toward the recto of the next page 

presents a complex union of text, word, speech, and image, signaling the eventual Falls and their 

relationship to the manipulation of speech.  

 
129 Karkov, Text and Picture, 42. 
130 Karkov, Text and Picture, 42. 
131 Karkov, Text and Picture, 42. 
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In the first scene of Temptation, falling as a half-page illustration on page 24, the Messenger, 

disguised not as a serpent (as the text of Genesis B describes) but rather as a heavenly angel, 

approaches one of the humans. As the first image in the formal Temptation sequence, a reader 

might expect the image of the Temptation of Adam, as the poem first tells of his temptation before 

the Messenger turns to Eve. The image, however, appears to be of Eve, her pronounced nipples 

present on the figure the Messenger approaches. Upon closer inspection, however, the figure of 

Adam seems more likely, in part due to the prelapsarian androgyny of Adam and Eve, as represented 

throughout the Genesis images in the manuscript. The gestures of hesitancy and speech, as we shall 

discuss, also seem to present this figure not as trusting Eve but rather as suspicious Adam.132 Adam, 

drawn in dark brown ink, stands upright, elevated on a rock, his left hand holding the fruit which the 

Messenger has urged him to eat. His long hair swept behind his shoulders, Adam’s chin and gaze are 

elevated as he faces the Messenger to his left. The Messenger, his body and winds drawn in brown 

ink and his robes and headdress in red, faces Adam, standing below him. His right foot extends past 

the frame of the image, perhaps signaling his misplacement in Eden. The Messenger looks intently 

toward Adam, and with both his right and left arms raised, he points both elongated index fingers to 

Adam, to the fruit. The Messenger’s gesture falls roughly around the center of the image, 

symmetrical on the page, centralizing it as a key feature of the image’s visual language.  

This extension and accentuation of the Messenger’s index fingers suggests the artist’s 

attention to the semiotics of gesture, particularly in his understanding of the Messenger’s 

Temptation of Adam. The Messenger’s speech, as detailed above, presents a falsified auditory 

testimony, using language that God had used in his damnation of Satan and his followers. 

Importantly, the speech continually employs the language of het (command) and cwæð (said), two 

intrinsically oral verbs, received aurally by the Messenger. The index finger, already linked to the 

manipulation of language by Adam and Eve’s pointing on page 20, here takes on further auditory 

meaning. Just as the Messenger rhetorically reemphasizes the veracity of his aural reception of God’s 

 
132 Catherine E. Karkov, “The Anglo-Saxon Genesis: Text, Illustration, and Audience,” in The Old English Hextateuch: 
Aspects and Approaches, ed. B. Withers and R. Barnhouse (Kalamazoo, MI: Medieval Institute Publications, 2000), 187–
223. For the prelapsarian Adam and Eve, it is sometimes difficult for the viewer to distinguish the two, as their hair is 
usually similar (though Adam’s is sometimes, not always, depicted as being shorter than Eve’s). Generally, their nipples 
serve as the primary indicator of whether a figure is Adam or Eve, with Adam usually portrayed with nipples made by 
the artist stippling a couple of dots around each side of the chest. Eve’s nipples are usually more pronounced, protruding 
from the bottom of her breasts. Sometimes, however, their nipples do not appear at all (see p. 36, Eve). In his 2023 
volume, Suzuki has argued that this figure seems more likely to be Eve, or at least that the artist might have been 
confused when approaching this particular image. While the pronounced nipples do seem to indicate that the figure is 
Eve, I posit that the artist might have simply sought to continually present the prelapsarian pair as almost 
interchangeable, lacking the postlapsarian sexing that later very clearly distinguishes them in the manuscript.  
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het and commandments in the poem, so does the artist’s Messenger convey speech and 

commandment through his pointing of the index finger—not just one, but both. In doing so, the 

artist uses the index finger as a gestural indication of speech and aural commandment. Hence, the 

Messenger’s accentuated pointing echoes the speech’s reiteration of het and the Messenger’s claim to 

aural accuracy in a visual medium.  

The index finger carries forward this meaning of het and its related gehet (promise) in Eve’s 

Temptation of Adam, which occurs in the upper register of page 31. In this image, Eve appears 

hunched over, her knees bent and neck tilted as she approaches Adam, her left arm holding up the 

fruit. Her right arm is also bent, but instead of also holding the fruit, Eve extends her index finger to 

meet Adam’s palm. The Messenger stands behind her, extending his own left index finger, mirroring 

Eve’s gesture. Adam stands on the right of the image, extending his right hand to hold the fruit with 

Eve. To his right, between his figure and the frame, is a tree, a reappearance of the manuscript’s 

botanical imagery. This tree is largely unremarkable except in conjunction with its mirrored image, 

the Messenger standing to the left of Eve. The two figures, the tree and the Messenger, are placed 

against one another: the Messenger—already associated with the lapsarian Eve—resting beside her, 

and the tree—a visual reminder of Adam and Eve’s role as rulers of Eden and its creatures—

remaining with Adam. The three figures in the image each hold out an index finger, a curious feature 

of visual language that is not replicated elsewhere in the Genesis images. 

The images of these two temptations, when compared, are surprisingly formally similar, as 

noted by Suzuki, presenting a roughly parallel composition of the images particularly apparent when 

horizontally reversing page 24’s image (fig. 8):133 a lower tempting figure approaches an upright 

 
133 Suzuki, The Pictorial Organization, 189. 

  

Fig. 8. Page 24’s image (horizontally reversed) and page 31’s upper register—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11. 
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tempted figure, who holds their back hand out to grasp the fruit and their front hand raised in a 

gesture of speech. In both images, the tempting figure points, either with one or two index fingers, 

at the fruit. The Messenger in page 24’s image points with both index fingers, an echo of his 

speech’s use and reuse of his language of het, while Eve’s single index finger, touching Adam’s palm, 

indicates the transformation of het (command) into gehet (promise). The Messenger, having used the 

familiar bebodan vocabulary to gain Eve’s ear, then cementing her bond to him by “treowa gehet” 

(promising her his trust), creates a highly emotional appeal to Eve. In approaching Adam in page 

31’s upper register, Eve’s index finger carries the Messenger’s het from page 24’s Temptation of 

Adam, but it gains more meaning, as her touching Adam also “convey[s] the lengthy pleading and 

emotional words” with which she plies him in the poem: “treowe gehet.”134 Thus, by depicting Eve 

with a gesture and posture similar to the Messenger’s in the Temptation of Adam, the artist 

understands Eve as taking on both the physical and auditory aspects of the Messenger’s tempting. 

Moreover, the artist transforms the gesture of pointing from het (command) to gehet (promise), and 

while Eve, in pointing, unknowingly references Adam’s initial temptation, her unique position as his 

trusted co-ruler and partner allows him to be deceived by her appropriated speech, as visualized by 

her unique haptic gesture which carries aural reverberations. 

 This use and misuse of sound and speech throughout the poem of Genesis B, also reflected 

by details in the images that accompany the text, are intricately connected to the manuscript’s overall 

unity as a text-object driven by themes of Creation, Fall, and Redemption.135 The use of sound and 

speech in Genesis B establishes God as the supreme, true universal power, allowing (forlætan and lætan) 

others to rule over parts of his dominion in explicit exchange for their continual praise of God. 

Satan, as the poem describes, rejects this conditional forlætan power, asserting his own position a 

ruler capable of generative, creative speech equal to God’s. God, hearing the gylp-word (defiant 

words) of Satan, damns him and his impotent speech; both the poem and the images depict Satan as 

incapable of possessing authoritative speech, and instead, he is presented as a foolhardy ruler, a 

warning to contemporary viewers of the manuscript.136 Prelapsarian Adam and Eve, on the other 

hand, are shown to be rightful rulers of Eden, the artist continually representing them with their 

 
134 Karkov, Text and Picture, 43. 
135 Daniel Anlezark, “Lay Reading, Patronage, and Power in Bodleian Library, Junius 11,” in Ambition and Anxiety: Courts 
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Gasper and John McKinnell (Turnhout: Brepols, 2014), 87–97. 
136 For an in-depth discussion of kingship and its presentations in Genesis B, with comparisons across contemporary 
writings, see Kears, MS Junius 11, 80–95. 
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two-fingered gesture of authoritative speech, which echoes that of God. This gesture, paired with 

their orant gesture signaling prayerful speech, stands in stark contrast to Satan’s enchained existence 

under the jaws of Hell.  

 Adam and Eve’s authoritative speech, endowed by God’s forlætan delegation of authority, is 

undermined by the Messenger’s intentional manipulation of speech and sound in his Temptations. 

Employing the language of het, the Messenger presents a falsified aural testimony, asserting that God 

spoke to the Messenger with a series of commandments to convey to Adam and Eve. His insistence 

on God’s het commandments is mirrored in the Temptation of Adam image, wherein the 

Messenger’s aural testimony is understood visually, the artist accentuating the index finger as not a 

symbol of authoritative speech but rather of aurally attested commandment. Adam, recognizing the 

Messenger’s illusory speech, twists the Messenger’s language of het to assert his own true aural 

testimony, describing God’s rightful commandments as counter to the Messenger’s manipulative 

commandments. The Messenger then turns to Eve, using Adam’s familiar bebodan language of 

commandment. After Eve eats the fruit, the poet reinserts the language of het by recapitulating the 

psychological account of her Fall, describing the way in which the Messenger treowa gehet (promised 

her his trust). Carrying with it the implicit rhetoric of commandment, gehet also serves to play on 

Eve’s fear for Adam and their punishment, as described by the Messenger. In doing so, gehet renders 

Eve emotionally vulnerable and fearful, and as she approaches Adam after her Fall, Eve appropriates 

the Messenger’s construction of trust and promise, appealing to her partner’s faith in her. By 

pointing at the fruit while touching Adam, Eve transforms the gestural semiotics of het 

commandment, showing the index finger’s acquired meaning of gehet as linked to emotional 

partnership and trust. 

 Throughout the sound and speech of Genesis B and its images, the manuscript’s text and 

image work in partnership as the artist presents a visual hermeneutic to explain the unsuccessful and 

successful Temptations of Adam. The Temptation of Eve, taking place only in one image, as 

discussed below, is understood not as an end goal for the Messenger or Satan, but rather as a site of 

transformation. The poet’s transformation of Satan from a forlætan power under God to a damned 

impotent speaker is contrasted with the retained dominion of Adam and Eve, who maintain their 

rulership in the form of authoritative speech, as argued by the artist’s two-fingered gesture. This 

speech, however, is undermined by the Messenger, and the Temptations present another 

transformation: that of the poetic auditory het into gehet, mirrored by the artist’s transformation of 

two-fingered authoritative speech to the pointing of an index finger, finally to the touching of the 
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index finger to the tempted Adam as a semiotic of trust and bond. In presenting this transformation 

of gesture, speech, and sound, the manuscript’s unique interplay of text and image heightens the 

viewer’s sensory engagement with the Genesis narrative, calling into question the viewer’s 

contemporary understandings of rightful kingship, manipulative rhetoric, and appropriative aural 

reception. 

 

Reading by Sense: The Viewer and the Viewed 

A Brief Look at the History of Vision 

Within recent scholarship’s turn the medieval sensory experience, vision has garnered 

perhaps the most attention, both due to a large corpus of late antique and medieval theological and 

scientific writings about vision, the viewer, and the eye, and due to the sensory turn’s grounding in 

art historical work. As argued by Classen and Jørgensen, among others, vision and the other bodily 

senses were highly important methods of engaging with the holy and the divine, but this 

hagiosensorial configuration of the senses was certainly not new to the thirteenth and fourteenth 

centuries, these scholars’ focuses. As philosophical and medical conceptions of the bodily senses can 

be found in texts stretching long before the rise of Christianity, many nascent Christian theologians 

worked within broader Platonic and Aristotelian traditions, wherein philosophers sharply debated 

the nature of dreams and visions, as well as their connection to one’s corporeal reality.137 

Additionally, many early Christian writings continued in the Jewish tradition of Apocalypticism, 

visions which, in pointing toward divine prophecies and expectations, commented on contemporary 

events.138 Jacques le Goff has argued that Tertullian, writing his De Anima in the second century, was 

the “first Christian theologian of dreaming.”139 Tertullian posited that dreams derived from 

“daemons of the air,” “directly from God,” or “the soul’s own powers,” and depending on the 

source, one’s dreams could be either empty and illusory or divine and meaningful.140 Within these 

categorizations of dream-visions, Tertullian claims that though one might have deceiving visions, 

there is a possibility of visions as a “continued revelation to the faithful” by which one can know 
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God.141 Tertullian’s classification of dream-visions continues to bear influence well into late antiquity 

and the medieval period, especially in regards to the work of Augustine.  

Many early Christian accounts of the senses largely hold that the “vision of God in heaven” 

is the ultimate goal of a Christian life.142 The nature of this visio beatifica, however, has been much 

debated. Clement of Alexandria, writing in the second century, argues that visio beatifica related to the 

“Platonic philosophical ideal” of the contemplation of God, allowing souls to “feast forever on the 

uncloying, never-ending sight” of God.143 Augustine of Hippo, writing in the late fourth and early 

fifth centuries, is largely influential in late antique and medieval theology, including within his 

writings about the vision of and direct contact with God. In Bernard McGinn’s reading of his 

Confessions, however, Augustine also seems to describe this direct contact with God using metaphors 

related to the other bodily senses beyond vision, including touch, smell, and hearing.144 In contrast to 

Augustine, many historians point to Gregory the Great as a major theorizing figure for the history of 

vision. In his Dialogi and Moralia, Gregory, like Tertullian, asserts that dreams “originate in man’s 

bodily processes” through the influence of illusory spirits—demons—and revelatory spirits—

God.145 Whereas Augustine highlights the soul’s active role in the production of dream-visions, 

Gregory argues for the presence of outside influences that can create misleading dreams, only 

discernable by holy men. 

Perhaps the most influential text on late antique and medieval conceptions of vision, 

Augustine’s De Genesi ad litteram, presents three levels of vision, classifications that can be found in 

later theological and scientific discourses on the sense of vision.146 The first level of vision, “bodily” 

or corporeal vision, is what one sees with their bodily eyes.147 Corporeal vision occurs when the 

body is awake, and thus one’s mind is “not alienated from the senses of the body,” which happens 

during sleep.148 The second tier of vision is “spiritual” vision, which refers to the vision of anything 

that is “the image of an absent body” in dreams or the imagination.149 Importantly, these images are 
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“largely but not exclusively dependent on” the mind’s memories of images seen through one’s 

bodily vision.150 The final level of vision is comprised of “intellectual vision,” which refers to the 

“highest levels of the mind” where it is possible for the individual to perceive divine truths;151 in this 

way, it is not visual in the same ways that corporeal and spiritual vision relate to images. For 

Augustine, dreams and “spiritual” vision retain the potential to “reveal either the human or the 

divine,” and while dreams are mostly formed of debased images from corporeal vision, they have the 

potential to reveal “prophetic insight” into the divine.152 Indeed, it is in this imagistic spiritual vision 

that, according to Augustine, John of Patmos received the images of Heaven and the Apocalypse.153 

Against Augustinian theories of vision, particularly the vision of God, Gregory of Nyssa 

emerged as a preeminent figure, arguing that God’s essence is never able to be seen, but rather 

divine manifestations of God on earth, termed the “divine energies,” are visible for humans.154 

Moreover, if an individual is able to purify their hearts through their faith, the ultimate goal is not to 

view God but rather to unite with him, seeing the “Archetype in the image.”155 Drawing on Gregory’s 

discussion of vision and the soul, Pseudo-Dionysius, writing his Mystical Theology in the late fifth 

century, insists that God is invisible, so that mystical contemplation can only involve God’s dwelling 

place in Heaven, not the Godhead. Their theories of the beatific vision picked up by Carolingian 

scholar John Scottus Eriugena in the ninth and tenth centuries, both Gregory of Nyssa and Pseudo-

Dionysius continued to impact medieval conceptions of vision into the later Middle Ages.  

The early Middle Ages, the period most relevant to the present study, was dominated by an 

Augustinian notion of dreams and vision, though figures like Richard of Saint Victor and Albertus 

Magnus began to focus on the mechanics of the reception and transmission of images in a proto-

scientific framework. As Europe entered the twelfth century, Robert Grosseteste, the bishop of 

Lincoln, emerged as an important metaphysical thinker, building on Augustine’s theological treatises 

and the work of William of Conches and Adelard of Bath and exploring the concept of 

extramission.156 Extramission, which had been largely accepted by philosophers stretching back to 

Augustine, holds the eye emits a visual ray, which encounters its object; then, having been shaped by 
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that object, it returns to the subject’s eye, transmitting the species of the object into the mind of the 

viewer.157 Grosseteste—and, later, Roger Bacon—understood this extramissive theory to be linked 

to the reception of light as the “reception of grace,” with saints receiving light directly, imperfect 

people receiving refracted light, and sinners wholly repelling light.158 As such, extramission is the 

active vision of the viewer, reaching out from an individual and engaging with a visual object.  

In many medieval Apocalypse commentaries and other exegetical texts, this Augustinian 

tripartite theory of vision was maintained and proved influential in understandings of an individual’s 

ability to interact with the divine. Visions of the Apocalypse broadly fell into the category of spiritual 

vision, in which the “eyes of the soul” discern images.159 As medieval artists sought to depict 

apocalyptic visions, particularly in Apocalypse manuscripts, various iconographical devices were 

created in order to visually allegorize methods of vision. Peter Klein identifies several types: the 

“dream type,” “dove-soul type,” the “gestures of ‘aposkopein’” type, the “grip-at-the-wrist” type, 

among others.160 Each set of iconography allowed for artists to point toward a mode of seeing apart 

from the Augustinian corporeal vision, using the eyes of the body as a visual stand-in for the eyes of 

the soul. In doing so, artists’ attention was increasingly drawn toward depictions of unveiling and 

apocalypse in reference toward spiritual vision. This is the case until the mid-thirteenth century, 

when Apocalypse manuscripts begin to trend more towards “corporeal seeing and experience,” 

heavily leaning into the depiction of a visionary as in a dream state.161 

At the height of the Middle Ages, Aristotelian conceptions of the senses were introduced 

throughout Europe, sending shockwaves through university-educated communities of scholars. 

Starting in the second half of the twelfth century, the first Latin translations of Aristotle’s De anima 

and De sensu et sensato were made available in Europe, and most university-educated people frequently 

encountered his works.162 In his De sensu, Aristotle seems to put forward the concept of intromissive 

vision, in which visual rays from an object enter the viewer’s eyes and create mental images.163 In this 

framework of vision, as opposed to late antique and early medieval extramission, Aristotle and his 
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medieval receptors held that the viewer was impacted by visual rays instead of being the primary 

agent in the process of seeing. Aristotle envisions the senses as contributing to the cognitive act of 

recognition, first via the “establishment of physical contact between the sense organ and an external 

object,” either through touch or through vision, secondly via the “subsequent grasp of the raw 

sensibilia” in the human mind.164 Aristotle’s understanding of the sensorium became crucial for late 

medieval writers, particularly those in scholastic communities, who applied his frameworks to 

theological understandings of the senses. Particularly regarding debates in the mid-thirteenth century 

about beatific vision, Aristotle’s ideas are echoed in the writings of Albert the Great, mixed with 

intellective Dionysianism that later was used by Meister Eckhart in his writings on the vision of 

God.165 

As Jacqueline Jung notes, however, both extramissive and intromissive vision have their 

drawbacks, namely that while vision is considered the highest sense, most able to interact with the 

divine, vision can also be understood as weak and misleading.166 The passage of visual rays from an 

object to the eye, from the eye to the brain, whether via extramissive or intromissive vision, is 

subject to a number of interferences, not least in the form of “demons,” who were “apt to use visual 

illusions to deceive even the most devout.”167 In the case of manipulated vision, an individual could 

turn to their other senses, including touch, which, as a “robust sense,” allowed “direct, immediate 

knowledge” of the world.168 As we turn to consider the role of vision in the Junius 11, we shall also 

glimpse the interplay of the other members of the medieval sensorium, understanding the process of 

the Fall as a multisensory experience, both for its original subjects of Adam and Eve, as well as for 

those encountering the manuscript. 

 

Junius 11 and Vision 

 The question of true and false visions loom over the Junius 11 as a whole, from the vision of 

Eve in Genesis B to the revelation of Christ in Christ and Satan. According to Augustine’s tripartite 

framework of vision, the veracity of images seen in one’s spiritual vision must be determined not by 

the individual, but rather by the discernment of a proper judge, later understood by theologians to 
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refer to a member of the clergy.169 The ability of the individual to distinguish a true vision from a 

false one is hindered by postlapsarian humans’ inability to engage with the divine, their sight 

primarily relegated to the corporeal and spiritual. In the text and images throughout the Genesis B 

portion of the manuscript, the viewer’s attention is called back again and again to the question of 

reading and misreading vision. 

 Throughout Genesis B, the language of appearance and deception is intricately interwoven 

with that of vision, portraying the Messenger’s deception as not only aurally but also visually 

manipulative. Our first view of the Messenger falls on page 23, immediately after the lacuna that cuts 

off Satan’s speech. While we cannot be sure of the content lost in the missing pages, nor even how 

many pages were lost, the shift from Satan’s call-to-action for a follower to deceive the humans to 

his “fus” (eager, zealous) Messenger readying himself in his “frætwum” (armor) is thematically 

militaristic, imbued with the language of war.170 In the course of the Messenger’s preparations, he 

places a “hæleð-helm” (disguising helmet) on his head, and the poet reminds us that he knows 

“spræca fela, wora worda” (many a fine speech of twisted words).171 This hæleð-helm, translated by 

Anlezark as “disguising helmet,” is drawn from heoloþ-helm, defined as “a helm which conceals or 

makes invisible the wearer.”172 Interestingly, the construction of the Messenger is that of a hæleþ, a 

warrior or hero, armoring himself particularly with the power of visual deception or evasion. The 

Messenger, casting himself in the “wyrmes lic” (likeness or body of a serpent), twists (wand) himself 

around the Tree of Death prior to approaching Adam. While wand, from windan (to twist, curl), is not 

linguistically related to wora (twisted, evil), the Messenger’s physical contortions in this scene—both 

his transformation into a serpent and his wrapping around the tree—draw from his initial battlement 

description. The poet pairs the visual element of his armor with the aural, indicating that the 

Messenger’s speech, with his wora worda (twisted or evil words), similarly acts as a form of 

preparation for deceiving and manipulating the humans through their bodily senses.  

 In this speech to Adam, however, the Messenger does not readily rely on his ability to 

deceive and manipulate Adam’s sense of corporeal vision. Instead, as discussed above, the 

Messenger approaches the speech with the language of commandment, testifying to his own aural 

reception of God’s word for Adam’s sake. Adam’s rebuke of the Messenger’s temptation, however, 

pairs both Adam’s assertion of aural memory and of visual memory. The Messenger, falsely quoting 
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God, claims that Adam’s mod-sefa (mind) and lic-homa (body) will change upon eating the fruit, the 

latter “mara wurde” (becoming greater) and the former becoming “leohtra micle” (more radiant).173 

The Messenger’s attention to Adam’s mental and bodily existence, particularly in separating the two 

into corporeal and intellectual sites of change, does not directly involve Adam’s visual imagination, 

nor the reader’s, but its vagueness raises questions regarding what the Messenger precisely means, a 

vagueness in speech that becomes successful only in the Temptation of Eve. 

 In his response to the Messenger’s deceptive speech, however, Adam rebukes the 

Messenger, asserting not only his aural memory of God’s commandments but also his visual 

memory of the divine and its signs. He opens his speech by echoing the Messenger’s use of the 

commandment language of het, countering the Messenger’s supposed commandments with his own 

memory of God’s original commandments to him, which he received by his own hearing. The 

second part of his speech, however, enters new visual territory. Adam states that he “wat hwæt he 

me self bebead” (knows what he [God] himself commanded me) when Adam “hine nehst geseah” 

(last saw him).174 In particular, God had commanded Adam to “læstan his lare” (fulfill his teaching), 

language which the poet reiterates throughout Genesis B, using lara (teachings) and their fulfilment as 

a test of rightful rulership.175 But Adam does not just use geseah (from geseon, “to see, look, perceive”) 

once in his speech, nor is that the limit of the vocabulary within his tapestry of visual testimony. 

Turning on the Messenger himself, Adam asserts that the Messenger is not like any heavenly angel 

“ic ær geseah” (I have seen before), nor has he “oðiewdest ænig tacen” (revealed any sign) to Adam 

that might act as a “treowe” (pledge, promise) of the Lord’s “hyldo” (favor).176 These short few lines 

are rife with the language of vision, as Adam relies on his having seen (geseah) God and heavenly 

angels in order to disqualify the Messenger’s oral authority on the basis of his appearance. In doing 

so, Adam relies on his visual memory, deducing that the Messenger’s appearance and form does not 

fit within his previous vision of those from the divine realm. Moreover, in asserting his visual 

testimony, Adam also weaves in the language of a divine tacen (sign) as a treowe (pledge). While the 

language of treowe, as we have seen, is particularly important in Eve’s Temptation of Adam, its 

placement here indicates that Adam is discerning in his vision and does not misread the Messenger’s 

appearance, as Eve will.  
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 Adam’s attention to his visual testimony and memory is apparent in the image of the 

Temptation of Adam on page 24. Importantly, though the poem notes that the Messenger adopted 

the wyrmes lic (form of a serpent), the image depicts the Messenger as angelic, though with clear 

visual distinctions that indicate the Messenger’s less-than-heavenly identity. Previous depictions of 

angels, as shown in the upper register of page 9, show detailed figures inked in dark brown, with tall 

wings and intricate furls of their cloaks; some angels are shown with headdresses, though none have 

nimbi. While the Junius 11 does not contain any prior images of Adam’s interaction with angels, two 

images, on pages 10 and 11, show the awakened Adam interacting and gazing upon God. In both 

images, God is depicted with a multicolored habit and a headdress of some sort. Most commonly, 

the Junius artist has depicted God with a standard nimbus, and, as shown on page 10, God is cloaked 

in robes inked in both red and brown. Turning to the Temptation of Adam on page 24, the 

Messenger appears to have the robes of God, not of the angels, drawn in both dark brown and red; 

behind the Messenger, a small tuft of his robe juts out, which visually clues the viewer into his 

disguised devilish identity. Moreover, the Messenger’s headdress resembles neither God’s crowns or 

nimbus nor the angelic crowns; instead, its block-like, rather crude form more closely the wall-like 

borders of Hell in Genesis B’s illustrations of the damned rebel angels. Adam, on the left of the 

image, holds the fruit in his hand, and while the Messenger gesturally signals het with his index 

fingers, Adam’s gaze seems to rise above the Messenger’s head. His chin angled upward and his 

body language constrained, Adam’s vision seems to suggest his ability in the poem to distinguish 

between the heavenly and the hellish, as he looks suspiciously at the Messenger, recalling his visual 

memory and orally asserting his visual testimony. 

 The Temptation of Eve, falling shortly after that of Adam in the manuscript’s text, presents 

vision as a site of transformation, as the Messenger extends his visual capacity to Eve. As he speaks 

to her, the Messenger urges Eve to eat the fruit in order that her 

eagan swa leoht 
þæt þu meaht swa wide   ofer woruld ealle 
geseon siððan,   and selfes stol 
herran þines,   and habban his hyldo forð. 
 
eyes will become so enlightened that you will be able to see afterward very widely across the 
whole world, and the throne of your master himself, and henceforth have his favor. (Gen. 
564b–567) 

This promise, which the Messenger places as a direct consequence of Eve eating the fruit, signals his 

attention to the tempting powers of increased vision, particularly the vision of Heaven. As John 

Vickrey notes, whereas the Messenger’s promise of vision is largely vague—her eyes will become 
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“enlightened,” able to see “very widely” so that she will have God’s favor—there is one particular 

detail that is highly specific: the stol (throne) of God.177 The image of God sitting on his throne is not 

a new one at this point in Genesis B, but rather it has hitherto appeared in relation to Satan’s desire to 

raise himself in power to be equal to or to surpass God. Satan, toward the opening of Genesis B, 

plans to “strenglicran stol geworhte, heahran on heofonum” (make a stronger throne, higher on 

heaven [than God’s throne]), and he argues he has such great authority that he can “gyrwanne 

godlecran stol, hearran on heofne” (adorn a fairer throne, higher in heaven).178 Satan’s overreaching 

attempts to seize more power than was granted to him through God’s forlætan conditional authority 

is recalled in the Messenger’s description of Eve’s potential vision, should she eat the fruit. Though 

the Messenger does not promise her the generative, creative speech that Satan attempts to claim, by 

allowing Eve to imagine the image of God’s throne and her potential view of it, the Messenger raises 

Eve’s ambitions closer and closer to the point of Satan’s overreaching rhetoric.179 

 As the Messenger describes Eve’s potentially expanded vision, allowing her to imagine 

seeing the very throne of God which Satan so frequently sought to overtake, the Messenger also 

plies Eve by relying on her fear of God’s punishment. The Messenger states that, should Eve eat the 

fruit, he would “forhele ic incrum herran þæt me hearmes swa fela Adam gespræc, eargra worda” 

(conceal before your master that Adam spoke so very hurtfully to me, wicked words).180 These lines 

seem relatively straightforward—the Messenger, in his kindness toward Adam and Eve, will not 

reveal to God the latter’s hesitance to obey the commandments which the Messenger has delivered. 

Upon looking more closely, however, the logic of the line seems less penetrable. The Messenger 

promises to forhele (from helan, “to cover over, hide, or conceal”) Adam’s harsh words, attempting to 

apply a visual metaphor to an aural medium. The addition of for as an intensifier accentuates the 

visual nature of the Messenger’s promise to conceal, but there is a disjunction between the worda 

spoken by Adam and the Messenger’s desire to cover these words, at least in the context of the 

poem’s world. Here, again, the Messenger’s understanding of the senses—here, vision and hearing—

are conflated and confused, and his words are, like Satan’s, rendered impotent due to his inability to 

accurately “read” his own words.  

 Nevertheless, the Messenger’s attempt to tempt Eve is successful, enticing in its promise of 

an expansive beatific vision of Heaven and God’s throne. Eve, the Messenger’s geþeaht (counsel) 

 
177 John F. Vickrey, “The Vision of Eve in Genesis B,” Speculum 44, no. 1 (Jan. 1969), 86. 
178 Gen. 273b–274a, 281b–282a. 
179 Kears, MS Junius 11, 79. 
180 Gen. 579–580. 
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surges inside her, and as she surrenders her mind to the Messenger’s vision. Biting the fruit, Eve 

“alwaldan bræc word and willan” (broke the word and will of the ruler of all), but she is rewarded by 

the “læn” (gift) of the “laðan” (hateful) Messenger: 

þa meahte heo wide geseon 
þurh þæs laðan læn   þe hie mid ligenum beswac, 
dearnenga bedrog,   þe hire for his dædum com, 
þæt hire þuhte hwitre   heofon and eorðe, 
and eall þeos woruld wlitigre,   and geweorc Godes 
micel and mihtig,   þeah heo hit þurh monnes geþeaht 
ne sceawode    –ac se sceaða georne 
swicode ymb þa sawle   þe hire ær þa siene onlah, 
þæt heo swa wide   wlitan meahte 
ofer heofon-rice.  
 
Then, by the gift of the hateful one who tricked her with lies, secretly led her astray, who had 
come to her for his evil deeds, she was able to see afar, so that heaven and earth seemed 
brighter to her, and all this world more beautiful, and God’s work great and mighty, though 
she did not gaze upon it through human intellect–but the injurer, who had loaned her the 
vision, eagerly interfered within the soul, so that she was able to gaze so distantly across the 
kingdom of heaven. (Gen. 600b–609a) 

This vision of Eve is narrated by the poet, and despite the Messenger’s later assertion that Eve is 

able to “self geseon” (see for herself), the poet is quick and forceful to remind us that Eve’s vision is 

lent to her and is not her own.181 He begins, writing that Eve “meahte heo wide geson” (is able to 

see afar), but then quickly turns to indicate that it is only through this læn (gift) of the Messenger, 

who has “ligenum beswac” (tricked by lies) and “darnenga bedrog” (secretly led astray) Eve, that the 

“heofon and eorðe” “þuhte hwitre” (heaven and earth seemed brighter). Thus, even before the 

Messenger can present his claim that Eve can see this with her own visual powers, the poet 

undermines the role and source of vision, bookending the vision of Eve with qualifiers related to the 

sources of her vision, namely the Messenger’s deceit.  

 Here, the poet also enters into the sphere of theological discourse related to vision and the 

visio dei, discussed above. The poet argues that Eve’s vision is not produced through “monnes 

geþeaht” (human thought, counsel, or intellect) but rather through the Messenger’s “swicode” in the 

“sawle” (interference or deception within the soul). As Augustine theorizes, spiritual vision, that is, 

vision occurring in dreams or the imagination, is based on images seen with one’s corporeal, bodily 

vision. While the “mixed nature” of spiritual vision allows for potential prophetic insight, however, 

spiritual vision is “linked to debased corporeal vision,” meaning that the demonic influences of the 
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Messenger are able to infiltrate and interfere with Eve’s vision of the heavenly realm, a vision she 

cannot see with her human bodily eyes.182 

 Eve’s vision, as narrated by the poet, also uses the important word “þuhte” (from þincan, “to 

seem, appear”) to describe the way in which heaven and earth “seemed brighter.” Importantly, the 

language of þincan is used sparingly in Genesis B, only appearing in this description of Eve’s vision 

and in Satan’s contemplations of seizing power beyond his grant. The poet describes the beginnings 

of Satan’s insolence, writing that “þuhte him sylfum” (it seemed to him alone) that he had more 

power, skill, and followers than God.183 Moreover, þuhte returns again as Satan continues to speak 

against God, saying that “him tweo þuhte þæt he gode wolde geongra weorðan” (it seemed doubtful 

that he would continue to be an underling for God).184 Satan then states that “me þæt riht ne 

þinceð” (it does not seem right to me) that he must continually “oleccan” (flatter, charm) God in 

order to maintain God’s favor.185 This third case of þincan in the course of barely twenty lines 

combines an aural element with the visual þinceð; Satan, misunderstanding and misreading God’s 

conditions for his granted forlætan authority, mistakes praise and prayer for oleccan, a distinctly orally 

deceptive method of engagement. Instead of genuine prayer, Satan’s speech reveals that, even in 

pursuit of authority, Satan must manipulate speech. Moreover, in linking þincan, the language of 

appearance and seeming, to speech and sound, Satan’s words are recalled in the Temptation of Eve, 

as her experience of false spiritual vision does not make earth and heaven brighter, but seems to do 

so.  

 Eve’s vision, as narrated by the poet, is buttressed by the Messenger’s verbal reiteration of 

her vision, pointing out particular features of the vision that, as the Messenger argues, prove his 

righteousness and trustworthiness. Telling Eve that she self geseon (sees for herself) with the help of 

the fruit, the Messenger indicates that, due to her trust in his words (minum wordum getruwodest), the 

“wlite” (appearances) and “wæstmas” (forms) which Eve visually encounters are “ungelic” 

(different), though we are unsure how exactly they differ beyond an increased general brilliance.186 

This difference, the Messenger argues, Eve should convey to Adam, telling him of the “gesihðe” 

(power of vision, perception) she has gained “þurh minne cime cræfta” (by my [the Messenger’s] 
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advent).187 It is important to remember that Eve has been silent in the course of the poem until this 

point, the Messenger filling the aural space between them, but even without Eve indicating a 

significant change in the wlite and wæstmas around her, the Messenger characterizes the changes in 

vision for her. In doing so, he constructs a visual argument in his favor, pointing toward the visual 

changes as intended by God for both Adam and Eve.  

 A view of the vision itself is not offered in the poem until Eve approaches Adam, carrying 

an “æppel unsælga” (unblessed apple) in her hand, the other beside her “heortan” (heart), and as 

Eve beseeches her partner to eat of the fruit as she has done, she appropriates the language of visual 

testimony that Adam had used against the Messenger, misreading and misviewing in her now 

lapsarian sight. As she approaches Adam, she speaks for the first time in the poem, claiming that she 

“ic on his gearwan geseo þæt he is ærend-secg uncres hearra” (I see by his raiment that he is the 

ambassador of our master).188 In using the language of viewing, geseon, Eve argues, based on the wlite 

of the Messenger, that he is from the heavenly realm, using the viewing language of geseon which 

Adam had previously used to argue the opposite. Adam, astute in his visual memory of the heavenly 

angels’ forms and assured in his visual testimony of God’s last appearance in Eden, asserts that the 

Messenger is unlike any angel he has ær geseah (seen before). Moreover, Adam calls the reader’s 

attention to the Messenger’s lack of a tacen (sign) to serve as a treowe (pledge, promise) of his heavenly 

identity. Here, however, Eve misreads the Messenger’s appearance, not remembering the prior 

appearance of heavenly angels and thus being deceived by the Messenger’s disguise.  

 It is Eve’s description of her own vision, however, that is the most curious, as it points 

toward the multisensory, apocalyptic nature of her visionary experience. Eve describes her vision, 

saying that she “heonon geseon hwær he sylf siteð” (from here can see where he himself sits), and 

more than that, she “geseo ic him his englas ymbe hweorfan mid feðer-haman” (can see his angels 

circling about him in feather-cloaks).189 Interestingly, Eve’s vision is not only visual; similar to the 

descriptions of medieval mystical visions, Eve can not only “swa wide geseon” (see so widely) but 

she can also “gehyran […] rume” (hear widely).190 Eve “swegles gamen gehyran on heofnum” (hears 

celestial rejoicing in the heavens), which compliments the visually expansive scene. This core section 

of her heavenly vision features God seated, surrounded by his ranks of angels, though the image of 

the throne is strangely absent. Asserting her visual experience by repeating the language of geseon, 
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Eve describes a vision of God’s Judgement, perhaps even of the Last Judgement.191 As Vickrey 

notes, Old English poetry describing the Judgement often features the motif of angels surrounding a 

seated God in Heaven, and by alluding to the vision of Judgement during Eve’s temptation of 

Adam, the poet presents the Fall and Judgement as the “beginning and end of man’s exile on earth,” 

framing a salvific history of the world.192 Moreover, as Karkov describes, the presence of the Satanic 

Messenger can also be understood in contrast to the angelic visitors for Saint Fursa and Saint 

Guthlac, who both experience truly divine visions sent by God.193 Whereas these angelic messengers 

brought “true inner visions” and genuine revelatory experience, Eve’s vision, flawed and misreading, 

looks toward the Judgement and her eventual entry into heaven.194 Eve’s vision of the Last 

Judgement accentuates the manuscript’s overall attention to the cycles of Fall and Redemption, Exile 

and Entry. In understanding Eve’s vision as linked to the Judgement, we might also consider her 

vision to be apocalyptic, both in the sense of the Biblical Apocalypse of John of Patmos, in which 

the Last Judgement appears, and in the sense of unveiling, the lifting of a limitation on Eve’s 

corporeal and spiritual vision to reveal an expanded visual plane. 

 Once Adam has eaten of the fruit and fallen alongside Eve, the language of vision returns 

alongside the other senses, Adam and Eve experiencing and anticipating a multisensory 

postapocalyptic existence. Once the Messenger has departed, the poet describes Eve’s loss of her 

expanded state of vision, writing that she “leoht geseah ellor scriðan þæt hire þurh untreowa tacen 

iewde se him þone teonan geræd” (saw the light slip away, the sign that he who had advised them to 

the disaster had showed her in perfidy).195 No longer able to use the Messenger’s spiritual vision to 

gaze upon the heavens in an apocalyptic beatific vision of God, Eve realizes the depth of her 

torment and disregard, God’s word onwended (word transgressed). These lines weave together many of 

the motifs of vision and trust that have been used throughout the poem, Eve’s sight (geseon) losing 

the tacen, a false version of the very sign which Adam had sought as a divine treowe (pledge) in his 

first temptation. Adam, in addressing Eve, also recalls the multisensory element of her vision of the 

Last Judgement, asking whether she “gesyhst þu nu þa sweartan helle” (sees now the dark hell), 

“grædige and gifre” (greedy and gaping), and asserts that he now hears it “roaring.”196 More than a 
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simple visual darkness creeping into Eden at the departure of the Messenger’s expansive, 

enlightening sight, the full ramifications of their spiritual unveiling emerges: while they have been 

unveiled to see a temporary broader vision, their eyes become darkened, as they have abandoned 

God’s teachings.  

 The highly visual nature of these sections of Genesis B are reflected and expounded upon in 

the images that fall alongside it in the Junius 11 manuscript, most notably with the scene of the 

Temptation of Eve on page 28. The artist’s attention to the gaze, particularly the carnal gaze, begins 

in earnest in this half-page image, depicting Adam and Eve divided by the Messenger. In this image, 

the Messenger acts as the dividing line between the pair, roughly in the middle of the image’s frame. 

Still facing Adam from the prior scene of temptation, yet, selon Karkov, turning toward Eve, the 

Messenger wears his red and dark brown cloak, his wings, hands, and face entirely drawn in the dark 

brown. Similar to his depiction in the Temptation of Adam, the Messenger still has a small tuft in his 

cloak, hinting at his hidden devilish tail.197 The Messenger holds the fruit, first seen on page 24, one 

in each hand. The form of the fruit is particularly interesting in this moment. The fruit, comprised of 

three concentric circles, takes on the form of an eyeball or a breast. The Junius 11 artist depicts a 

fruit which stands in marked contrast to the eyes of Adam and Eve, which are less round and drawn 

in the insular style. Nevertheless, the fruit might be understood to represent not a human eye but 

rather the faculty of vision. The fruit’s circular shape, as Benjamin Saltzman demonstrates, is similar 

to the eyes of the central figure of the Fuller Brooch, an early medieval piece of metalwork depicting 

the five senses (fig. 9).198 The brooch’s central figure, representing vision, stares out at the viewer 

with large, round eyes, much like the fruit in the Junius 11. Thus, it seems as though our artist plays 

upon the Old English æppel, meaning either “fruit” or “pupil of the eye.”199 

 
197 While the Messenger does not have a tail as distinct as can be seen on the revealed Messenger, now in the form of a 
fallen angel, on page 31, the strange protrusion from the cloak, echoed on the Messenger on page 24, might hint at his 
true form.  
198 Benjamin A. Saltzman, “Adam and Eve’s Hands and Eyes: Covering the Face in the Junius 11 Manuscript,” in Textual 
Identities in Early Medieval England: Essays in Honour of Katherine O’Brien O’Keeffe, ed. Jacqueline Fay, Rebecca Stephenson, 
and Renée R. Trilling (Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 2022): 76. 
199 Saltzman, “Hands and Eyes,” 77. 
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Fig. 9. The Fuller Brooch—London, British Museum, no. 1952,0404.1 

Adam stands on the right side of the frame, slightly hunched, gazing at the Messenger, who 

meets his gaze. Adam holds out his right hand in an open-palmed gesture, perhaps indicating 

restraint, and he does not take the fruit.200 On the left side of the frame, Eve stands, both her arms 

raised, her right arm bringing a fruit to her mouth, her left reaching for another from the Messenger 

(fig. 10). The presence of Adam here, during the Temptation of Eve, raises some scholars’ eyebrows 

in regard to the congruence of text and image in the manuscript; indeed, the poetic text itself seems 

to indicate that the pair are not together in the same space during the Temptation of Adam or of 

Eve, though the image here presents them as existing in a shared physical space. The Temptations 

and their physicality are highly debated in Biblical scholarship on Genesis 3, particularly in regards to 

the figure of Eve in tempting Adam.201 The text of Genesis reads that Eve, having been persuaded 

by the serpent to eat of the fruit so that her “eyes will be opened,” “also gave some to her husband, 

who was with her, and he ate.”202 Since antiquity, commentators on the Bible have understood this 

“giving” of the fruit to Adam to carry a wide range of interpretations. Tertullian, in the third century, 

writes that Eve “persuaded” Adam, whereas Gregory of Nazianzus understands Eve’s actions 

towards Adam to be “beguiling,” tempting him “by pleasures.”203 Well into the Middle Ages, there 

 
200 Dowdell, Anglo-Saxon Gestures, 45. 
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was a popular conception of Eve as Temptress, though the text of Genesis B does not closely follow 

this tradition of blame for Eve, instead pointing to Eve’s holdne hyge, “loyal intention.”204 The image, 

however, presents Eve as distinctly corporeal and carnal, and, as we shall see, the artist has chosen 

not necessarily to follow the text’s description of Eve’s expansive vision, but rather to understand 

the process of the Fall as one which results in the rise of carnal vision, following the prior sexing of 

the male body in the fall of the rebel angels.  

 

Fig. 10. Eve takes æppel—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 28. Author’s photograph, August 25, 2023. 

Eve’s right breast spills over her right elbow, as if especially sexed in this moment of eating. 

The artist, in emphasizing her breast in this particular scene, might point toward a newfound 

sensual, lustful desire for Adam, a desire which is not attested to in Genesis B but is rather part of 

many medieval commentaries on the Genesis narrative. Her sexing might also point toward her 

configuration within the poem and the manuscript’s illustrations as a mother, closely tied to the 

Virgin Mary. This association with Mary by virtue of Eve’s particularly sexed female body in the 

moment of her disobedience is significant, and to some might appear to undermine Mary’s salvific 

birth of Christ, but, as others argue, Eve’s role as a woman in the act of giving birth is highlighted, 
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and it is through the biological implication of her sexed body that Eve achieves not only “her 

ultimate salvation” but that of her progeny.205 Understanding Eve as a prefiguration of Mary, we 

might also understand this image to play into the manuscript’s larger thematic cycle of Fall and 

Redemption, with Eve later being saved through Christ during the Harrowing of Hell in Christ and 

Satan.  

The image, I posit, also introduces the viewer to the conception of the carnal gaze. In the 

illustration, Eve’s hair trails down her back as she raises her gaze, not to the Messenger, but across 

the image to Adam. Augustine, as we have discussed, conceives of the bodily eye as one of the three 

modes of vision and as a medium for visual experience. While Augustine himself does not espouse a 

particular scientific theory of vision, he is taken to understand vision as extramissive, the 

predominant theory of vision in the early Middle Ages. In this image, the corporeal becomes carnal, 

however, in the wake of sinful resistance to God’s teachings. As Suzannah Biernoff posits, the 

“fleshy eye,” having been transformed by disobedience, is made into a “vehicle of desire,” a means 

of “grasping, devouring, adhering to the objects of one’s sensual appetites.”206 Eve’s gaze across to 

Adam as she eats the fruit could, on the one hand, be understood as a reflection of the Messenger’s 

call for Eve to turn her persuasive powers and proof through vision to Adam after her Fall. On the 

other hand, the artist brings special attention in this moment to Eve’s simultaneous devouring of the 

fruit and her gaze, collapsing the moment of disobedience (i.e., eating the fruit) and the inception of 

carnal, desirous vision (i.e., her gaze to Adam). Using Biernoff’s framework of the “fleshy eye” as 

formed by an extramissive visual ray that seeks to consume and devour one’s objects of sensual 

desire, Eve’s gaze emerges as particularly carnal, consuming the vision of Adam as she consumes the 

sinful fruit. 

Importantly, this scene of the Temptation is formally similar to many contemporary 

depictions of the Temptation, placing the Tree of Death between Adam and Eve. In her chapter, 

Biernoff discusses a later medieval image with the formal echoes of this image in the Junius 

manuscript, wherein Eve reaches one hand out to grasp the fruit, given by the serpent who coils 

around the Tree, extending the other hand to Adam, offering him another fruit. This late thirteenth-

century image from St. John’s College, Cambridge, offers a similar formal structure to this image in 
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the Junius manuscript, with some significant differences.207 In the Junius 11, the Messenger, instead 

of appearing to be coiled around the Tree, as in the case in the St. John’s College MS K.26, replaces 

the tree, acting as the source of the fruit (fig. 11).  

 

Fig. 11. Serpent deceiving Adam and Eve—Cambridge, St. John’s College, MS. K.26, f.4r. 

In fact, vegetation is nowhere to be found in the Junius image, which serves in sharp contrast to the 

other images in this portion of the manuscript, wherein Eden both before and after the Fall features 

extensive vegetation. In this image, the artist brings the viewer’s focus onto the three figures and 

simultaneously emphasizes the corruption of the fruit. Karkov asserts that this image 

“decentralize[s]” Eve’s consumption of the fruit, though I would argue the opposite: the 

consumption of the fruit as the first act of disobedience is heightened in this image, as Eve brings 

the fruit to her mouth, and because Eve is so engrossed in her disobedient performance, the viewer 

can almost taste the fruit upon their own tongue.208 In most depictions of the Temptation and Fall, 

the artists “rarely show her [Eve] actually eating the fruit,” placing most of the emphasis on the 

“visual interactions” between the Messenger, Adam, and Eve.209 Here, however, she is not simply 

plucking it off of the tree or taking it from the Messenger’s hands; Eve is on the precipice of 

 
207 The Cambridge, St. John’s College MS K.26 features this image on f.4r. While the manuscript is not entirely digitized, 
a publicly available copy of the image can be found at 
https://www.joh.cam.ac.uk/library/special_collections/manuscripts/medieval_manuscripts/medman/A/K26/K26f4r.
htm.  
208 Karkov, Text and Picture, 70. 
209 Biernoff, Sight and Embodiment, 43. 

https://www.joh.cam.ac.uk/library/special_collections/manuscripts/medieval_manuscripts/medman/A/K26/K26f4r.htm
https://www.joh.cam.ac.uk/library/special_collections/manuscripts/medieval_manuscripts/medman/A/K26/K26f4r.htm
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devouring the fruit, and the scene collapses her moment of consumption with her visual desire of 

Adam.  

In the manuscript’s next images, the Temptations continue, as Eve approaches Adam in the 

upper register on page 31, briefly discussed above. Importantly, despite her hunched posture, Eve 

not only touches Adam with her extended index finger in a gestural language of trust, but she also 

touches him with her desirous gaze. In this moment, her carnal vision is collapsed, not with another 

moment of eating the fruit, but with the consummation of her visual desire in touching his hand (fig. 

12). Her index finger both recalls the closed dialogue between Adam and Eve, as well as Eve’s 

“lengthy pleading and emotional words that she directs at him in the poem” and, importantly, the 

touch mirrors the direction of her desirous gaze.210 In understanding Eve as beginning to partake in 

the lustful, desirous gaze caused by her disobedience, we might also understand her posture to be 

indicative of a Fall-in-progress, a stop-motion frame of her spiritual Fall mirrored by a physical 

descent, a point upon which I will elaborate shortly. Adam stands to the right of Eve, knees slightly 

bent—though not as much as Eve’s are—as if already partaking in this communal Fall. Adam faces 

Eve, holding his right hand out to take the fruit from her and raising his left hand slightly, pointing 

his index finger toward her. His gaze appears to fall on both the fruit and upon Eve, a joining of his 

objects of desire, the artist suggesting a sequential relationship from Adam’s visual desire for the 

fruit to his eating of it, which, in turn, creates a visual desire for Eve. The Messenger retains his part-

red, part-brown cloak, and there is yet another protrusion of the cloak, the fabric sticking out on the 

Messenger’s left side, suggesting (though not yet revealing) a devilish tail. The Messenger’s hand, 

too, is outstretched, but his open palm faces the viewer, emphasizing the important events of the 

scene to his right.211 Additionally, the Messenger’s headdress is gone from this image, signaling a 

slow revelation of his true identity. 

 
210 Karkov, Text and Picture, 43. 
211 Karkov, Text and Picture, 43. 
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Fig. 12. Eve’s Temptation of Adam, detail—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 31. Author’s photograph, August 25, 2023. 

The lower register of the page presents the immediate “reversal of fortune” subsequent to 

both Adam and Eve’s moments of disobedience. In an attempt to perhaps reclaim some of the 

forlætan authority and trust from God, Adam is depicted in an orant position, recalling the images of 

Adam and Eve prior to the opening of Genesis B. In this image, Adam, his hair notably shorter than 

it was in the last register, is moved from the right to the far left, kneeling, his arms and eyes raised to 

the heavens in a grand motion of supplication. Separating Adam from Eve is another tree, creating a 

visual divide between them, as well as their states of Fallenness. Eve has fallen to the ground, 

flattened by the weight of her sin, curling her knees to her chest and bringing her hands to her face 

(fig. 13). In a complicated and unclear motion, Eve’s left thumb holds her chin while her left index 

finger points up to the heavens, but her right hand, partially blocked by her left, touches her face, 

focusing primarily on her eyes. Her gaze is cast downward, not even toward Adam, signaling the 

depths of her Fallenness. In this image, it seems, Eve has progressed from her upright posture on 

page 28 to a hunched, seductive approach in the upper register to this, an Eve brought entirely down 

to the earth both in the limits of her carnal sight—no longer capable of witnessing the angelic—and 

in her physicality, mirroring the flattening of Satan on pages 16, 17, and 20. On the far right of the 

frame stands the Messenger, his disguise ripped from him in a shining moment of apocalypse for the 

humans. Instead of his usual half-red, half-brown cloak, which mirrors what God wears during the 

creation of Adam and Eve on pp. 9 and 10, indicating his divine nature, the Messenger is drawn in 

the same dark brown ink as Adam and Eve, a small garment around his waist hiding his sexed male 
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body.212 The angelic hair and headdress have been removed entirely, as has the cloth draping 

covering his tail, which is now on full display, falling to the left of his body just as the protrusion in 

the cloth had fallen in the upper register. The Messenger points down at the Fallen couple, united in 

their disobedience and sin, admonishing the pair.  

 

Fig. 13. Eve’s shame, detail—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 31. Author’s photograph, August 25, 2023. 

This scene brings the viewer to the ultimate moment of the Fall, described at the opening of 

this brief paper. Under the page’s single line of text, “nu hie word-cwyde his, lare forleton” (now 

that they have abandoned his teaching, his spoken word), page 34 presents another full-page image 

of two registers, both frames outlined in the stark red instead of the standard dark brown. Again, 

there is a notable lack of vegetation in the upper register, signaling the barren state of humankind at 

the culmination of the Fall. Without the distraction of background vegetation or a taunting 

Messenger, the artist emphasizes the pair’s carnal gazes, the first time within the manuscript wherein 

Adam and Eve fully meet each other’s gaze. Whereas the fruit had proven a necessary feature in the 

upper register of Eve’s Temptation of Adam, the artist intentionally conflating Adam’s gaze toward 

the fruit and his gaze toward Eve, the two now meet each other in a shocking moment of 

recognition of their nakedness. Draping their hands desperately over the places where their genitalia 

would be while clutching their faces, the two have had the veils lifted from their vision, able to 

 
212 For more on the sexing of the male body in the Junius 11 manuscript, see Karkov, “Exiles from the Kingdom: The 
Naked and the Damned in Anglo-Saxon Art,” in Naked Before God: Uncovering the Body in Anglo-Saxon England, ed. B. 
Withers and J. Wilcox (Morgantown, West Virginia: West Virginia University Press, 2003), 183–5. 
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recognize the Messenger as not an angel but a devil in the lower register for page 31, and now 

understanding themselves as sexed and naked creatures in page 34.  

Importantly, Eve’s fingers are directly touching the sites of her sin, her eyes, her nose, and 

her mouth, by which she saw the fruit and desired it, smelt the fruit as she raised it to her mouth, 

and ate the fruit, beginning her Fall (fig. 14). Adam’s fingers are not so directly placed on his sites of 

disobedience, being slightly removed from his eyes, nose, and mouth (fig. 15). Eve’s hair, which had 

previously been displayed as brushed behind her shoulders, now seeks to both highlight her breasts 

as especially sexed and her nipples as pronounced while also attempting to provide Eve with a 

physical veil by which she can cover herself. Together in this moment, they embody the line of text 

at the top of the page, the collapse of the speech, sound, and vision of the Fall in abandoning God’s 

word-cwyde. The “emphatic punctuation” at the end of the line seals their Fallenness, and the upper 

register mirrors this finality visually, effecting a dramatic union of text and image in the climactic 

moment of the Fall.213 While this line might have been originally intended to appear on page 33, 

finishing the last line of poetry, its placement at the top of page 34, the only text on this page, allows 

for the image to expound upon the line, interpreting disobedience to be collapsed with the 

subsequent mortal Fall. 

 

Fig. 14. Eve—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 34. Author’s photograph, August 25, 2023. 

 
213 Karkov, Text and Picture, 74. 
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Fig. 15. Adam—Oxford, Bodleian Library, MS. Junius 11, p. 34. Author’s photograph, August 25, 2023. 

In the page’s lower register, in an effort to conceal their nakedness from one another and 

from God, Adam and Eve desperately flee to the garden’s trees to find vegetation with which to 

cover themselves. Still holding their hands to their faces, focusing on the eyes, they use their other 

hand to draw leaves to their groins. Yet, in this attempt to hide their genitals from each other out of 

shame, they draw the viewer’s attention to their groins, the phallic leaves sexing them further. In 

placing the leaves by their groins, both Adam and Eve echo what Karkov has described as the 

sexing of the male body in relation to one’s fall, having noted the genitalia that the devils acquire 

upon falling from Heaven in earlier pages.214 Their bodies facing away from one another, each the 

other’s vision of their nakedness attempting to preclude, Adam and Eve remain locked in an intense 

gaze, their desire for each other not fading with the Fall achieved in the upper register. Now 

separated by twisting vines, the two figures present the isolation acquired through the Fall while 

emphasizing this moment of despair shared by the Fallen two.215 

The visual language of the images depicting the Genesis Temptations, when understood 

against the text of Genesis B, present slightly different exegetical understandings of the moments 

leading up to and immediately after the Fall for both Adam and Eve. Whereas the poem accentuates 

Eve’s expansive vision, the images have a more lustful understanding of Eve’s newly acquired carnal 

vision. Moreover, the images largely gloss over the language of tacen (signs) as pledges and promises 

 
214 Karkov, “Exiles from the Kingdom,” 183–5. 
215 Karkov, Text and Picture, 74. 
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between God and his human subjects. Instead, the images highlight a collapse of the senses, a 

progression from the aural reception of Temptation, to the imaginative beatific vision, to the touch, 

smell, and taste of the fruit, then finally back to vision, this time rendered carnal and desirous. Eve’s 

visual consumption of Adam in the images is not mirrored by any poetic language surrounding 

sexual desire or longing; rather, the images present an independent, engaging, cautionary visual 

hermeneutic for the Genesis narrative, just as Genesis B acts as a form of textual exegesis for the 

same.  

 

Apocalypse Then, Apocalypse Later: Resonances Across Time 

 As we have discussed above, both the text and image in the Junius 11 manuscript are deeply 

imbued with the textual and visual language of sense perception. Within the text’s configuration of 

sound, Genesis B highlights the dangers associated with transgressive, ambitious speech, placing the 

figure of a disobedient Satan in contrast to Adam and Eve. God, in giving Adam and Eve the same 

verbally-granted forlætan authority which he had granted to Satan, allows them to conditionally reign 

under God in exchange for praise and obedience to the rightful ultimate king. This authority, 

however, is endangered by Satan’s rhetorical uprising, his speech weaponized against God in 

asserting Satan’s equality or even supremacy. Forlætan, however, also carries with it the language of 

abandonment, and it reappears throughout the poem’s discussion of the rebel angels’ and the 

humans’ abandonment of God’s lara (teachings). Additionally, the poem is deeply concerned with 

the reappropriation of language for the purposes of deception, particularly in the Temptations of 

Adam and Eve, wherein the Messenger appropriates God’s language of hatan in order to assert a 

secondhand divine commandment. Adam, however, in his rebuke, twists the language of hatan in his 

own speech to assert his aural memory of God’s original commandments, countering the 

Messenger’s falsified claims. The Messenger, turning to Eve, introduces the highly emotional 

language of gehatan, imbuing his spoken promise with a system of fidelity that aurally manipulates her 

understanding of his words. Her subsequent turn to Adam reappropriates the language of gehatan, 

cementing their fall and binding it closely with the use and misuse of speech. The images similarly 

work to explain the Falls of Satan, Eve, and Adam, presenting the semiotic gestures of 

commandment and trust. In doing so, the images, despite being a highly visual medium of exegesis, 

understand sound and speech as key aspects of the sensory perception that leads to the Fall, 

displaying the manipulation of speech and sound by the appropriation of gesture. 
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 Vision also acts as a cornerstone of the manuscript’s argument about sensory perception in 

the Genesis material, drawing on contemporary notions of visual contamination and corporeal visual 

deception, but importantly, the poem and image diverge in their presentations and understandings 

of the visual consequences of the Fall. The poem depicts the Fall of Eve as closely linked to an 

apocalyptic expansion of her vision, grâce à the Messenger’s own heightened sight. As she eats the 

fruit, she encounters the beatific vision so highly desired by medieval Christians, but this vision is 

permeated by the image of the Last Judgement. Moreover, the poem’s emphasis on þincan (to seem 

or appear) undermines the spiritual vision that the Messenger temporarily endows upon Eve, the 

earth seeming brighter, just as the fruit seems to be aligned with God’s commandment. The poem’s 

focus on the revelatory tacen (sign) and its relationship to the treowe (promise) that the Messenger and 

Eve make in their temptations also buttresses the visual element of the Temptations and the Fall. 

This method of vision, however, is not reflected in the manuscript’s images; instead, the artist’s 

exegesis on the Genesis material emphasizes the less apocryphal, more popular conception of the 

Fall leading to lustful, carnal vision, alienated from God and intellectual vision. The sexing of Eve, 

connected to Mary’s salvific birth of Christ, and the presence of the carnal eye, while not attested in 

the poem, are highlighted by our artist, and Eve’s postlapsarian lustful visual consumption of Adam 

is understood as the consequence of her misplaced visual desire, not of the invisible God, but of the 

sensually perceived fruit.  

 Taken together, the divergences and convergences of the manuscript’s text and image 

present a complex relationship with the period’s religious and scientific conceptions of the senses, if 

we are even able to distinguish the two in the early medieval period. The images present a collapse 

of the senses, with the vision of the fruit collapsed and subsumed by Eve’s hearing of the 

Messenger’s persuasive speech, her tasting and touching of the fruit, and her visual consumption of 

Adam, while the poem’s primary concerns rest with the aural and visual manipulation in relation to 

questions of rightful authority and dominion. The two converge, however, in their interest in 

sensory perception as sites of transformation, appropriation, and manipulation, with words, gestures, 

and gazes taking on new meanings through the piling on of textual and iconographical layers of 

hermeneutics. It is only in stepping back to view the larger tapestry of the interplay between word 

and image that the Junius 11’s readers, both medieval and modern, understand these unique 

interventions. 

 The Junius 11’s Genesis B and its images are part of a much larger tradition of poetic and 

visual art on the Genesis material and related apocrypha, which has pervaded media in Latin 
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Christendom from late antiquity well into the early modern period. The Vita Adae et Evae literary 

tradition, hereafter referred to as the VAE, is a narrative group emerging from a set of variable 

Greek Lives, including the Greek Apocalypse of Moses.216 Importantly, the VAE is not a set text but 

rather a tradition wherein narratives about Adam, Eve, and the aftermath of their Fall vary widely.217 

This tradition, which existed in both Latin and vernacular forms throughout medieval Europe, 

existed in both poetic and prose forms, including the later Middle English poetic Canticum de creatione. 

While this tradition’s connection to the Junius 11 manuscript remains unclear, Rosemary Woolf has 

drawn some preliminary links between Genesis B, the VAE, and the French Mystère d’Adam.218 

Though there is much more work to be done in researching the transmission of the apocryphal 

VAE and its various forms throughout medieval manuscripts and their art, the existence of such a 

widespread corpus of Genesis material in vernacular and lay contexts, including the Junius 11, 

demonstrates an acute cultural attention to veiled and hidden narratives about the nature of 

temptation, sin, and Fallenness.  

 Drawing on late antique and medieval conceptions of the Genesis narrative, English poet 

John Milton, in his 1667 Paradise Lost, presents an early modern reception of the Genesis material, 

with a particular focus on rightful kingship and authority in relation to the positions of Satan, Adam, 

and Eve, partially in response to the English Civil War. Book Nine holds some of the poem’s most 

famous lines, depicting the temptation and Fall of Eve, then of Adam. After both humans have 

eaten of the fruit, they engage in “am’rous play,” taking their “fill of love” with “mutual guilt the 

seal, / The solace of their sin.”219 They fall asleep, but when they awaken, it is “[a]s from unrest,” 

and Milton’s poet presents his own apocalypse:  

and each the other viewing 
Soon found their eyes how opened and their minds 
How darkened. Innocence that as a veil 
Had shadowed them from knowing ill was gone, 
Just Confidence and Native Righteousness 
And Honor from about them naked left 
To guilty Shame: he covered but his robe 
Uncovered more. (Milton, Paradise Lost, 9.1046-1059) 

 
216 Brian Murdoch, The Apocryphal Adam and Eve in Medieval Europe (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 13–8. 
217 For more on the wide-ranging literary tradition of the VAE and its Greek forerunners, see Michael Stone, A History 
of the Literature of Adam and Eve (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992). John R. Levison in particular has written extensively on 
the Greek Life, most recently in The Greek Life of Adam and Eve (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2023). For an edition of the Greek 
text, see Johannes Tromp, The Life of Adam and Eve in Greek: A Critical Edition (Leiden: Brill, 2005). 
218 Rosemary Woolf, “The Fall of Man in Genesis B and the Mystère d’Adam,” in Studies in Old English Literature in Honor of 
Arthur G. Brodeur (Eugene, Oregon: Oregon University Press, 1963). 
219 John Milton, Paradise Lost, ed. Gordon Teskey (New York: W. W. Norton, 2005), 9.1042–1045. 
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These lines offer a clear account, both corporeal and incorporeal, of Adam and Eve’s unveiling. 

Their eyes, “opened” as Satan had earlier promised, contrast directly with their minds, “darkened” 

by their Fall and the knowledge that they have acquired. These lines highlight the faultiness of 

Satan’s depiction of the fruit of the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil; while their physical eyes 

might be “opened,” their minds are dimmed with their loss of innocence. Milton plays with the 

paradoxically veiled-yet-naked innocence, which gives way to an unveiled, apocalyptic sinfulness 

that, in turn, darkens the vision of the Edenic pair.  

 Milton’s poem has received a large amount of scholarly attention in part due to his reception 

of the figure of Satan, who, as in Genesis B, is characterized primarily by his rhetorical ambition and 

attempts to subvert God’s divine authority. Many scholars have even gone so far as to speculate 

whether Milton had access to the Junius 11 manuscript or its poems, given the similarity between 

the Junius 11’s Genesis material and Milton’s narratological innovations.220 Similarly, Milton’s 

depictions of the Temptation scenes show resonances of the Junius 11 manuscript’s material, both 

poetic and visual, including a fixation on the senses as core components to each human’s Fall. Given 

the paucity of evidence regarding Milton’s knowledge of Old English and interactions with 

Franciscus Junius, the historiographical question regarding Milton’s access to the manuscript and its 

contents will likely remain unsettled within the scholarship. Nevertheless, in his own writings, one 

sees resonances of the Junius 11 manuscript, its unique, heterodox methods of conceiving of Satan, 

the Temptations, and the Fall reappearing in Milton’s work hundreds of years after its creation in the 

late tenth century.  

 Milton, alongside the writers of our Genesis A and B, as well as the writers of the VAE 

tradition, turned to the Genesis narrative in the midst of various social and political contexts, 

producing vernacular Biblical poems that sought to respond to challenges of rightful kingship and 

questions of the relationship between the corporeal and incorporeal. As we have discussed, the 

Junius 11 manuscript, when understood as a complex object with interweaving visual and textual 

exegesis, presents a compelling overarching narrative of Fall and Redemption in its four poems. 

 
220 For further discussion of the possible connections between Milton and the Junius 11, see T. Ross Leasure, “The 
Genesis of Paradise Lost: What Milton May Have Seen in the Junius Manuscript,” Cithara 41, no. 2 (May 2002): 3–17. See 
also Elisa Ramazzina, “The Old English Genesis and Milton’s Paradise Lost: The Characterization of Satan,” L’Analisi 
Linguistica e Letteraria 24 (2016): 89–118. This is a growing field of scholarship, though much has already been written on 
the question of whether Milton saw the Junius 11 manuscript or simply read the published poems. While this question is 
a fascinating one, especially given Milton’s apparent interest in medieval English history in the context of his 
contemporary political strife, it is one that is largely unnecessary to address in this short thesis. In the wise words of 
Prof. Benjamin Saltzman, ours is not to answer “yes” or “no” at this moment, but rather to ask, “what if?” 
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Moreover, it seems as though such a rich reading of the Junius 11 and its contents is only possible 

with an eye towards the relationship between its text and image, particularly the ways in which its 

artists and scribes interact on the page. Through these interactions, the medieval sensorium emerges 

as a site of transformation, one in which the senses are manipulated, expanded, appropriated, and 

deceived. For a modern reader, it might be difficult to apprehend the manuscript’s stakes—

questions about the senses can, after all, be answered in the laboratories across university campuses. 

I would, however, ask that we momentarily see the manuscript as it might have been encountered by 

the medieval reader, where the manuscript’s presentation of the senses as fallible, flawed, and 

unfixed, though in line with the teachings of the Church Fathers, is alarming, and even alarmingly 

close as we hold the manuscript up to our eyes.  

Returning to the image with which we began, the upper register of page 34, we see once 

again the now-familiar, suggestively placed hands of Adam and Eve. Adam’s hands, one draped over 

his newly sexed groin, the other touching his face, mirror those of Eve, but the hand that is raised to 

her face is more direct, physically touching her forehead, her eye, her nose, and her mouth, whereas 

Adam’s hand merely touches his sensory organs indirectly. As we step back, no longer leaning so 

closely and carefully over the manuscript in its foam book cradle, the rest of the page comes into 

view. The single line of text tells us, to our dismay, of Adam and Eve’s abandonment of God’s 

word, by which we are tied to a corrupted, carnal, corporeal sense of vision. Surrounding the pair in 

the register, Eden is no longer the fertile land filled with animals on the land and in the rivers. 

Instead, as we gaze down at the page, the image seems utterly barren, Eden only separated from the 

page’s blank margins by a stark, red, single-line border, and only separated from us by the cold air of 

the reading room’s precisely controlled thermostat. In the silence of the room, with the manuscript 

placed alone on a table intended to seat twenty people, the austerity of the image creeps outside of 

the image’s red frame. It imbues the page, the codex, the room with a sense of suspense, a scene that 

will end with exile and pain. But for this moment, before the page is turned, the lonely pair stand, 

each the other viewing, naked and afraid, in a climactic moment of apocalyptic vision. 
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Sarah Ware's thesis, "Apocalypse Then: Unveiling the Senses and Glimpsing the Fall in MS. Junius 
11," is a tour de force. It is clearly and elegantly written and embraces the interdisciplinary character 
of our Medieval Studies Program. Sarah draws here on her knowledge of art history, literary studies, 
the Anglo-Saxon language, anthropology, manuscript studies and theology (among other fields!) to 
craft her argument. At its core, the thesis examines both the text and the images in a medieval 
manuscript containing an Old English version of the biblical book of Genesis. While many past 
scholars have suggested that the text and images do not work well together in this manuscript, as if 
scribe and illuminator did not collaborate closely, Sarah offers here a brilliant interpretation, based 
on the medieval understanding of the senses, that puts text and images in fruitful dialogue. Both her 
careful analysis of the images and her close readings of the text highlight her many technical skills, 
and her engagement with secondary scholarship from a range of different fields further 
demonstrates her scholarly talents. This is an extraordinary piece of work. 
 


