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November 27, 1967, was a very important day for 
the Mormon people, for on that day the Metropolitan 
Museum of Art presented the Church with 11 fragments 
of papyri. This collection of papyri was once in the 
possession of Joseph Smith. Many people felt they had 
been destroyed in the Chicago fire in 1871.

The Mormon Prophet Joseph Smith claimed that the 
papyri were written by Abraham and Joseph in Egypt 
thousands of years ago. Joseph Smith “translated” some 
of the papyri and published it as the “Book of Abraham.” 
The Book of Abraham was accepted as scripture by 
the Mormon people and is now published in the Pearl 

of Great Price—one of the four standard works of the 
Mormon Church. The Book of Abraham is very important 
to the Mormon people because it contains the “scriptural 
basis” for the anti-Negro doctrine of the Church.

Although we had a great deal to say about the Book 
of Abraham in Vol. 2 of The Case Against Mormonism, 
much still remains to be said concerning the papyri and 
their relationship to the Book of Abraham.

We are very indebted to James Wardle, LaMar 
Petersen, Wesley P. Walters, Grant Heward and Dee Jay 
Nelson for the help they have given us.

Bold type is used for emphasis throughout this book.

Preface
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Many important things have happened since the 
Metropolitan Museum gave the fragments of papyrus to 
the Mormon Church. We devoted almost seventy pages 
to the Book of Abraham in Vol. 2 of The Case Against 
Mormonism, and yet we find that this is not sufficient to 
cover the matter.

In Vol. 2, pages 135-136 we quoted Dr. Nibley as 
making this statement concerning the discovery of the 
papyri: “. . . No Latter-day Saint was even aware of their 
existence until about two years ago. . . . If it had not 
been for Professor Aziz S. Atiya, we should still know 
nothing about the papyri; he is in a very real sense their 
discoverer.” On page 136 we proved that at least some of 
the Mormons were aware of the fact that the papyri were 
in existence prior to the time Dr. Atiya “discovered” 
them. We quoted this information from the book, From 
the Dust of Decades:

The Museum certainly kept an accurate file on the 
papyri and their origin, for in 1962 it was one of the 
authors of this book (Whipple) who wrote to the Museum 
in search of the papyri or information pertaining to parts 
of the Joseph Smith collection. He quickly received word 
that the Museum did have some papyri from the Smith 
collection. . . . They photographed the now famous 
original to facsimile No. l and sent it to his home in 
southern California. . . . It was never a secret. On a 
number of occasions he showed the slick photo to fireside 
and seminary groups throughout the southern California 
region, mentioning only that he had found it in an eastern 
museum . . . He later came to realize that the finding of 
the materials by Dr. Atiya, who is a non-Mormon and a 
known scholar, gave more meaning and better publicity 
to the discovery than would have been generated on 
the basis of the author’s discovery. (From the Dust of 
Decades, pages 113-114)

We now have proof that Dr. Nibley himself was told 
that the papyri were still in existence about three years 
before Dr. Atiya made the “discovery’’ and that Nibley 
knew from another source that some of Joseph Smith’s 
papyri had been located. A friend of Dr. Nibley’s gave us 
this information in a letter dated August 13, 1968: 

I saw photographs of them for the first time in 1963, 
I believe, . . . I wrote Nibley that some of the Joseph 
Smith papyri still existed but that I was not at liberty 
to say where, and he wrote me about the same time 
that someone in Utah had located a pile of unpublished 
Joseph Smith papyri.

This letter proves that Dr. Nibley was aware of the fact 
that some of Joseph Smith’s papyri were still in existence 
years before Dr. Atiya made his “discovery.” It does not, 
however, prove that he knew the exact location of the 
papyri. In The Case Against Mormonism, Vol. 2, page 
135, we showed that Dr. Nibley had photographs of the 
papyri in his possession in 1966. In a letter dated June 
27, 1967, however, Dr. Nibley claimed that he did not 
know where the original papyri were located. He stated:

I actually don’t know where the original PGP Mss 
are, though I could find out easily enough; so far my 
ignorance has served me well. (Letter dated June 27, 
1967)

Glen Wade states that on August 11, 1967, Dr. Nibley 
“indicated that he personally did not know their location 
or ownership but that he was quite certain of their 
preservation” (Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought, 
Winter 67, page 54). It is certainly odd that Dr. Nibley 
would not know the location of the papyri at that time. 
Dr. Atiya was supposed to have discovered them in the 
spring of 1966, and they were turned over to the Church 
on November 27, 1967. Dr. Nibley apparently received 
photographs of the papyri right after the “discovery” for 
he had them in his possession in the “summer of 1966.”

Now that we know more of the facts concerning 
the discovery of the papyri, we see that Dr. Nibley’s 
statement that “No Latter-day Saint was even aware of 
their existence” prior to the time Atiya discovered them is 
untrue. Walter Whipple had found them in 1962, and Dr. 
Nibley himself was told that the papyri were in existence 
about three years before the purported discovery, though 
he may not have known the exact location at that time. 
The statement that “he [Dr. Nibley] wrote me about 
the same time that someone in Utah had located a pile 
of unpublished Joseph Smith papyri” may refer to the 
fragments found in the Metropolitan Museum or it could 
be possible that more of Joseph Smith’s collection has 
been located in another place. We know that the Mormon 
Church leaders had an actual piece of papyrus from 
Joseph Smith’s collection which they suppressed for 
130 years. We published a photograph of it in Joseph 
Smith’s Egyptian Alphabet and Grammar in 1966. An 
Egyptologist told us that he wrote to the Historian’s 
Office and asked them if they had any of Joseph Smith’s 
papyri. They replied that they did not. Finally, the 
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Mormon leaders were forced to admit that they did have 
a fragment of papyrus. On February 10, 1968, the LDS 
Church Section of the Deseret News announced that 
another fragment had been discovered:

An interesting development in the work going on 
at BYU by Dr. Hugh Nibley on the papyri  fragments 
turned over to the Church by the New York Museum of 
Art is the locating of another fragment in the vaults at 
the Church Historian’s office. . . .

The fragment is part of a collection the Church has 
regarding the Egyptian Alphabet and Grammar prepared 
by the Prophet Joseph Smith. (Deseret News, Church 
Section, February 10, 1968, page 5)

In The Case Against Mormonism, Vol. 2, page 138, 
we stated: 

It is strange that the Mormon leaders had to wait for 
almost two years after we published a photograph of this 
fragment to announce their important “find.” 

The following explanation appeared in the Improvement 
Era:

Obviously, the significance of any item we store 
may not be known until something connected with it is 
uncovered, such as the papyri rediscovery, for example. 
The rediscovery of the papyri reminded us of the 
papyrus fragment that we had all along in the CHO. 
(Improvement Era, October 1968, page 38)

The Church Historian’s Office may still be suppressing 
important information with regard to the Book of Abraham 
controversy. It is possible that they have more papyri, 
drawings of the papyri or other related material.

Not an Egyptologist                                                                                                                        

As soon as the discovery of the papyri was announced, 
the Mormon leaders began to have trouble. Dr. Hugh 
Nibley admitted that “LDS scholars are caught flat footed 
by this discovery” (Daily Universe, Brigham Young 
University, December 1, 1967). He also stated that “the 
Mormons have to face the world unprepared after having 
been given a hundred years’ fair warning” (Brigham Young 
University Studies, Winter 1968, page 172).

Even though they were not prepared, the Mormon 
leaders decided to make an attempt at defending the 
authenticity of the Book of Abraham. They picked Dr. 
Hugh Nibley, of the Brigham Young University, to present 
the case for the Book of Abraham. Although Dr. Nibley 
has taken some classes in the Egyptian language, he was 
not qualified to translate the papyri. He admitted this in a 
letter dated just a few months before the discovery of the 
papyri was announced:

I don’t consider myself an Egyptologist at all, and 
don’t intend to get involved in the P.G.P. business unless 

I am forced into it—which will probably be sooner than 
that. . . . As you know, this is a happy hunting-ground 
for crackpots, and not being certified in anything in 
particular I only rush in where fools fear to tread. . . . 
As you know, there are parties in Salt Lake who are 
howling for a showdown on the P. G. P.; . . . the nice 
thing about discussion is that one never knows where it 
is going to lead—that is why the experts are avoiding it 
as much as I am: . . . (Letter written by Dr. Hugh Nibley, 
dated June 27, 1967)

Even though Dr. Nibley claimed that he was not an 
Egyptologist and that he did not intend to get involved 
in the argument concerning the authenticity of the Book 
of Abraham, he allowed himself to become involved by 
writing articles for the Improvement Era, Brigham Young 
University Studies, and Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon 
Thought. Within a year from the time he wrote the letter 
quoted above he was more deeply involved defending 
the Book of Abraham than anyone else in the Church. 
In the Improvement Era, February 1968, page 40, the 
editor stated that Dr. Hugh Nibley “has been assigned by 
the Church to direct the investigation and research being 
done on the material.” In the January issue (page 19) 
we were assured that Dr. Nibley “is eminently qualified 
for the project he has undertaken. In the February issue 
of the same publication we were told that Dr. Nibley 
was going to unfold “the meaning of the hieroglyphics 
and illustrations on these valuable manuscripts.” Many 
members of the Mormon Church felt that Dr. Nibley was 
the greatest Egyptologist in the world. In a letter to the 
editor of the Deseret News one Mormon wrote: “Today 
the papyri are in the hands of one of the best qualified 
Egyptologists in the world, Hugh Nibley, . . .” (Deseret 
News, December 27, 1967).

It did not take long to determine that Dr. Nibley 
was not “one of the best qualified Egyptologists in the 
world,” for the first demonstration of his Egyptology 
at work turned out to be a failure. He combined the 
names of two separate people into one name, Taimin 
Mutninesikhonsu (see The Case Against Mormonism, 
Vol. 2, pages 140-141). This mistake showed very plainly 
that Dr. Nibley was not “eminently qualified for the 
project” he had undertaken, and that he was not really 
prepared to unfold “the meaning of the hieroglyphics” as 
had been promised in the Improvement Era. Finally, Dr. 
Nibley had to publicly admit that he was not the great 
Egyptologist that many believed him to be. He stated:

This writer is anything but an Egyptologist, yet he has 
stood on the sidelines long enough to know that there 
is no case to be made out against the Book of Abraham 
on linguistic grounds for the simple reason that Joseph 
Smith did not commit himself beyond the interpretation 
of the Facsimiles. (Improvement Era, August 1968, page 
56)
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A Rapid Retreat

From the very first day that the Metropolitan Museum 
presented the papyri to the Church, the Mormon leaders 
were willing to admit that the drawing which Joseph 
Smith used for Facsimile No. 1 in the Book of Abraham 
was among the manuscripts. They were unwilling to 
admit, however, that the fragment of papyrus from 
which Joseph Smith “translated” the text for the Book 
of Abraham itself was among the collection. In the Salt 
Lake City Messenger, March 1968, we pointed out that 
the fragment of papyrus which Dr. Nibley labeled “XI. 
Small ‘Sensen’ text (unillustrated) was the fragment 
Joseph Smith “translated” the Book of Abraham from. 
The evidence which we presented could not be refuted 
(see The Case Against Mormonism, Vol. 2, pages 145-
152). Dr. Nibley, therefore, finally admitted that the 
papyrus Joseph Smith used “in preparing the text of the 
Book of Abraham” had been located. Later he claimed 
that he had become aware of this fact “a day or two” 
after the publication of the papyri. He stated that it was a 
“very definite fact that, one of the fragments seemed to 
supply all of the symbols for the Book of Abraham. He 
went on to say that this “was the little ‘Sensen’ scroll.”

This fragment of papyrus has now been translated 
by three different Egyptologists, and they have all come 
to the conclusion that it is in reality an appendage to the 
Egyptian “Book of Breathings,” and has nothing to do 
with Abraham or his religion. Therefore, the Book of 
Abraham has been proven to be a spurious work (see our 
Case, Vol. 2, pages 159-160).

Dr. Nibley is now faced with a very serious problem. 
The February issue of the Improvement Era stated that 
he would unfold “the meaning of the hieroglyphics,” yet 
he cannot unfold the real meaning of the Sensen” text 
without discrediting the Book of Abraham. Therefore, 
Dr. Nibley has chosen to remain silent concerning the 
“Sensen” text and deal only with the Facsimiles found in 
the Book of Abraham. He states:

From the very beginning this writer has been rightly 
accused of an almost callous unconcern for the newly 
located papyri (all except the one matching Facsimile 1) 
as evidence for or against the authenticity of the Book of 
Abraham. . . . The drawings themselves are introduced 
as supplementary aids to the ancient reader, and were 
not necessarily inspired. . . . only the three facsimiles 
were published as ancient records directly relating to 
an inspired interpretation. Whatever use Joseph Smith 
may have made of the other manuscripts, whatever 
he may have thought or said or written about them, 
is not scripture and is not binding on anyone; nor can 
it be used as a test of his inspiration, in the following 
articles we are going to discuss only the facsimiles and 
the interpretation thereof, passing by in silence those 
writings which do not belong to the Book of Abraham, 
even though that book may have been the end product 
of a process in which they had a part. . . .

For those who wish to attack or defend the Pearl 
of Great Price, there is quite enough material contained 
in the facsimiles to keep things lively for sometime to 
come, without having to wrangle about hypothetical 
claims while the clear-cut claims of the facsimiles go 
unheeded. What are these clear-cut claims? One question 
embraces them all: Were the originals of these three 
facsimiles ever used anciently to explain or illustrate 
historic events or teachings going back to Abraham? 
If that can be answered in the affirmative the Book of 
Abraham is in the clear; if it can be answered in the 
negative—an emphatic negative—then it is discredited. 
Either solution depends upon an affirmative answer to an 
appalling preliminary question: Do you know all there is 
to know about these three documents?. . . He who knows 
not all things is ignorant of all things. (Improvement Era, 
November 1968, pages 36-40)

It appears that Dr. Nibley is unwilling to face the real 
issue with regard to this matter. He evidently wants us to 
forget that the papyrus Joseph Smith “translated” the Book 
of Abraham from has been located and judge the Book 
of Abraham by the Facsimiles. This suggestion is almost 
as ridiculous as his suggestion that we judge the Book of 
Abraham by its similarity to a number of old apocryphal 
writings. The Facsimiles are important, of course, and 
we do intend to deal with them, but we feel that the most 
important thing is that the original fragment which Joseph 
Smith used as the basis for the text of the Book of Abraham 
has been translated by Egyptologists and found to be 
nothing but an appendage to the “Book of Breathings.” 
What better evidence could there be than that furnished by 
the translation of the original text? To ignore this evidence, 
as Dr. Nibley suggests, is to ignore the truth entirely.

The members of The Society For Earthy Historic 
Archaeology at Brigham Young University evidently 
feel that the evidence concerning the “Sensen” fragment 
cannot be ignored, for they have printed an article in 
which the following statements appear:

In two different sections of the “Alphabet and 
Grammar,” hieratic symbols taken in order from the “Small 
Sen-Sen Fragment” (Improvement Era, February, 1968) 
have been juxtaposed to English symbols (i.e. words) 
comprising the text of the Book of Abraham (see Figs. 1 
and 2). This correlation was pointed out by certain non-
members of the Church shortly after the publication of 
photographs of the papyri. These same persons believed that 
the juxtaposition of small groups of hieratic symbols with 
English symbols in the “Alphabet and Grammar” implies 
a relationship of translation. At first sight, this appears to 
be a reasonable assumption. Four points of fact support it:

1. Joseph Smith, according to his own testimony, 
was working on a translation.

2. This translation was water published as the Book 
of Abraham, the text of part of which appears in English 
symbols or writing in the “Alphabet and Grammar.”

3. The Book of Abraham was supposedly being 
translated from the Egyptian papyri. Historical 
documentation found with the recently-acquired papyri 
prove that the “Small Sen-Sen Fragment” was among 
those used by Joseph Smith.
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4. The “Small Sen-Sen Fragment” attaches to and 
follows (as described in Abraham 1:12-14) the papyrus 
fragment which depicts “Facsimile 1” (see Fig. 3).

This led to an objection on the part of the non-
members: the size of the English text as opposed to that 
of the Egyptian text (i.e. the 25:1 ratio of the words) 
seems unbelievably high. Recently, Dee Jay Nelson, a 
member of the Church and a philologist of the Egyptian 
language, has accepted this view.

We should therefore reply to these objections if we 
wish to continue to maintain that the Book of Abraham 
is scripture, the more so because some respected 
members of the Church are beginning to accept the 
rationale behind the argument presented.

If the Book of Abraham is to be presented as authentic, 
there are two possible directions which can be taken:

A. We can simply discount the objection to the ratio 
of English to Egyptian symbols, which implies proving 
that the Book of Abraham text does indeed come from 
the Sen-Sen text.

B. We can show that there is a relationship between 
the juxtaposed symbols other than that of translation; 
we must find some other reason why Joseph Smith put 
them in juxtaposition.

As previously indicated, assumption “A” seems to be 
the more desirable, especially in the apparent absence of 
a reasonable substitute explanation for the juxtaposition. 
But this possibility appears to have been ruled out by the 
scholarly translations of the Sen-Sen text by Mr. Nelson, 
Dr. Richard A. Parker, and Dr. Klaus Baer, showing it to 
be a normal Egyptian funerary document.

Dr. Nibley, however, still seems to agree with us that 
possibility “A,” a relationship of translation, is the more 
desirable explanation, for in recent articles he places 
emphasis on the possibility of a “supercryptogram,” i.e. a 
deeper level of hidden translation. But no one has yet 
suggested what such a supercryptogram might be. . . . 

Although it is true, as pointed out by the non-
member critics, that the English text contains many 
principal words and ideas not reflected in the Egyptian 
hieratic symbols, we recognized some months ago 
certain cases in which the hieratic words are found in 
the corresponding English text.

There was clearly some connection, but its exact 
nature was not apparent. We theorized that perhaps each 
set of Egyptian symbols represented merely a “key word” 
which would bring to mind a certain memorized set of 
phrases, which was part of a longer oral tradition.

We propose, therefore, as a working hypothesis: 
either (1) that the Sen-Sen Papyrus was used as a 
memory device by Abraham (and perhaps by his 
descendants), each symbol or group of symbols bringing 
to mind a set number of memorized phrases relating 
to Abraham’s account of his life, or (2) that the hieratic 
words in the “Alphabet and Grammar” are simply related 
to core-concepts in the corresponding English story of 
Abraham. Either hypothesis requires that Joseph Smith 
had a working knowledge of the hieratic words on 
the papyrus. In the second case, much of the English 
text may have been supplied by Joseph Smith as an 
inspired commentary on the hieratic words.

Viewed in this light, the Book of Abraham seems not 
to be a direct translation of the Egyptian text appearing 

on the Sen-Sen papyrus. Indeed, since the oral tradition 
itself would have long since disappeared with the death 
of Abraham or the last of his descendants acquainted 
with the story, the Book of Abraham would have had to 
be revealed to Joseph Smith, perhaps in connection with 
the use of the Egyptian symbols, inasmuch as the Prophet 
does relate long English passages to single Egyptian 
words or short phrases. (Newsletter and Proceedings 
of the Society for Early Historic Archaeology, Brigham 
Young University, October 25, 1968, pages 1-4)

The authors of this article have prepared a chart 
which they feel shows a relationship between the 
“Sensen” fragment and the text of the Book of Abraham. 
Most of their parallels are very weak. For instance, they 
note that an Egyptian word meaning “in” or “inside 
of” was used as the basis for Abraham 1:7b-10. Joseph 
Smith “translated” 122 words from this one Egyptian 
word. Because they find the word “in” among these 
words they feel that they have a parallel. We feel that it is 
just a coincidence, for Joseph Smith used the word “in” 
frequently in his Book of Abraham. In fact, it is found 
at least sixteen times in the first chapter of the Book of 
Abraham alone!

In our Case, Vol. 2, page 169, we pointed out that 
Joseph Smith “translated” most of Abraham 1:11 (59 
words) from one Egyptian word meaning “the” or 
“this.” The authors of the article above admit that the 
Egyptian word means “this, the, (a specific thing),” but 
because the word “this” is found among the 59 word 
“translation,” they feel they have evidence that Joseph 
Smith understood the hieratic writing. They find the word 
“this” toward the beginning of verse 11: “‘Now this priest 
. . .’ (previously mentioned).” Actually, we find the words 
“this” or “the” six times in this 59 word “translation.” 
They are used at least 130 times in the first chapter of 
the Book of Abraham. We feel that it would be unusual if 
they did not appear in the 59 word “translation.”

Perhaps the best parallel they are able to find is that 
Joseph Smith “translated” the words “who were the 
daughters of Haran” out of a “determinative for woman” 
(see our Case, Vol. 2, page 171).

The fact that the Society For Early Historic 
Archaeology at Brigham Young University would use 
this article in defense of the Book of Abraham reveals 
the weakness of their case.

From Book of Breathings

Even though we can not accept Dr. Nibley’s 
suggestion that we ignore the “Sensen” text, we feel 
that a very good case could be made against the Book of 
Abraham on the basis of the Facsimiles alone. Facsimile 
No. 1, for instance, has now been identified as a part of 
the same scroll from which the “Sensen” text was taken. 
In other words, Facsimile No. 1 served as an illustration 
for the “Book of Breathings.” The Mormon Egyptologist 
Dee Jay Nelson suggested that this was the case in his 
first booklet on the papyri:
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This scene of Anubis embalming Osiris is often seen 
in copies of the Shait en Sensen, Book of Breathings. . . .

1. This fragment bears the original illustration 
from which the cut for Facsimile No. 1 Pearl of Great 
Price, Book of Abraham was made. Its identification is 
undeniable.

2. The fragment is badly damaged.
3. This vignette is typical of scenes from the Shait en 

Sensen, Book of Breathings, showing Osiris lying dead 
upon his funeral bier in the process of being embalmed 
by the jackal-headed god, Anubis.

4. The illustration is of the type popular in the 
Ptolemaic Period after 332 B.C. (The Joseph Smith 
Papyri, Salt Lake City, 1968, pages 42 and 44)

Klaus Baer, of the University of Chicago, has now 
proven beyond all doubt that this is part of the same 
scroll which contained the small “Sensen” papyrus that 
Joseph Smith used as the basis for the text of the Book of 
Abraham. He has shown that when the two fragments are 
placed together they match perfectly. On the next page is 
a photograph of these two fragments showing that they 
are part of the same scroll.

Klaus Baer makes this comment concerning the 
papyrus which has been identified as a copy of the Book 
of Breathings:

The handwriting is of the late Ptolemaic or early Roman 
Period, about the time of Christ. Joseph Smith thought 
that this papyrus contained the Book of Abraham. 
(Dialogue: Journal of Mormon Thought, Autumn 1968, 
page 111)

In footnote 11 of the same article, pages 111-112, Klaus 
Baer stated:

This identification is now certain. It was immediately 
evident that “Facsimile From the Book of Abraham No. 
1 of the PGP was copied from P. JS I. The interpretation 
proposed by Joseph Smith for the first two lines of text 
in P. JS XI corresponds to Abraham 1:4-2:6, . . . The fact 
that the name of the owner is identical in both papyri, 
and that the left edge of the P. JS I appears to fit the right 
edge of P. JS XI (see n. 15)—that is, that they are parts 
of the same scroll—confirms this.

In footnote 15 on page 112, Klaus Baer states:

They seem to have been cut apart after being 
mounted. The edges match exactly in the photograph, 
and the pattern of vertical lines drawn on the backing 
about 2 cm. apart continues evenly from P. JS XI onto 
the left end of P. JS I when the two are placed in contact.

Just before his article was printed in Dialogue, 
Klaus Baer went to Brigham Young University and 
examined the original papyrus fragments. His work with 
the original manuscripts confirmed the research he had 
done with photographs of the papyri. In an addendum to 
his article he stated:

The reverse of the backings of both P. JS I and XI 
contain parts of the plan mentioned in n. 117, and they 
clearly adjoin as proposed in n. 15; matching upper 
and lower parts of handwriting are on the two pieces of 
paper with the cut going through the letters. The fiber 
patterns show that the papyri were adjoining parts of 
the same scroll and not simply mounted on adjoining 
pieces of paper. Papyrus fibers are always irregular and 
can be used (much like fingerprints) to check whether 
fragments come from the same sheet; in this case, the 
horizontal fibers on the left and right edges of P. JS I and 
XI, respectively, match exactly.  (Dialogue: A Journal of 
Mormon Thought, Autumn 1968, pages 133-134)

The text of the Book of Abraham itself shows that the 
drawing shown as Facsimile No. 1 was supposed to be 
at the beginning of the scroll. In Abraham 1:12 we read:

And it came to pass that the priests laid violence upon 
me, that they might slay me also, as they did those virgins 
upon this altar; and that you may have a knowledge of 
this altar, I will refer you to the representation at the 
commencement of this record.

As we have shown in Vol. 2 of the Case, Joseph Smith 
was “translating” from the small “Sensen” text. Since 
he was working from right to left, the drawing would 
have to appear on the right side of the scroll to be at the 
“commencement of this record.” The illustration shown 
on the next page proves that the drawing was found on the 
right side of the “Sensen” text, which is consistent with the 
statement found in Abraham 1:12. It is also consistent with 
a statement in Abraham 1:14 which speaks of Facsimile 
No. 1 as being “at the beginning” of the record.

Klaus Baer carries the matter a “step further” and 
shows that the name Hor, which is found in the “Sensen” 
text and on the fragment Joseph Smith used for Facsimile 
No. 1, is also found on Facsimile No. 3. He states:

Even though Hor is a relatively common name in Greco-
Roman Egypt, this does suggest that “Facsimile No. 3” 
reproduces a part of the same manuscript that “Facsimile 
No. 1” does. Hor’s copy of the Breathing Permit would 
then have had two vignettes, one at the beginning and 
another (“Facsimile No. 3”) at the end, an arrangement 
that is found in other copies of the same text. . . . a 
comparison with the photograph shows that “Facsimile 
No. 1” was originally printed actual size, so the fact the 
“Facsimiles Nos. 1 and 3” are about the same height 
may well be significant. It is what would be expected if 
they came from the same scroll. (Dialogue: A Journal of 
Mormon Thought, Autumn 1968, page 127)

Klaus Baer reads the name Hor from the hieroglyphs 
that appear at the bottom of the scene shown in Facsimile 
No. 3. These hieroglyphs are very unclear in modern 
editions of the Pearl of Great Price, but in the first 
printing which appeared in the Times and Seasons in 
1842 they are readable. Klaus Baer states:



Small Sensen Text Original of Facsimile No. 1

This illustration shows that the small “Sensen” text, which Joseph 
Smith used as the basis for the text in the Book of Abraham, 
joins with the fragment from which Facsimile No. 1 was drawn.
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I have used xerox copies of the engravings of 
“Facsimile No. 1” and “No. 3” as printed in Times and 
Seasons, 3, No. 9  (March 1, 1842), 1;3, No. 14 (May 16, 
1842), 1. The cuts that appear in modern, cheap editions 
of the PGP have lost too much detail to be of use and 
appear to have been touched up slightly. (Dialogue: A 
Journal of Mormon Thought, Autumn 1968, page 126, 
footnote 106)

A careful examination of the first printing of 
Facsimile No. 3 as it appears in the Times and Seasons 
shows that Klaus Baer is probably correct in reading the 
name “Hor” from the hieroglyphs at the bottom of this 
Facsimile. Below is a photograph of Facsimile No. 3 
from the Times and Seasons. The reader will notice that 
we have clarified the hieroglyphs below the area where 
the name appears.

The reader may wonder how the picture of a bird 
could represent the name of a man. Actually, this bird 
is a representation of “the falcon-god Horus” (Egyptian 
Grammar, by Alan Gardiner, 1964, page 582). The name 
“Horus” appears frequently in the Book of the Dead. 
Below the Times and Seasons photograph is an example 
from The Egyptian Book of the Dead, (The Papyrus of 
Ani) Egyptian Text Transliteration and Translation, by 
E. A. Wallis Budge, New York, 1967, page 17.

Although Egyptologists know that this falcon 
represents an Egyptian god, there has been some question 
as to how the name should be read. E. A. Wallis Budge 
gives this information:

Or, take the name of the god Horus, which the Egyptians 
wrote Her . . . the missing vowel is ō, but the Egyptian 
forms of the name give no indication of this fact. . . . 
according to M. Naville’s view, which is probably 
correct, . . . we ought to read “Hur,” or “Hor,”. . .  
(An Egyptian Hieroglyphic Dictionary, Vol. 1, 
Introduction, page lviii)

James Henry Breasted seems to prefer the reading “Hor”:

As falcon he bore the name Hor (Horus or Horos), 
or Harakhte, which means “Horus of the horizon.” 
(Development of Religion and Thought in Ancient Egypt, 
New York, 1959, page 9)

When naming their children the Egyptians often 
used the names of their gods. The man mentioned in the 
Mormon Papyri was named after the god Horus. This 
was a common name toward the end of ancient Egyptian 
history. The Egyptologists who have translated Joseph 
Smith’s Papyri prefer to render the name “Hor,” but they 
realize that it is the name of the god Horus. Klaus Baer 
makes this statement concerning the name Hor: 

The name means “[the god] Horus.” (Dialogue: A 
Journal of Mormon Thought, Autumn 1968, footnote 
8, page 111)

Now that we know that the name “Hor” is the same 
as “Horus,” we find that the Egyptologist M. Theodule 
Deveria correctly identified the name on Facsimile No. 3 
more than a hundred years ago! He stated:
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5. The deceased led by Ma into the presence of Osiris. 
His name is Horus, as may be seen in the prayer which 
is at the bottom of the picture, and which is addressed 
to the divinities of the four cardinal points. (A Journey to 
Great Salt Lake City, Vol. 2, as quoted in Deseret News, 
January 4, 1913)

It has been pointed out that Prof. Seyffarth also 
believed that the papyrus roll was written for a man by 
the name of Horus. The St. Louis Museum, which had 
some of Joseph Smith’s mummies, published a catalogue 
in 1859. In this catalogue the following statement 
appeared:

These Mummies were obtained in the Catacombs of 
Egypt,. . . forwarded to New York, and there purchased, 
in the year 1835, by Joe Smith, . . . according to Prof. 
Seyffarth, the papyrus roll is not a record, but an 
invocation to the Deity Osirus, in which occurs the name 
of the person, (Horus) and a picture of the attendant 
spirits, introducing the dead to the Judge, Osirus.

(Catalogue of the St. Louis Museum, 1859, page 45, as 
quoted in The Story of the Pearl of Great Price, by James 
R. Clark, page 159)

Although there seems to be some question as to 
whether Seyffarth saw the original papyrus or just the 
printed copies, the name Horus is correct. The statement 
that the picture shows the attendant spirits “introducing 
the dead to the Judge, Osirus,” seems to be referring to 
the scene shown in Facsimile No. 3.

Facsimile No. 2 was probably not part of the papyrus 
roll written for the “Osiris Hor”; nevertheless, Joseph 
Smith added writing from the “Sensen” fragment onto 
Facsimile No. 2. Among the words which he added 
we find the Egyptian words which mean “Book of 
Breathings.” We will have more to say about this in the 
next chapter.

Below is a rough sketch of how the papyrus roll 
probably fits together.

Facsimile No. 3

Section of scroll now missing

� Larger “Sensen” Text  
 

Small “Sensen” Text Facsimile No. 1
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