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The flood of newly discovered Jewish and Chris-
tian documents that are changing the complexion of
religious studies in our time has been matched by
equally significant, if less spectacular, developments

in an area of no less interest to Latter-day Saints—
that of the religious practices and beliefs of the
Egyptians.

Recent challenges that question the authenticity
of many statements in one of the standard works of
the Church, the Pearl of Great Price, have reopened
an old discussion at a time when fresh discoveries
and interpretations are putting an entirely new face
on the whole problem. Brother Hugh Nibley, who for
many years has been gathering data relevant to the
study of the Facsimiles in the Book of Abraham,
presents in this fascinating series some of the materi-
als that must be considered in the reappraisal of
certain Egyptological aspects of the Pearl of Great
Price for which the time is now ripe.

The reader is warned to be prepared for surprises.
Although Dr. Nibley pulls no punches, he is still
animated by a healthy respect for all qualified

A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

Part I. Challenge and Response

Unsettled Business— The recent reissuing of Bishop
Franklin S. Spalding’s little book, Joseph Smith, Jr., as a
Translator,* though not meant to revive an old discussion but
rather to extinguish any lingering sparks of it, is nonetheless
a welcome invitation, or rather challenge, to those who take
the Pearl of Great Price seriously, for long experience has
shown that the Latter-day Saints only become aware of
the nature and genius of their modern scriptures when
relentless and obstreperous criticism from the outside forces
them to take a closer look at what they have, with the usual
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result of putting those scriptures in a much stronger posi-
tion than they were before. We have all neglected the
Pearl of Great Price for too long, and should be grateful
to those who would now call us to account.

In this introductory study we make no excuse for poking
around among old bones, since others have dug them up
to daunt us; but we should warn them that if they insist
on bringing up the ghosts of the dead, they may soon find
themselves with more on their hands than they had bar-
gained for. A lot of water has gone under the bridge since
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Egyptologists, including his own revered instructors,

in the rudiments of the mysteries of hieroglyphics,

and promises to proceed with such caution and dis-
cretion that even they will approve of his methods,
however much they may disagree with his
conclusions.

Dr. Nibley, who is professor of history and reli-
gion at Brigham Young University and who has
been a contributing editor of The Improvement Era

"

«  for 22 years, is eminently qualified for the project he

has undertaken. In addition to his familiarity with
things Egyptian, he actively uses the Latin, Greek,
Hebrew, Syriac, Babylonian, Russian, French, Ger-
man, Arabic, and Coptic languages. He is at home
with primary documents and original sources.

Dr. Nibley’s writings include nine extended series
of articles in The Improvement Era. His ability has
also received continued recognition in a wide variety

of scholarly journals, including the Classic Journal,
Western Political Quarterly, the Jewish Quarterly
Review, and the Jewish Encyclopedia.

Dr. Nibley received his B.A. in history and the
classics in 1934 from the University of California at
Los Angeles, where he was graduated with high
honors. In 1938 he received his Ph.D. degree from
the University of California at Berkeley, where he
also has done post-doctoral work. He has been a
university fellow in historical research at the Univer-
sity of California at Berkeley, lecturer in history and
social philosophy at Claremont College, and visiting
professor in classical rhetoric at the University of
California.

“A New Look at the Pearl of Great Price” prom-
ises to be one of the most significant series of articles
to appear in the pages of The Improvement Era
D.L.G.

in recent years.
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One of 11 fragments of papyrus presented to the Church by New
York's Metropolitan Museum of Art. The papyri, once in Joseph
Smith’s possession, are being studied.
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1912, and of course many things that were said and written
then with great confidence and finality would have to be
revised today. :

On the other hand, a careful survey of the journals will,
we believe, show that the year 1912 saw more significant
studies published in the field than any other year before
or since; Egyptology reached a peak in 1912—it was the age
of the giants. So if it should now turn out that the giants
were anything but infallible, that should teach us to be
wary of the scholarly dogmatism of our own day.

Nothing could be more retrograde to our desire than to
call up the bearded and frock-coated savants of 1912 to go
through their pompous paces all over again. But it is
others who have conjured up the ghostly jury to testify
against the Prophet; and unless they are given satisfaction,
their sponsors can spread abroad, as they did in Bishop
Spalding’s day, the false report that the Scholars have spoken
the final word and “completely demolished” (that was their
cxpression) for all time the Pearl of Great Price and its
author’s claim to revelation.
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“Of all the attacks on Mormonism, the great campaign of 1912 . . .

The silence of the Latter-day Saints in a matter that
roncerns them so vitally can only be interpreted as an
abashed silence, leading many of the world and of the
Saints to conclude that there is nothing to be said in
Joseph Smith’s behalf, than which nothing could be further
from the truth. And so the sorry little saga of 1912 must
needs be retold if only to forestall indefinite repetitions of
what happened then as well as in 1845, 1865, and 1903.

The situation today is essentially the same as it was on
all those occasions, with the Mormons, untrained in
Egyptology, helpless to question on technical grounds the
assertions of such experts as Deveria and E. A. W. Budge,
who grandly waved their credentials for all to see, im-
patiently stated their opinions, and then gingerly decamped,
refusing to be led into any discussion with the ignorant
opposition.

And so the debate has never really come to the floor, the
challengers being ever satisfied that the mere sight of their
muscles should be sufficient to settle the issue without a
contest. “These ‘experts’ have given us a lot of opinions,”
wrote the outsider, R. C. Webb, of the 1912 affair, “which
they have not attempted to prove by authoritative demon-
stration. . . . We are concerned wholly with opinion, pure
and simple, and not with anything that may be proved
conclusively.”?

For the benefit of those readers who may have forgotten
some of the details of 1912, it may be recalled that Bishop
Spalding asked eight Egyptologists what they thought of
Joseph Smith’s interpretation of the Facsimiles in the Pearl
of Great Price. You can imagine what their answers were.
Now let us take it up from there.

The Appeal to Authority—Of all attacks on Mormon-
ism undertaken beneath the banners of science and
scholarship, the great campaign of 1912 conducted by the
Right Reverend F. S. Spaulding, Episcopal bishop of Utah,
the one that should have succeeded most bril-
liantly. Carefully planned and shrewdly executed, it en-

was

listed the services of the most formidable roster of scholars
that have ever declared against Joseph Smith as a prophet,
while at the same time loudly professing feelings of nothing
but affection and esteem for the Saints and a real desire
to help them find the light in a spirit of high-minded
dedication to truth at all costs.

Bishop Spalding’s grand design had all the ingredients of
quick and sure success but one, and if in spite of it the
Pearl of Great Price is still being read, it is because the
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bishop failed to include in his tremendous barrage a single
shell containing an item of solid and relevant evidence. If
he has any other ammunition than names and credentials,
he never uses it—he hurls at the Mormons a cannonade of
“The authority
of experts in any line of research is always to be accepted

titles and opinions,. and nothing more.

without question, unless there is grave reason to doubt their
conclusion. There is no such reason here.” And who is
talking? Spalding’s No. 1 expert, a young man who had
just got his degree (not in Egyptology)—he tells us that we
must accept his verdict “without question” because he is an
expert and sees no reason to doubt his conclusions. This is
what we mean by authoritarianism.

But then, who would ever have thought in 1912 that any
other kind of ammunition would be necessary? What was
there to say after the official voice of Scholarship had
spoken? The Mormons did what they could. They pointed
out that equally great authorities had been proven wrong
ahout the Bible time and again.* They called attention
to the brevity and superficiality of the experts’ comments:
“This ‘inquiry,”” wrote Webb, “has been no inquiry at all
in any real sense. . . . [It] presents merely a medley of
It furnishes absolutely no assistance to
[the] reader. . . .” They noted that the judges approached
their task in a thoroughly hostile state of mind.® When
an editorial in the Church newspaper pointed out in the
most reserved and respectful language that there were indeed
some rather obvious contradictions and discrepancies in the
views of the experts, and that the Mormons might at least
be permitted to ask for “a stay of final judgment,” since (as
B. H. Roberts expressed it) “these questions that depend on
special scholarship are questions that require time and re-
search . . . and the conclusions of the learned in such
matters are not as unchangeable as they seem,”” the New
York Times exploded with indignation: . . . the Deseret
Evening News spent its entire editorial page reviling scholars
and scholarship.”™ One did not talk back to recognized
scholars—it just wasn’t done.

The Deseret News editorial in question pointed out that
the Mormons had some years before already anticipated
Bishop Spalding’s investigations by making inquiries on their
own among leading British Egyptologists, which “at least

L)

epinions.t . .-

serves to show that we have not been lax, nor afraid to learn
from whatever light the wisdom of the world might throw
upon the illustrations of the Book of Abraham and their
translation by the Prophet Joseph.™
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Two days earlier an editorial in the Deseret News made
a clear statement of policy: “The Latter-day Saints court
inquiry, such as this. They want to know the truth, and
only the truth. There is no important issue that they are
not glad to face, whether presented by friend or foe.”1°
And in the discussion that followed, the Mormons proved
their good faith and sincerity by printing in the pages of
The Improvement Era the letters of Bishop Spalding and
his supporters, without deletion and without comment,
along with those of the Latter-day Saints defending Joseph
Smith.

There was no such dialogue in the non-Mormon period-
icals in which Dr. Spalding published, including his own
Utah newspaper, The Utah Survey; in spite of his con-
stant protests of impartiality and intellectual integrity, only
his own and like opinions ever appeared there.'*

The Mormon writers, moreover, never claimed any such
religious immunity as might have been conceded to Joseph
Smith as a spiritual leader, but always insisted on arguing
the case on its merits: “I allow the bishop all his claims to
the dire results to ‘Mormonism’” wrote B. H. Roberts, “if
he can, to the point of demonstration, make his case good
against Joseph Smith as a translator.”’? Bishop Spalding’s
scholarly band, on the other hand, most emphatically did
claim immunity—to question them was to “revile” that
noble thing called Scholarship, and that was the secret of
their strength.

When Dr. S. A. B. Mercer, a hustling young clergyman
who ran interference for the bishop throughout the game,
summed up the case for the prosecution, his argument made
a perfect circle: “The failure of the Mormon replies,” he
wrote, “is explained by the fact that the unanimous opinion
of the scholars is unassailable. In the judgment of the
scholarly world, therefore, Joseph Smith stands condemned
of self-deception or imposition.”1?

Who said that the Mormon reply had “failed”? Mercer
did, to be sure. Here we see the great convenience of per-
mitting the attorney for the prosecution to act as judge.
Dr. Mercer announces that the Mormon replies to him and
his colleagues have failed—because he says so. And what
he says must be so because his colleagues agree with him.

When the Mormons pointed out that there was anything
but unanimous agreement among the Colleagues, Mercer
sternly overruled them, explaining that where ‘any ordinary
person might find the disagreements rather obvious, “to
the expert there is here no discrepancy.”** Only one
had to be an Egyptologist to see it that way. That is why
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when B. H: Roberts was pressing Dr. Mercer pretty hard,
the latter overruled him too, with the observation that
the source of the difficulties in the case of Mr. Roberts,
“is to be found in the fact that the writer is a layman in
things Egyptian.”’> What Mercer’s explanation amounts
to, as R. C. Webb observes, is the argument “in effect,
that scholars in his department can make no mistakes,¢
or, in Mercer’s own words, that their opinions are “un-
assailable.” How can one discuss an
opinion? One can’t—that is just the point; the issue is
closed; no debate is intended or possible.

In his final letter, Dr. Mercer divides the opposition into
three classes: “First, intelligent and fair-minded Mormons,”
namely, those who do not challenge the scholars in any
way; “secondly biased Mormons (perhaps unconsciously),”
that is, Mormons guilty of pro-Mormon leanings, including
B. H. Roberts, John A. Widtsoe, John Henry Evans, and
J. M. Sjodahl—in fact, all who have presumed to question
the verdict of the experts. Fortunately for Mercer, all their
remarks can be summarily stricken from the record, since
they are “very ignorant in respect to the subject they pre-
tend to criticise”—it is not for them under any circumstances
to talk back; they are all out of order. Dr. Mercer’s third
class is “biased and ignorant gentiles,” being any such as
may be inclined to give ear to the Mormon replies.?

And so the doctors must be allowed to sit in judgment
on their own case because no one else is qualified; and if
they should happen to decide in favor of themselves, why,
there is just nothing we can do about it, since their exper-
tise is far beyond the reach of the layman, placing them in
fact “at the intellectual summit of the universe” by the
ancient professional mystery of “autodeification in the order
of knowing.”18

“unassailable”

This arrangement is basic to the prosperity of most of
the learned professions. Long ago the Jesuits devised a spe-
cial vocabulary and a special discipline of theology which,
they announced, only one of their faith could really under-
stand; for any outsider to risk criticism of anything they
chose to propound in that recondite jargon could only be
the sheerest folly, as Arnold Lunn reminded the great scien-
tist J. B. S. Haldane when the latter ventured to point out
certain weaknesses in his theology.’ But then the scien-
tists have played the same game for all it is worth. Thus,
when “the main objections [to the evolutionary hypothesis]
were clearly stated in its very early days,” they were quickly
overruled because “most of them came from people who
were not trained biologists. . . . Their objections could be
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“To this day no one has come to grips with the Pearl of Great Price”

countered summarily on the grounds of ignorance, despite
the fact that Darwin’s hypothesis appealed so largely to the
evidence of common observation and experience.”?® Com-
mon observation and experience, no matter how clear and
convincing, were no match for official credentials.

Even while Sir Gavin de Beer boasts that “the founda-
tion principle of science is that it concerns itself exclusively
with what can be demonstrated, and does not allow itself
to be influenced by personal opinions or sayings of any-
body. . . . The motto of the Royal Society of London is
Nullus in verba: we take no man’s word for anything,”!
he is guilty of seeking to overawe or at least impress us
with the authority of men of “science” in general and of
the Royal Society of London (all stand, please) in par-
ticular.

Just so, in the Spalding discussion “the prosecution rests
its case on the reputations and standing of its wit-
nesses. . . .72 “In compiling the pamphlet,” wrote the
bishop in his summing-up, “I made no claim to a knowledge
of Egyptology. I merely wrote an introduction to the
opinions of scholars. In a matter of this kind most of us
must form our judgment from the opinion of competent
experts.”?* Thus he echoes the opinion of his No. 1 expert,
cited above, who gracefully returns the compliment, noting
that after all, it was the good bishop’s opinion that in the
end would settle all disputes: “The advisers of the Bishop
proved to his satisfaction” that glaring contradictions of the
judges did not really exist, “that there were no such differ-
The apparent discrepancies were proved not to be
real.” Thus Spalding’s chief adviser declares that his
advisers, by satisfying the bishop that all was well, had
brought the issue to its final and satisfactory conclusion,
binding all thinking men to accept and share his opinion.**

Thus reassured, Bishop Spalding proceeded to demolish
R. C. Webb: “We feel that we should be in a better position
to judge the value of the opinions of Robert C. Webb, PhD
g if we were told definitely who he is. . . . If
Dr. Talmage . . . would inform us what the author’s real
name is, where he received his degree, and what academic
position he holds, we should be better able to estimate
the value of his opinions.”?® Here it is again: The bishop
is not interested in Webb’s arguments and evidence, but in
his status and rank—considerations that are supposed to
bear no weight whatever with honest searchers after truth—
Nullus in verba! What on earth have a man’s name, degree,
academic position, and, of all things, opinions, to do with

ences.

whether a thing is true or not?

22

In this case the answer is—everything. Dr. Mercer
frankly admits that he and the other scholars “did not seem
to take the matter very seriously,” and devoted very little
time to it indeed: . . . the haste was justified in the minds
of the scholars by the simplicity of the task. Even less time
could be expected.”2¢

Elsewhere he explains the perfunctory treatment of the
whole thing: “They probably felt as I did, that their time
was too valuable to spend on such scientific work as that
of Joseph Smith’s guesses.”?” Whatever the reason, they
never intended to do any real work, but depended entirely
on their credentials to see the thing through.

A word from such great men should be enough to settle
anything, but still we insist on appealing to the slogan of
the Royal Society. Many eminent scientists, in fact, are
today calling attention to the crippling effect of appeal to
authority and position in science, a professional compla-
cency that “may in fact be the closing of our eyes to as yet
undiscovered factors which may remain undiscovered for
many years if we believe that the answer has been already
found.”*¢ Thus a great biologist reminds us that “it is
important to combat the assumption” that we know what
primitive conditions of life were like (every scientist knew
that in 1912), since “as long as this is assumed, insufficient
effort will be put into the attempt to find ways to obtain
genuine evidence.”?"

Now, part of the secret of the unusual productivity of the
Egyptologists of 1912 was a buoyant adolescent confidence
in their own newly found powers, which present-day
scholars may envy, but which they can well do without—
there is something decidedly sophomoronic in their lofty
pretensions to have plumbed the depths of the human past
after having taken a few courses, read a few texts (bristling
with question marks), and broken bread with the learned
at a dig or two. Their inexpressible contempt for Joseph
Smith as an ignorant interloper is a measure of their pride
in their own achievement.

In 1912 the Egyptologist T. E. Peet took to task all lay-
men who “mistrust a process in which they see a critic
assign half a verse to Source E and the other half to Source
].> Time has more than vindicated the skeptical laymen,
but in those days Dr. Peet laid it on the line: “Have these
people followed the developments of modern philology and
do they realize that the critics . . . are men whose whole
lives are devoted to the study of such problems, and whose
knowledge of Hebrew and of the Semitic languages in gen-

eral is so great that the differences of style . . . are as patent
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Coffins similar to these may
have housed mummies bought
by Joseph Smith.

to them as they would be in English to a layman?”s
Professor Peet would have done well to harken to what
Bishop Spalding’s own star witness, Professor A. H. Sayce,
had written some years before:

“How then is it possible for the European scholars of
today to analyse an old Hebrew book into its component
parts . . .2 Hebrew is a language that is very imperfectly
known; it has long ceased to be spoken; only a fragment
of its literature has come down to us, and that often in a
corrupt state; and the meaning of many of the words which
have survived, and even of the grammatical forms, is un-
certain and disputed. In fact, it is just this fragmentary and
imperfect knowledge of the language which has made the
work and results of the higher critics possible. The ‘critical’
analysis of the Pentateuch is but a measure of our ignorance
and the limitations of our knowledge. . . . With a fuller
knowledge we would come to a recognition of the futility
of the task.”s

Subsequent discoveries have proven him quite right, but
Sayce’s early protest was a voice in the wilderness. Soon
the higher critics were having it all their own way, and
none ran more eagerly with them than Sayce himself.
B. H. Roberts, a personal friend of Spalding’s, admitted
that the bishop held the whip handle: “I think the bishop
is entitled to have it known by those reading these ‘remarks’
how eminent is the jury pronouncing in the case against
the ‘Mormon’ Prophet. . . . One who can lay no claim to
the learning of Egypt at first hand, . . . may well pause
before such an array of Egyptologists. . . . In their presence
it is becoming in me, and all others unschooled in ancient
Egyptian lore, to speak with modesty and behave with
becoming deference.”?2

One may wonder how an admittedly unqualified party
could pass on such recondite qualifications in others, but
it is the credentials of the specialists that impress Brother
Roberts, not their knowledge, which he is in no position to
judge. Faced by a solid phalanx of PhD’s, the Mormons
were properly overawed; they had no David to go against
these Goliaths, and for that they had only themselves to
blame.

The Mormons Default—From the first the Latter-day
Saints had good reason to expect the Pearl of Great Price
to come in for some rough treatment. “Here, then,” wrote
Parley P. Pratt in 1842, “is another subject for the Gentile
world to stumble at, and for which to persecute the
Saints. . . .”%* Within three years of that remark the world
was firing the same scholarly blasts against the Facsimiles
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and demolishing their claims with the same devastating

finality as was to delight the intellectuals again in 1865,
1912, and today.

The figures in the Facsimiles, it was announced in 1845,
were “familiar and now understood,” and it served Joseph
Smith right for “confidently defying inevitable exposure,”
now that “the Champollions of the Bibliotheque de Rei
[sic] and the British Museum” had the subject well in
hand. It was already apparent to the learned that “the
whole thing is too gross to bear patiently, too painful to
laugh at. . . "% That should have settled the matter, but
the Mormons were not convinced and would have done well
in undertaking some study of Egyptian on their own.

Again and again Joseph Smith and Brigham Young had
pointed the way for the Latter-day Saints to prepare them-
selves for just such eventualities, pleading with them to
take heed to themselves and use their brains. Even during
the grim days of December 1844, the leaders of the Church
“advise[d] the Elders to get up schools, that all . . . might
be taught in the branches of education, and prepare them-
selves, that the least might be fully competent, to correspond
with the wise men of the world.”*> They were to meet the
scholars of the world on their own grounds; but instead of
that, human nature saw fit to expend its energies else-
where: “There are hundreds in this community,” said
Brigham Young in 1860, “who are more eager to become
rich in the perishable things of this world than to adorn
their minds with the power of self-government, and with a
knowledge of things as they were, as they are, and as they
are to come,”*% and he rebukes the Saints for being satisfied
“to remain fixed with a very limited amount of knowledge,
and, like a door upon its hinges, move to and fro from one
year to another without any visible advancement or im-
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provement, lusting after the grovelling things of this life
which perish with the handling.”3"

Those Latter-day Saints who have gone on to higher
studies have either pursued the physical and biological
sciences or coveted bread-and-butter certificates that have
rendered them all the more subservient to mere office and
authority. To this day no one has engaged in the type of
study necessary to come to grips with the Pearl of Great
Price, though that great book openly invites such study:
“If the world can find out these numbers, so let it be.
Amen.”

Up to the present, all studies of the Pearl of Great Price
without exception have been in the nature of auxiliary
studies—compendiums, historical background, etc.—or pre-
liminary surveys.”* In 1879 George Reynolds noted that
in spite of all provocation, “very little has ever been said
by the Elders of the Church in advocacy of its claims as
an inspired record,” and that while “outsiders have vigo-
rously attacked it . . . styled its language ‘gibberish,” and
classed it among the ‘pious frauds’ . . . the people of God
have said or written little in its defense. . . .”*® His own
book furnishes a clear demonstration of just why the Saints
had never been able to get off the ground—they just didn’t
have the knowledge.

The authors of a long procession of articles in the Era
in 1912, 1913, 1914, and 1917 frankly admitted their igno-
rance, and pleaded that they had been caught by surprise.
Their studies are nonetheless by far the best to appear to
date; the books, articles, and master’s theses turned out since
then have largely repeated what they had to say, with per-
haps an item or two added to the bibliographies where it
was felt necessary to justify a degree in the seven arts. Even
the extensive labors of James R. Clark, valuable as they are,
are all of an introductory nature, clearing the decks as it
were for the real action to come.

Full-scale college and extension courses, graduate semi-
nars, Churchwide lecture series, stately public symposiums,
books, pamphlets, monographs, newsletters, and articles, all
done up in fancy bindings usually adorned with reproduc-
tions of the Facsimiles from the Pearl of Great Price or
with faked Egyptian symbols to intrigue and beguile the
public, have all failed to get beyond the starting point of
the race, which after all must be run on the long hard
obstacle course of Egyptian grammar and epigraphy and not
on the lecture platform. The Mormons, it seems, have gone
all out for the gimmicks and mechanics of education, but
have never evinced any real inclination to tackle the tough,
basic questions of evidence raised by the Pearl of Great
Price.

A new school of interpretation some years ago attempted
to meet the challenge to and of the Pearl of Great Price by
the face-saving thesis that the Book of Abraham was not
written in Egyptian after all, but in “some Semitic lan-
guage,” and hailed this shifting of the discussion to more
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familiar grounds as putting “Book of Abraham investiga-
tion on a more sound and scholarly basis.”#® But no
studies were forthcoming on the new foundation save a few

“primarily for the laymen . . . making no claim of being

.. . learned or scientific.”’** How, the ingenuous student
may ask, can any study hope to be “sound and scholarly”
without being at least a little learned and scientific? One
should not enter the arena unless one is willing to meet
more formidable opposition than the gullible student and
tractable layman.

(To be continued)
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A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

Part I. Challenge and Response (Continued)

Amateurs All

® The ever-increasing scope of knowledge necessary to cope
with the great problems of our day has led to increasing
emphasis on a maxim that would have sounded very strange
only a few years ago: “There are no fields—there are only
problems!”—meaning that one must bring to the discussion
and solution of any given problem whatever is required to
understand it: If the problem calls for a special mathematics,
one must get it; if it calls for three or four languages, one
must get them; if it takes 20 years, one must be prepared
to give it 20 years—or else shift to some other problem.
Degrees and credentials are largely irrelevant where a prob-
lem calls for more information than any one department
can supply or than can be packaged into any one or a dozen
degrees.

Now the Pearl of Great Price presents a number of big
problems with which no Egyptologist has ever coped. A
knowledge of Egyptian is the first step toward a solution of
such problems, but it is by no means the last. Still, first
things come first: “Ancient Egypt,” wrote one of the earliest
modern researchers in the field, “is accessible only to a
small number, because of the length and the difficulties
of the initiation into the language of the hieroglyphs. . . .
But can a historian . . . renounce the direct examination of
the original documents, which become every day more
varied and more numerous, without violating the first rule
of his discipline?”’2

Like it or not, we are stuck with Egyptian, and it is only
fair to note, in defense of the specialists, that if authori-
tarianism can be a great mischief, the quackery to which it
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gives rise can be even worse, a quack being anybody posing
as an authority—a shadow of a shadow. There is a place
in the world for professionalism and even for “authority”
in science, as Thomas S. Kuhn has explained at great length;
every field has its “paradigms” that must be mastered
thoroughly so that they can be used as tools, quickly, deftly,
with unconscious skill, in the processes of problem solving.
The expert is one who knows how to use those tools, and
because the Doctors have not chosen to use their knowledge
in a serious study of the Pearl of Great Price, it does not
follow that such knowledge is not important for such
study—rather, it is indispensable.

Any ancient text is utterly without meaning to one who
does not know the language in which it is written. Egyp-
tian, however, being written in pictures, has been held
to enjoy a unique status among the mysteries. Away back
in the fifth century Horapollon had the idea that by
attributing a symbolic meaning to each little picture and
putting the symbols together, one could discover the mean-
ing of any Egyptian text. This theory was adhered to by
would-be translators of Egyptian right down to the time of
Champollion, and it still has its advocates among Latter-day
Saints who would discover ever-new secrets in the Fac-
similes and identify battered Indian rock-carvings with
Egyptian glyphs.

The attempt to give one’s own interpretation to picture-
writing is hard to resist. At the general conference in
April 1967, for example, somebody circulated a mimeo-
graphed document bearing the frank and forthright title,
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“Why Would Anyone Want to Fight the Truth?” The
“truth” in this case consisted of the author’s common-sense
observations on the nature of Egyptian, such as, that an
Egyptian symbol written with four elements “could be no
more than a single Egyptian word.” But ancient languages
have a way of ignoring our modern common-sense rules;

the Egyptians in particular had an incurable weakness for
abbreviations, omissions, transpositions, puns, and crypto-
grams, and their writings are full of signs which, even
when we know their meaning (which is by no means
always the case), require at least a sentence or two to
explain them. Anyone is free to guess at the meaning of
any Egyptian phrase, and one of the most picturesque as-
pects of the discipline is a process that never ceases, day
and night, year in and year out, by which Egyptologists are
constantly altering and improving on each other’s trans-
lations. But one is not free to present his interpretation
as “The Truth,” and then ask in hurt and accusing tones,
“Why Would Anyone Want to Fight the Truth?” “I have
acted upon a principle to which I attach the greatest im-
portance,” wrote A. H. Gardiner, the dean of Egyptian
grammarians; “even a wrong idea is better than no idea
at all, and progress in translation can only come by pre-
senting to the critics some definite objective to tilt at.”’** So
far was he from thinking that the experts ever have a
corner on truth! :
The specialists, however, can hardly be blamed for hesi-
tating to become involved in arguments with just anybody,
for they are daunted by a peculiarly insidious occupational
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And though he denied

that his brochure was ‘‘circulated

Saint high schools,”
he did admit putting it in the hands
of those who would see
that it got there.

hazard.** The air of mystery and romance that has always
surrounded things Egyptian has never failed to attract swarms
of crackpots, cultists, half-baked scholars, self-certified ex-
perts, and out-and-out charlatans. The poor Egyptologist,
constantly confronted with such characters and their antics,
is understandably on his guard, quick to suspect and ever
alert to the slightest signs of wishful thinking or free and
easy logic. At the same time every Egyptologist is something
of a crusader who feels bound to foster and encourage inter-
est in his important but neglected field; he is naturally and
humanely hesitant to give any sincere seeker the brushoff,
or to offend any possible future donor or patron of his art.
In addition, the Egyptologist is himself a romantic at heart,
or else he would never have chosen such a field for himself,
and has a secret and sometimes rather obvious kinship with
the glamor hunters. That, of course, makes him even more
circumspect in his behavior; he can’t afford to get involved
or identified with such creatures, he shies like a thorough-
bred horse at every rag and tatter of nonsense in the breeze,
and he avoids religious controversies like death itself. To
expect a sympathetic word for Joseph Smith from such
people is, of course, asking too much—a serious Egyptologist
just can’t risk it. Even to display too lively an interest in
the Pearl of Great Price or the Book of Mormon has been
known to jeopardize one’s professional standing.
Bishop Spalding Prepares His Surprise

Bishop Spalding is described by those who knew him as
a charming man, a convincing speaker, “a controversialist
by nature,”® an enthusiastic intellectual who “follows

15

especially among the students of Latter-day




those who go to the farthest frontiers of research in modern,
or higher, criticism . . . and fearlessly accepts the results
of that school of thought,”*% an ardent social reformer who,
while urging the Mormons to come over to his one “his-
torie faith,” regrets that the same Mormons are actually
doing what he only wishes his own people would do in the
way of organized activity, while he labors “to help ‘sweep
and garnish’ the house of faith with the whisk broom of
Marxian sophistries.”*?

This man simply could not square the supernaturalist
claims of Joseph Smith with the enlightened thinking of
1912. He made such a show of fair play and was so diligent
in procuring the support of the most eminent scholars in
putting the Prophet to the test that even B. H. Roberts
felt constrained to confess, “his method . . . is entirely
legitimate, and the spirit of it [is] irreproachable.””*s
But others, taking a closer look, were not so sure:

. while the bishop appears to treat his subject with
fairness,” wrote Osborne ]J. P. Widtsoe, “[and] while he
tries to impress his reader with his openness, his frankness,
his candor, his honesty, yet his every argument is based
upon some unfair implication, some false premise. . . .
His fairness is but surface deep.”*® This grave charge is
fully borne out in an interview published in the New York
Times, in which the bishop’s magnanimous spirit of love
and affection for the Mormons takes on a decidedly greenish
tinge:

“The breaking up of Mormonism through the desertion
of the intellectual part of its membership is the failure for
the Prophet Smith’s church which Bishop Spalding foresees.
It is for that reason that he prefers to address the Mormons
as his friends rather than to attack them.”s°

Spalding’s friend, Dr. Frederick ]. Pack, perceived the
wily stratagem thus freely admitted by Bishop Spalding
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when he was far away from Utah, and commented on its
effectiveness: . the apparent fairness shown by Dr.
Spalding made far into the ranks of the Latter-day Saints
a well prepared path along which the conclusions of his
article might readily follow.””* And when a banker friend
from the East asked the good bishop, “Why not leave the
Mormons alone?” he replied, “Well, I must feel about
their acceptance of what is intellectually and morally un-
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true, just as you would feel if you knew a group of people
were coining . . . counterfeit money.””2 If Dr. Spalding
had ever heard of the Constitution, which explicitly pro-
vides that holding a wrong opinion about anything is not
a crime, as counterfeiting is, he still could not, for all his
vaunted liberalism, stand the thought that a religion whose
teachings he believed to be false should be permitted to
stay in operation.

As he went about with his sweet strategic smile (“He
writes to the Mormons in a kindly mood,” says the Times),
the bishop was working hard on his demolition project.
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“Much of Bishop Spalding’s work,” according to the inter-
view in the Times, “was done in the Metropolitan Museum
of Art in this city.”™® This suggests that the final scheme
took shape only after a number of other approaches had
proven ineffectual. Many a better scholar than Dr. Spalding
has discovered that the revelations of Joseph Smith that
look so delightfully vulnerable at first sight become more
difficult to refute the more carefully one studies them. “The
Bishop, it is said, gave a liberal portion of his time and
thought for some years to this literary production, fully
expecting that when it should appear in print, it would
signal the end of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day
Saints.”** To compile the little book of but eight very brief
letters would take no very great amount of time or effort—
what was Dr. Spalding doing all those years? That his
long and zealous labors should have brought forth so little
is in itself a strong point in Joseph Smith’s favor.

But Spalding made the best psychological use of the
little that he had (an old game with ministers), catching
the Mormons completely off guard when he finally “fired
[his] broadside at us,” as Professor N. L. Nelson put it:
. .. think, man,” he wrote to his old friend, the bishop,
“of the ‘imprudence’ of it! without a declaration of war,
and in a time of profound peace.” Dr. Spalding was
counting on just that surprise to spread dismay and con-
fusion, but though the burst was impressive, “as regards
three-fourths of us, the effect was purely spectacular—a
compound of smoke and noise.”s?

Spalding’s avowed purpose was to save “thousands of
young men and women” from “the hopelessly illogical,
untruthful, unspiritual, and immoral system of Joseph
Smith, Jr.”?¢ And though he denied that his brochure was
“circulated especially among the students of the Latter-day
Saint high schools,” he did admit putting it in the hands
of those who would see that it got there.*” The appeal to
intellectual honesty without any insistence on hard study
can always count on having some effect among those who
wish to be thought intellectual, and R. C. Webb noted
that the Spalding plan capitalized on that snob appeal
which is never lost in academic circles.’® Hence it was not
surprising that when a valedictory speaker at the University
of Utah two years later issued the routine call for greater
freedom of thought, his boldness was nationally advertised
by a visiting professor to the university as the direct fruit
of Spalding’s demonstration to the Mormons that “one of
their sacred books is spurious.”*® Miffed when the Mormons
refused to lie down because he said “bang,” Bishop Spalding
declared that his project “has become not only a test of
the competency of the First Presidency of the Church, but
also of the reliability of the present head of the church,”
since the latter had been unwise enough to believe Joseph
Smith instead of Spalding’s experts.®® But it is high time
to take a closer look at the famous test.
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“Just the Test We Need”

The Reverend Spalding’s book is dedicated “To my many
Mormon friends—who are as honest searchers after the
truth” as he hopes he is himself. This humane and generous
approach caught the Mormons off guard, as it was meant
to do. “The manifest fairness of the inquiry and the appar-
ently well founded conclusions,” wrote Professor Pack,
“came as somewhat of a surprise to the ‘Mormon’ people,”
who were not accustomed to the soft sell.’? The book opens
with the magnanimous admission that others have been
impetuous, ill-informed, discourteous, and unfair in judging
the Mormons, and that the time has come for a cool, fair-
minded, objective testing of the claims of the Prophet. In
particular, the Book of Mormon “has never had the serious
examination which its importance demands.”®> To correct
this oversight, the author then launches into as rigged and
spurious a test of prophetic inspiration as was ever devised
by the Scribes and Pharisees.

Beginning with the statement, “If the Book of Mormon
is true, it is, next to the Bible, the most important book in
the world,” Spalding notes that no definitive test of that
book’s authenticity is possible at this time, but suggests
that it would be quite possible to test Joseph Smith’s com-
petence as a translator by examining not the Book of Mor-
mon but another of his translations, that contained in the
Pearl of Great Price under the title of the Book of Abraham.
In this document, according to Bishop Spalding, “we have
just the test we need of Joseph Smith’s accuracy as a trans-
lator.”c3

And he is right. Here we have at our disposal all the
necessary resources for making an almost foolproof test.
Moreover, it was Joseph Smith himself who first proposed
and submitted to the test. When the papyri of the Book of
Abraham first came into his hands, the Prophet, having
learned that their owner, Michael H. Chandler, had gone
out of his way to solicit the opinions of the experts in the
big cities where he had exhibited his mummies, went into
a room by himself and wrote out his interpretation of some
of the symbols; then he invited Mr. Chandler to compare
what he had written with the opinions of “the most
learned.” Chandler did so, and was properly impressed,
voluntarily giving Joseph Smith a signed statement:

“. . . to make known to all who may be desirous, con-
cerning the knowledge of Mr. Joseph Smith, Jun., in de-
ciphering the ancient Egyptian hieroglyphic characters in
my possession, which I have, in many eminent cities, showed
to the most learned; and, from the information that I could
ever learn, or meet with, I find that of Mr. Joseph Smith,
Jun., to correspond in the most minute matters. [Signed:]
Michael H. Chandler.”¢*

Parley P. Pratt suggests that Chandler might have “on
one occasion met with an individual who was enabled to
decipher a small portion, or, at least, to give an opinion
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of what he supposed its meaning to be,” since nobody in
America could really read the stuff.®> Orson Pratt put it
differently: “Mr. Clhandler] had also obtained from
learned men the best translation he could of some few
characters, which however, was not a translation, but more
in the shape of their ideas with regard to it, their acquaint-
ance with the language not being sufficient to enable them
to translate it literally.”¢¢

Strangely enough, this last statement exactly fits Dr.
Spalding’s own eight experts, as we shall see. But whatever
the competence of the informants, in Chandler’s day or
Spalding’s, the point here is that it is Joseph Smith who
actually suggests and carries out the very test the bishop
devised. It was also Joseph Smith’s idea, it will be recalled,

“We have at our disposal
all the necessary resources
for making

an almost foolproof test.”

to submit copies of the original writing from the plates of
the Book of Mormon to the best scholars in America for
their frank opinion. Granted again that nobody could read
the “Anthon Transcript” either then or today, it was still
very important for the leading antiquarians in the country
to be given a chance to speak their piece, lest the world say
forever after: “Joseph Smith never dared to show his mythi-
cal manuscript to real scholars; he never gave the experts a
chance to express an opinion about it!” Whatever opinions
Professor Anthon expressed about the transcript, his letters
show that he was indeed given ample opportunity to study
the characters and express an opinion about them.

The Prophet Joseph, then, is willing enough to undergo
the most objective tests, but Bishop Spalding will not let
him! The least the latter could have done would have been
to follow the classic procedure used in the vindication of
the cuneiform scholars many years before. In 1857 that
same Ernest Renan who was loudly declaring Jesus to be a
myth was telling the public that nobody could read cunei-
form—that the Assyriologists were simply fooling themselves
and others. So to’put everyone’s mind at ease, Sir George
Grote sent a cuneiform text to four scholars, requesting
each one to give his interpretation of the thing; then it was
a simple matter to compare the answers and let the public
decide whether these men really knew what they were
doing or not.5?

This was obviously the procedure indicated for dealing
with the Facsimiles. Joseph Smith had given his interpre-
tation of the three ancient Egyptian documents and had
challenged the world to give its own interpretation of the
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same. So one had only to do what Sir George did, that is,
send the three Facsimiles from the Pearl of Great Price to
various Egyptologists without comment, requesting each one
to give his interpretation of them. Then Bishop Spalding
could open the envelopes publicly and invite the world to
compare the readings of the experts with each other and
with Smith’s ideas. What could be fairer and simpler?
Joseph Smith had put all the ingredients for a clear and
foolproof test into Spalding’s hands, and even shown him
how to go about it—and Spalding threw it all away! R. C.
Webb observed, . . . it might have occurred to an ‘honest
searcher after truth,’ . . . to have removed the captions from
these figures. . . . Such an ‘honest searcher’ should have
known perfectly well that ‘scholars’ would object to and
denounce Smith as a ‘scab translator.’ ”¢8 That is, it was
absolutely imperative to get the experts’ opinions before
showing them Smith’s answer, just as the Prophet had
handed his interpretations to Chandler before he knew what
the others had said, leaving it to Mr. Chandler to compare
them.

But instead of calmly asking each scholar for his read-
ing and then letting the public judge for itself, Bishop
Spalding, as he reports it, sent “the original texts, together
with his [Smith’s] interpretations . . . to competent schol-
ars,” with the idea that “if they declared his translation to
be correct, then it must be accepted as true.”’®® The ques-
tion put to the specialists was not “What is your interpre-
tation of these things?” but instead, “Here is what the
notorious Joseph Smith says about these Egyptian docu-
ments; is he right or wrong?” Stating the question thus
not only made it very easy for the doctors to answer with
a terse “yes” or “no,” but also carefully set the stage to
avoid any possible danger that one of the correspondents
might in an unguarded moment drop a word in favor of
Smith. Professor Pack observed that since Bishop Spalding
“has evidently written for opinions to a large number of
scholars” it might be in order to ask whether any replies
more or less favorable to Joseph Smith had been withheld,
“whether any disharmonious statements may have been
received and not published,” since the published letters are
very few and very brief.”® Even with such precautions, the
bishop does not trust his jury, but prefaces their remarks
with 17 pages of elaborate argument to demonstrate the
impossibility of Joseph Smith’s being a true prophet no
matter what the experts may say.

Of the letters that make up his book, Dr. Spalding re-
ports: “It seemed necessary . . . to copy in full the letters from
the experts exactly as I secured them.””* With such meticu-
lous and commendable care to see that the reader knows just
what is going on, it is strange indeed that the most impor-
tant letter of all is missing, namely, the covering letter that
went with the request for an opinion from each of the
authorities. For that is the letter to which they are replying,
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the letter that set up the experiment and determined the
state of mind in which each of the participants approached
the problem. “This inquiry you claim to be of transcendent
importance to the world,” wrote Dr. John A. Widtsoe to
Bishop Spalding later. “If you are sincere in this . . . you
certainly would not be ready to pronounce final judgment
on the basis of eight or eleven letters written in answer to,
only Heaven knows, what questions you propounded.”™®
(Italics added.) As a scientist, Dr. Widtsoe knew that the
most important thing in writing up an experiment is a
minute and accurate account of the exact procedure followed
—and that is precisely the part of the report that Dr.
Spalding chose to omit.

Whatever the covering letter said (and none was ever

“...itis strange indeed

that the most important letter

b

of all is missing. . ..’

made public), it or they completely destroyed that atmo-
sphere of cool and detached impartiality which Dr. Spalding
declared himself so anxious to achieve. Dr. Mercer, the
leader of the band, admits that “ill-temper was shown”
and that “several of the scholars were disgusted at what
they sincerely believed to be an imposition—righteous
wrath,” perhaps.”™ But he insists that religion has nothing
to do with this righteous wrath—“the letters were not
prejudiced,”™ and he testifies as one of the jury “that
Bishop Spalding did not in any way, either intentionally or
unintentionally, prejudice the witnesses.”?> All he had to do
to prejudice the whole company was simply to mention
the name of Joseph Smith, but no, these men, though three
of them are ministers of Spalding’s church, expressed only “a
scorn which was due to the crudeness of the linguistic work
of the Prophet. . . . They condemned it purely on linguis-
tic grounds.””® To labor the point, since Mercer admits
that it is a very important one, “the animus evident in the
communications of Sayce and Petrie is purely because of
linguistic, and not because of religious reasons.””” Why
linguistic animus in a field in which the experts are con-
stantly correcting each other’s translations? Is scientific
animus any less prejudiced than religious animus? Mercer
isn’t kidding anybody: by bringing Joseph Smith into the
picture from the very first, Bishop Spalding effectively
loaded the dice—from then on only one game was possible.

Some Basic Misconceptions

Not only do all of Spalding’s jury labor under certain
serious misconceptions, but their verdict is in every case
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determined by those misconceptions. . . . all the
learned doctors,” wrote Osborne J. P. Widtsoe, “. . . seem
to have labored under the impression that the original
manuscript of the Book of Abraham was available, that
the three fac-similes . . . constitute that original manuscript,
and that the inscriptions on those fac-similes were ‘written
by his [Abraham’s] own hand.’ To one who is acquainted
with Church history, there could be made no representation
farther from the truth than this of Bishop Spalding’s con-
cerning the Book of Abraham.”™® Yet it was on these three
incorrect assumptions that the experts based all their argu-
ments against Joseph Smith. Consider the three points.
First of all, Joseph Smith did not draw the Facsimiles;
they were the work of a professional wood engraver, Reuben
Hedlock, who undertook the job on February 23, 1842, at
the Prophet’s request, and finished it just a week later.”™
It was, as we shall see, a very creditable piece of work, but

- the miserable copies that Bishop Spalding circulated among

his jury of experts made a very poor impression, and their
raw clumsiness was in every case attributed to the Prophet
himself. Some critics have noted that some of the numbers
that have been added to Facsimile 2 are upside down, and
have again assumed that Joseph Smith put them that way;
but as R. C. Webb points out, “There is no evidence before
us that Smith is responsible for it.”s°

The commonest objection to the authenticity of the
Facsimiles is that they are of too late a date to have been
drawn by Abraham. But Joseph Smith never claimed that
they were autographic manuscripts or that they dated from
the time of Abraham. *. . . with W. W. Phelps and Oliver
Cowdery as scribes,” he writes as of July 1835, “I com-
menced the translation of some of the characters or hiero-
glyphics, and much to our joy found that one of the rolls
contained the writings of Abraham, another the writings of
Joseph of Egypt.”st (Italics added.) It is and was common
to refer to any author’s works as his writings, whether he
penned them himself or dictated them to others. The Book
of Mormon and the Pearl of Great Price itself, for example,
are both writings of Joseph Smith, though written down
entirely by the hands of other men and women.

Men of such importance as Abraham and Joseph in
Egypt would surely have followed the accepted custom and
dictated their “writings” to scribes. The system is clear in
the book of Jarom, verse 14, where we are referred to “the
writings of the kings, or those which they caused to be
written,” and elsewhere in the Book of Mormon we are
told of writings even “by the hand of” Mormon, Nephi,
Moses, Omni, and others, and even “by the finger of God”
(Alma 10:2), and also of a letter of Giddianhi sealed with
his own hand—yet the plates from which the Book of
Mormon was translated were largely the work of Mormon
and were never seen by some of the men whose very hands
supposedly had written them. As George Q. Cannon ex-
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plained, “These constituted the writings of Abraham—the
text by Abraham’s own hand; though there is nothing to show
that this text had not been widely copied, and that this par-
ticular [manuscript] may not, in fact, have been a copy 500
years after Abraham’s day.”®? ]. M. Sjodahl assumes that it
was a copy: “As the work proceeded, he [Joseph Smith] be-
came convinced that one of the rolls of papyrus contained a
copy of a book written by Abraham.”#® And Osborne Widt-
soe opined that “this particular roll [the Book of Abraham]
may or may not have been written by Abraham’s own hand.
Possibly it was a copy of Abraham’s original manuscript.”*

From the way the expression is used in the scriptures
and by the brethren, it is clear that when a piece was said
to be by its author’s “own hand,” what is meant is that

“Joseph Smith
never claimed they

were autographic manuscripts
... of Abraham.”

he originally wrote or dictated it. Even when Wilford
Woodruff reports in his journal for February 18, 1842, that
“Joseph the Seer has presented us some of the Book of
Abraham, which was written by his own hand . . .,” it means
that the Book of Abraham is not merely a book about
Abraham, of which many are known in the apocryphal
literature, but one actually written by him. Actually, what
the Prophet “presented” to the Saints, who had seen the
papyri a hundred times, was his own rendering of the book,
which of course was not literally written by the hand of
Abraham.

It was only to be expected, human nature being what
it is, that the announcement that the writings of Abraham
and Joseph had been found with some mummies should
have promptly given rise to the rumor that Joseph Smith
was in possession of “the bodies of Abraham, Abimelech,
(the king of the Philistines), Joseph, who was sold into
Egypt, &c., &.” And it was just as natural that the enemies
of the Prophet should circulate the charge “that the pur-
chasers of these antiquities” were spreading such rumors
“for the purpose of attracting the attention of the multitude,
and gulling the unwary.” These reports, the Prophet wrote
in December 1835, were “utterly false. Who these ancient
inhabitants of Egypt were, I do not at present say.”s® He
was not leaping at conclusions or claiming revelations on
all things; indeed, the mummies did not particularly interest
him, and he only consented to let Chandler have the high
price he asked for them because he could procure the papyri
in no other way: . . . Mr. Chandler told him that he
would not sell the writings, unless he could sell the mum-
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mies. . . .”’%¢ The mere sight of the mummies did not
excite Joseph Smith, and neither did the rolls of papyri
before he knew what was on them: they were just “some-
thing rolled up . . . which, when examined, proved to be
two rolls of papyrus.” It was only after the mummies had
been bought and the rolls examined that the brethren
discovered, “much to our joy,” how important they were.’7
“The characters,” Joseph Smith reported, “are such as you
find upon coffins of mummies—hieroglyphs, etc.,” that is,
quite ordinary stuff, to look at them.®® It is amusing to see
how the Spalding specialists petulantly declare the Fac-
similes, which they confess themselves unable to read, to
be to all appearances nothing but perfectly ordinary Egyp-
tian documents. Joseph Smith could have told them that.

The Prophet made no dogmatic statement as to how
the writings got in with the mummies, and Church mem-
bers speculated freely on the subject. “It is supposed,”
wrote Parley P. Pratt, “they were preserved in the family
of the Pharaoh and afterwards hid up in the embalmed
body of the female with whom they were found.”s® The
reporter of a local newspaper, after being shown the mum-
mies by Mother Smith, wrote a satirical account of how
Joseph in Egypt had a roll of papyrus, delivered to him in a
wooden box—by an angel, of course—“which was to be
buried by him with the family of one of the patriarchs . . .
Joseph . . . depositing the case on the Queen’s breast, where
it lay until the discovery of the ‘brass plates’. . . .”%
Behind the usual garbling of the familiar motifs, one may
detect another version of Brother Pratt’s speculation.

Actually, ancient Egyptian documents have been found
buried with mummies of later date. The manuscript of the
famous Ramesseum Dramatic Text, written to be buried
with a king, was found laid away on the mummy of a
private citizen 200 years after the time it was written—
and even then it was copied down from still older sources.
“How this manuscript . . . came into the private library
of the . . . Theban in whose grave it was found,” wrote
Professor Sethe, “is a question which of course can never
be answered.”® It may not be without significance that
our Pearl of Great Price mummies were also found in
Thebes, and that some other mummies found there, notably
those accompanied by those rare and peculiar documents
known as hypocephali (Fac. 2 is a hypocephalus), had
lying on their breasts just such rolls of papyri, apparently
documents of considerable importance, but not well enough
preserved to be read.”” Mummies themselves were “often
re-embalmed by the priests and toted from tomb to tomb—
for centuries.”®® Furthermore, when documents became
worn out from age or use it was quite proper to make a
copy, which was thenceforth regarded exactly as if it were
the original writings.%*

Bishop Spalding’s announcement that he submitted to
the specialists “the original text,” and that “the original
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texts with the Prophet’s translation are available for our
investigation” is simply not true. It makes all the difference
in the world what particular text a scholar has to work
with, as a comparison of the recently discovered original
of Facsimile 1 with the copies of it that Spalding sent to the
critics should make clear to anyone. O

(To be continued)
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A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price

By Dr. Hugh Nibley
Part 1. Challenge and Response (Continued)

® Some Spurious Propositions: (1) While the experts
judged the Facsimiles in light of certain basic misinforma-
tion, the general public was also beguiled by a number of
specious propositions. The first of these was that the test
of the engravings in the Pearl of Great Price effectively
destroyed all claims of the Book of Mormon to authenticity.

It may seem rather odd that Spalding’s purpose in his
great campaign against the Facsimiles was to discredit not
them but the Book of Mormon. Yet such is the case, as
the first sentence of his book proclaims. In going about
his work in such a devious way, our author pays high
tribute indeed to the Book of Mormon, a purportedly his-
torical work of over 500 pages in length in which, it would
seem, he can discover no direct or obvious proof of fraud
to save him all this trouble.

Devious is the word: The Mormons must abandon their
faith, so ran the argument, because Joseph Smith was not
a true prophet; he was not a true prophet because the
Book of Mormon was not divinely inspired; it was not
divinely inspired because it was not translated correctly;
we know it was not translated correctly because Joseph
Smith could not read Egyptian; we know this because he
translated the Book of Abraham incorrectly, and both it
and the Book of Mormon “were translated from the same

Egyptian, and if the translator be found to have com-

pletely failed in the translation of one book, our faith in
his translation of the other must necessarily be impaired”;*
we know he translated the Book of Abraham incorrectly
because he did not understand the Facsimiles in the Pearl
of Great Price; we know that he did not understand the
Facsimiles because eight scholars gave interpretations that
differed from his. “Here is a string of inference for you!”
wrote John Henry Evans; “. . . never was ‘a conclusion
more tortuously reached. Never was man asked to give up
a belief that satisfied him, on slighter grounds.*®
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Concealed in the Spalding syllogism are yet more
spurious propositions. Take his main argument, for exam-
ple: “If the translation of the ‘Book of Abraham’ is in-
correct, then no thoughtful man can be asked to accept
the Book of Mormon, but, on the other hand, honesty will
require him, with whatever personal regret, to repudiate
it and the whole body of belief, which has been built
upon it. . . .”’"" Now it is not just the Book of Mormon
that must be thrown out because eight men fail to see what
Joseph Smith saw in three ancient engravings, but every-
thing the Prophet ever taught. By the same token the
good Bishop has no choice—when he learns from the higher
critics, whom he so ardently endorses, that the Old and
New Testaments are not what they pretend to be, but
laborious compilations swarming with historical and
philological misconceptions—but to renounce the Bible as
a whole (for after all, if one verse is faulty, must not our
faith in the others “necessarily be impaired”?) and with it
“the whole body of belief, which has been built upon it.”

We are further asked to believe that if Joseph Smith
could have made a wrong translation on one occasion, it
would follow inevitably that he had never at any time
had a true gift of translation. But as an editorial in the
Deseret News pointed out, “If a mistake should be proved

in the translation of the Egyptian documents, that would

not in any way affect the translation of the Book of Mor-

“mon.”®® Spalding insisted, as Professor Pack noted, under

what is termed the spirit of fairness, that Joseph Smith be
declared a false prophet if he makes a single failure: all his
successes must be repudiated.”® Pack further observed that
“the Latter-day Saints should not, and for that matter do
not, maintain that Joseph Smith was infallible.”2°® And
J. M. Sjodahl explained that the Prophet like any other
mortal was free to make “mistakes in the translation of the
Egyptian documents.”* Indeed, Mormonism was intro-
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= duced to the world with the unheard-of announcement, on
the title page of the Book of Mormon, that it is quite
possible for a book of holy scripture to contain “the mis-
= takes of men.”

Here we touch upon a basic misunderstanding that is at
the root of most criticism of Joseph Smith. The sectarian
world simply cannot understand how it is possible for a
prophet of God to make a mistake. They could never see,
for example, why Brigham Young, if he was really a
prophet, would need to experiment with sugar beets or
silkworms: why should a prophet experiment? Shouldn’t
God reveal to him exactly what to do in every instance,
so that he need never, never make a mistake? A glance at

: the Bible would have shown any searcher that that is not
the way God works. But for conventional Christianity the
Bible itself was an all-or-nothing proposition, absolutely
. perfect and complete, devoid of the slightest suspicion of
human error. It had to be that way, since revelation had
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ceased; and if one started questioning any verse of the Bible,
all the others automatically became suspect. The absurd
notion that any human being, prophet or not, can be always
right or always wrong is a holdover from the absolutes of
scholastic thinking. If God ever permits a prophet to be
wrong or to learn by trial and error as the rest of God’s
children do, how can we ever be sure whether he is right
or not? That, of course, is where revelation comes in:
Every individual must get a testimony for himself and be
guided by the Spirit entirely on his own; then, and only
then, as Brigham Young so often and so emphatically
declared, can the people of God be led by revelation. In
the light of such a doctrine, whether Joseph Smith ever
made mistakes or not becomes completely irrelevant: the
tenth section of the Doctrine and Covenants leaves us in no
doubt at all as to his fallibility, a thing that the Prophet
himself freely admitted. What mortals have ever been more
keenly aware of their weaknesses and shortcomings than
the prophets?

On November 2, 1837, Phineas Richards and Reuben
Hedlock, the engraver, were appointed to “transact busi-
ness for the Church in procuring means to translate and
print the records taken from Catacombs of Egypt.”1°* Far
from expecting the Lord to do everything for him, or trying
to do it all himself, the Prophet was soliciting human aid
in the enterprise. This is enough to show what many of
the Brethren were quick to point out to Bishop Spalding,
that the Book of Mormon and the Book of Abraham were
not translated in exactly the same way. Indeed, there are
many thousands of people in the world who believe that
while the Book of Mormon was translated by the gift and
power of God, the translating of the Book of Abraham was
not inspired at all; at any rate, the Reorganized Church
of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints has never accepted it
as scripture.’” Some of Joseph Smith’s contemporaries
claimed that he used the Urim and Thummim in trans-
lating the Book of Abraham, but others denied it.'** Who
can draw the line between insight and inspiration, believ-
ing, as the Latter-day Saints do, that all knowledge comes
from God at various levels of revelation? “Joseph studied
diligently and worked the figures over, bit by bit, quite
as an uninspired translator might have done,” wrote N. L.
Nelson.'"”  “He now redoubled his efforts,” wrote Sjodahl,
a Church historian, “to understand them, . . . and in seven
years his translation of the Book of Abraham was ready for
the press.”1"" The idea that “the translation came to him
very largely as the result of persistent study”'" is borne
out in a story that the late Preston Nibley used to tell of
how in 1906 he visited the Nauvoo House in company
with President Joseph F. Smith. President Smith (as Elder
Nibley recollected with his remarkable memory) recalled
with tears the familiar sight of “Uncle Joseph™ kneeling on
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“The Prophet’s work on the Egyptian alphabet

was never presented as revelation.”

the floor of the front room with Egyptian manuscripts
spread out all around him, weighted down by rocks and
books, as with intense concentration he would study a line
of characters, jotting down his impressions in a little note-
book as he went. '

“This afternoon,” the Prophet reported, “I labored on the
Egyptian alphabet, in company with Brothers Oliver
Cowdery and W. W. Phelps, and during the research, the
principles of astronomy as understood by Father Abraham
and the ancients unfolded to our understanding.”*> Here
the Prophet received information on two different levels,
according to a procedure prescribed by revelation: . . . you
must study it out in your mind; them you must ask me if
it be right. . . .” (D&C 9:8.) The revelation may or may
not confirm one’s studied conclusions. Joseph Smith’s
work, here mentioned, on the Egyptian alphabet was never
accepted or even presented to the Church as revelation,
and no one is bound by it;1% but the zeal and application
of the brethren was rewarded by a revelation that far
transcended any intellectual efforts of man. It is this revela-
tion that is comprised in the Pearl of Great Price, and it is
by it and others like it that one may judge the Prophet
Joseph, and not by such preliminary gropings as the so-called
Egyptian Alphabet and Grammar, which was never com-
pleted, never released for publication, and, so far as we
have been able to discover, never even mentioned in pub-
lic. Granted that diligent searching and study may be a
preliminary to receiving revelation, the revelation when it
comes is certainly not to be judged by them. We are not
only permitted but also instructed to cast about for possible
solutions in our minds before the real solution is given us,
and if we find Joseph Smith doing just that, we should not
rush to point out possible flaws in his preliminary specula-
tions as proof that he was not inspired.

Where translation is concerned, Joseph Smith also oper-
ated on two levels, with no danger of confusing the two.
At no time did he claim that the gift of tongues is constant
or permanent; like all gifts of the Spirit, it is bestowed when
and as God chooses. The Prophet stated publicly more than
once that he had to study languages the hard way, like
anyone else, when not actually receiving revelation.’?® And
so we must allow him the luxury of having his own ideas
about things, and making his own mistakes and his own
translations as long as he plays the game fairly and never
presents them as binding on others.

Since Bishop Spalding’s avowed purpose is to test the
Book of Mormon with the strictest objectivity and scientific
rigor, he is off to a poor start in asking us to judge it en-
tirely on the merits of another translation, undertaken under
different circumstances and by a different method, and in
turn to judge that other translation solely on the basis of a
third source, the three Facsimiles, which were not an inte-
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gral part of the Book of Abraham. But what has all this got
to do with translating anyway? This brings us to—

(2) Bishop Spalding’s second spurious proposition, which
is that he is testing the Prophet’s competence as a translator;
indeed, the title of his book is Joseph Smith Jr. as a Trans-
lator. His whole object, as he explains it, is to show that
“the whole body of belief” based on Joseph Smith’s teach-
ings must be “repudiated” because “the translation of the
‘Book of Abraham’ is incorrect.”’'* What, then, are we to
think when we search through the interpretations of Joseph
Smith that Spalding submitted to the authorities, and also
the interpretations that they sent back to him in reply, and
discover that in all of them there is not a single word of
translation! “It may be said,” wrote S. A. B. Mercer in
summing up the position of the critics, “that not one of the
jury pretended to translate the poorly copied hieroglyphics,”
instead of which they “interpreted the figures,” a very dif-
ferent thing, as Mercer admits.}!?

Dr. Spalding’s experts, with Dr. Mercer in the lead, in-
sist from first to last that the whole issue is a linguistic
one. “I speak as a linguist,” wrote Mercer, “when I say that
if Smith knew Egyptian and correctly interpreted the
facsimiles . . . then I don’t know a word of Egyptian, and
Erman’s Grammar is a fake, and all modern Egyptologists
are deceived.”’13 As for the others, they “did not condemn
the Prophet’s translations because of religious prejudices. . . .
They condemned it purely on linguistic grounds,” express-
ing “a scorn which was due to the crudeness of the
linguistic work of the Prophet.”11* Almost everyone, in-
cluding the Mormons, has been fooled here,1** taking it for
granted that we have a band of learned linguists carefully
examining the work of Joseph Smith as a translator. We
have nothing of the sort. There is a serious discrepancy
here between the claims of the experts and their per-
formance.

In the first place, it is claimed that Egyptologists (and
Spalding’s experts are supposed to be tops) can read
Egyptian with the greatest of ease. Professor E. J. Banks,
who spent some time in Salt Lake City in 1915 in a
mopping-up operation for Bishop Spalding, made much of
this. “At the time Smith’s translation was made,” he wrote
in The Christian Herald, “no man could prove that it was
not correct, for the hieroglyphics could not then be read;
but now they are as easily read by scholars as the page of
an English book.”1¢ “The Book of Abraham was Smith’s
weak point,” he wrote elsewhere, propounding a thesis that
was to be repeated in our own day: “He did not foresee
that in time the Egyptian hieroglyphics . . . would become
as clear as English characters; that the Egyptian drawings
would be perfectly intelligible, and that the deception
would become like an open book.”*'" And then comes
the announcement: “Since then the Egyptian language
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“Only B. H. Roberts

took the experts to task
for not translating
the hieroglyphics.”

has become perfectly intelligible.”'> One member of
Spalding’s jury declared that “Egyptian characters can now
be read almost as easily as Greek,”'® and another (Mer-
cer) could say, “We have many documents from all
Egyptian periods, from earlier than 3,000 B.c. down, and
they can all be read with comparative ease.”2°

Well, then, why didn’t they translate the hieroglyphics
on the Facsimiles? Only B. H. Roberts took them to task
on this. “It should also be remembered,” he wrote, “that
these savants in their interpretation of the facsimiles . . .
give us no translation of what might be thought, by the
layman, to be the ‘script’ of the text, namely, the small
characters around the border. . . .”12t “If, as one of the
jury declares, ‘Egyptian characters can now be read almost
as easily as Greek,” one wonders how it is that one or the
other of the plates was not completely translated and its

_story exhaustively told. Can it be that the Egyptologists

are not as sure of their knowledge of ancient Egyptian
script ‘as . . . Dr. Mace would lead us to believe they
are?”122

Professor Mercer’s angry reply to this was to accuse
Roberts of being an amateur: as “a layman in things
Egyptian, he confuses the interpretation of figures with the
translation of hieroglyphs. . . .”*2*—which is exactly what
Mercer did when he repeatedly declared, on the basis of the
interpretation of figures alone, that the experts had proven
that Joseph Smith had failed as a translator of hiero-
glyphics. Mercer went on to explain that “while the trans-
lation of ignorantly copied hieroglyphs is a precarious
proceeding, the interpretation of Egyptian figures is a com-
paratively simple matter.”12% Precisely, and that is exactly
why we are pleased that Dr. Spalding has called upon the
world’s foremost authorities, the few men who can master
the more “precarious proceeding” while leaving the “com-
paratively simple” guessing games to the less magnificently
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endowed. “It would be an excellent move,” R. C. Webb
suggested, “if some of these experts should make a transla-
tion of these inscriptions, of which they know so much,
but which, according to others again, are illegible.”2¢ He
also pointed out the interesting fact that Joseph Smith did
not rush into giving a translation of any of the hieroglyphs
—why not, since in his day they were perfectly meaningless
anyway, and no one could call him to account? This,
combined with the exceedingly unobvious interpretations
that the Prophet gave to many of the more obvious figures,
suggests to Webb that Smith was neither cne of those naive
enthusiasts who interpret Egyptian inscriptions like simple
picture-writing, nor a sly deceiver who could easily have
exploited those illegible little squiggles that made no sense
even to Spalding’s experts.12?

But why didn’t any of the Spalding jury translate any
of the hieroglyphics on the Facsimiles? It was an embar-
rassing question. Of course they protested that the figures
were too badly copied to be legible'?6—that was their
escape hatch; but unfortunately they were very careless
abc ut locking it, for there was no agreement as to what was
legible and what was not. “Did you not notice in the
letters received by you,” Dr. John A. Widtsoe asked Bishop
Spalding, “that some of the scholars were unable to read
the characters surrounding the main picture, while one
declares them to be the usual funeral inscriptions? Did you
not know that M. Deveria seemed able to decipher many
of them? As a scientific investigator, why did you not
satisty us on this point?”127 “How can it be,” he asked
elsewhere, “that from Mr. Deveria to Dr. Barton some imply
that they are able to read the hieroglyphics easily; others
only with difficulty, and some not at all? . . . Why is such
Egyptian darkness hovering over the translation of Plate 2?
Is it probable that Egyptologists cannot read it? Some have
so stated.”'?® Mr. Webb struck close to home when he
said, “. . . we may judge of the finality of the ‘scholarly’
conclusions, which are now being featured as the ‘death
warrant’ of Smith’s reputation as a translator, by the ability
of these scholars to translate on their own account. . . . I
want to call your attention to the Professor’s [Mercer’s]
easy avoidance of . . . the question of whether the hiero-
glyphic figures on Plates 2 and 3 are really legible or not.”
And he goes on to point out that whereas Sayce and Petrie
declared the characters totally illegible, Professor Breasted
believed they could be readily identified.*2?

The Mormons were well within their rights when they
chided the critics for giving up so easily: to ask them to
give up their religion on the authority of a test which the
experts themselves were unwilling or unable to carry through
to the end was too much. After all, “ignorantly copied”
hieroglyphs are nothing new in the experience of any
Egyptologist—they are the rule rather than the exception,
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an occupational hazard with which the specialist must live
on familiar terms. “Scholars should not shrink from trans-
lating difficult texts,” Sir Allan H. Gardiner admonishes
his colleagues. “At the best they may be lucky enough to
hit upon the right renderings. At the worst they will have
given the critics a target to tilt at.”% But to set themselves
up as targets was the one thing that the Spalding jury was
determined to avoid. They placed themselves in a very
awkward position by speaking with great confidence, even
arrogance, of documents they could not read; they would
flunk Joseph Smith in a test they could not pass themselves.
They could not very well refuse to take the test, either,
because in claiming intimate familiarity with the material
they provided the solution to the problem of the badly
copied hieroglyphs.

If the hieroglyphics were so badly copied as to be totally
illegible, B. H. Roberts asked, “how may the learned gentle-
men pronounce upon them with such certainty . .23t
g . none of them offers an interpretation of the inscrip-
tions [of Facsimile 2],” J. M. Sjodahl observed. “This is
all the more remarkable because they all agree that the
The experts
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object is very familiar to Egyptian scholars.
weren't so helpless after all. In fact, the solution was
staring them in the face: the pictures could be easily in-
terpreted, Dr. Mercer observed, “because the same figures
are to be found on many similar Egyptian papyri where the
text can be easily read.”®® If a scene is badly drawn, we
have only to go to many better-executed drawings of the
same scene to discover how it should look and how it
should be interpreted. And the same, of course, holds true
of the hieroglyphics that go along with the pictures. Many
important Egyptian writings occur in numerous copies
found in tombs or on the walls of temples; literary classics,
copied over and over again as exercises by schoolboys, have
often come down to us in a variety of hands. So every
Egyptologist is bound at some time in his life to spend a
good deal of time comparing badly written or damaged texts
with better ones to find out what the clumsier scribe is
trying to convey.

Hence, Bishop Spalding’s learned jury hardly needed Dr.
Widtsoe to suggest that since “the museums on both sides
of the water” are stocked with papyri identical to those in
the Pearl of Great Price, “they might have been examined to
secure the counterparts of Joseph Smith’s ‘hieroglyphs.’ »13+
Isaac Russel, another layman and a non-Mormon, sug-
gested the same procedure in cracking the code of the
hypocephalus (Fac. 2): “Another worthwhile phase of the
matter would perhaps be now to turn to hypocephali and
collect and compare all of them.”'% That, after all, would
be the sensible way to go about it. Since Professor Breasted
had stated as his principal objection to the claims of Joseph
Smith that the scene in Facsimile 1 occurs “unnumbered
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“They never did
get around to testing

Joseph Smith
as a translator.”

thousands of times” and that of Facsimile 3 “is depicted
innumerable times” in Egyptian art,’3¢ it was only fair of
the Mormons to ask him to supply them with just one such
identical scene for study: “If the doctor would kindly refer
such to any books or museum collections in which a few of
these ‘scores’ could be found and studied, he would confer a
distinct favor.”’*” But no such assistance was forthcoming,
though Breasted had declared himself to be immensely
interested in the subject. Dr. Mercer gives himself away
when he announces that “while the figures are copied fairly
well, the hieroglyphs, with the exception of some simple
signs, are incorrectly copied . . . the unusual and compli-
cated signs are always wrongly copied.”3% This means that
Mercer is in a position to give us the correct version of the
badly copied texts since he knows what the proper characters
should be, and with it, of course, a translation. Why doesn’t
he? Here a word is in order on the translation of Egyptian
in general.

... it is unsafe,” writes Professor Albright, “to rely on
any translations of Egyptian historical texts which ap-
peared before Breasted’s Ancient Records (1906), since
Breasted was the first historian to take full advantage of
the tremendous progress in the knowledge of Egyptian
achieved by Erman and Sethe after 1880. It is equally
unsafe to depend on any translations of Egyptian religious
texts made before about 1925, since that year marked the
publication of the first volume of the great Berlin dic-
. The first reliable English translations of
Egyptian religious texts appeared in Blackman’s Literature
of the Ancient Egyptians (1927), and Breasted’s Dawn of
Conscience (1933).”1%% Since that was written there have
been more important changes, but where does that leave
our experts of 1912? Elder Richard W. Young pointed to
the current issue of the Britannica, which stated that the
Egyptologist who has long lived in the realm of conjecture

tionary. . .
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“is too prone to consider any series of guesses good enough
to serve as a translation,” and forgets to insert the notes of
interrogation which would warn workers in other fields
from implicit trust.”*" Implicit trust in his eight Egyptolo-
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By Maureen Cannon

The morning’s lemon-yellow and

A blue, Dutch blue. I hold my hand
Against the sun for shade and touch

A caper wind that’s making much

Of turning upside down and in-

Side out the corners where he’s been,

The taunting, teasing, silly clown!

Just wait; I'll put my basket down

And pin him to my line where he

Can flap and stick his tongue at me,

Then poof!—I'll let him go. Imagine trying
To stop what makes a lovely day for drying!
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By Dr. Hugh Nibley

Part 1. Challenge and Response (Continued)
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he third spurious proposition
is Bishop Spaulding’s
announcement that “the original text with the Prophet’s
translation are [sic] available for our investigation.”4
This statement, as Professor Pack noted, “is a very mis-
leading one. In the first place, we do not have the original
text, at most only three small fragments of it. . . . In the
second place these fragments cannot be considered as form-
ing part of the text of the Book of Abraham.”¢? But Dr.
Pack has overlooked the most important point of all, which
is that the “three small fragments” themselves are by no
means the original text. And that is an all-important point,
since if our experts are to pass judgment on Smith’s under-
standing of any document, they must absolutely see what
it is that he is interpreting or translating. As we shall see,
the experts accused Joseph Smith and the Mormons of
aking significant alterations in their reproductions of the
Facsimiles, and even of out-and-out invention of some of
the figures: without the originals we cannot test these very
Professor E. ]. Banks, discoursing at the
University of Utah, pontifically declared that “the Mormon
elders made. a fatal mistake” when they talked about papyri,

grave charges.

because “the inscriptions are not upon papyrus, but upon
small clay objects . . . ,” which news went abroad to the
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Spalding leads them in a
chorus of denunciation of the Prophet sung in

perfect unison, but when the parties undertake to sing solo

without his direction, strange things begin to happen.

world in the pages of the eminent Literary Digest.*** Again,
only if we have the originals can we give a definitive reply
to such wild accusations. In 1842 an article in the New
York Herald actually declared that the papyri did not come
from Egypt at all, but were “discovered, we presume by
Joseph Smith’s grandfather.”1#* Only the original docu-
ments could prove to the world that they were not
forgeries.

When we come to discuss the Facsimiles one by one, we
shall have occasion to note what drastic alterations they
have suffered through the years at the hands of their various
copyists. Here let us briefly indicate by way of illustration
the sort of indignities that these much-reproduced docu-
ments have had to put up with. To cite a recent example,
the 1965 printing of George Reynolds’ and J. M. Sjodahl’s
valuable Commentary on the Pearl of Great Price is adorned
by a dust jacket depicting in greatly magnified form the
impressive figure of a lion-headed deity seated on a throne
in a boat—obviously Figure 3 in Facsimile 2. But in earlier
engravings of the facsimile, as well as in other hypocephali
resembling it, the figure has not a lion’s head, which makes
no sense, but the head of an ibis, which makes very good
sense. Again, the crocodile that lurks at the bottom of Fac-
simile 1 was actually turned into a cat in the official English
reproduction of 1842! In earlier reproductions Figure 2 in
Facsimile 2 is seen holding a long staff, surmounted by
the well-known jackal standard, but in later editions of the
Pear]l of Great Price, including the one in use today, the
staff has disappeared with the result that many Latter-day
Saints insist on seeing in the jackal (turned upside down!)
the figure of a bird. It is as if the Mormons had felt that
these drawings, since they are mere symbols anyway, may
be copied pretty much as one pleases.

But when Bishop Spalding sent by far the worst copies
of all to his eight judges with the announcement that they
were in a position to criticize “the original text,” he was
way out of bounds. As recently as 1963 an eminent Egyp-
tologist mistook the wdjat-eye of Figure 7 in Facsimile 2 for
a fan—an egregious blunder justifiable solely on the grounds
of bad copying. Until scholars have access to the original
documents, their conclusions based on the old engravings
can only be regarded as tentative.

(4) Another mistaken premise, and one by which almost
everybody is taken in, is, in the words of the New York
Times, that “the sacred Mormon text was susceptible of
accurate and complete analysis,” and had actually received
the “thoughtful consideration of the world’s foremost Orien-

April 1968

We Should Explain

® The first draft of this series of articles was written some
years before the Church came into possession of the recently
acquired papyri, and had already been slated to appear in
the Era when big news broke. They were never meant as
an examination of the new evidence, though they do provide
a necessary approach to it. Since the new problems could
not be dealt with instantly, and the preliminary material was
already at hand, it was decided to release the historical back-
ground material while working on the other.

Many people have asked impatiently why the Church has
not put the papyri into the hands of the learned. The answer
is simple: it is because they have already been in the hands
of recognized scholars for many years, although no Latter-
day Saint was even aware of their existence until about two
years ago. At no time have the manuscripts not been just
as available to Egyptologists as they are now to members of
the Church. Since the Church obtained them, they have
been made available to everyone. It is not the Mormons who
have kept the documents out of the hands of the scholars
but the other way around. 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.

With the sudden appearance of the long-lost papyri and
the great surge of popular interest in the Pearl of Great
Price and in things Egyptian, it was necessary, before every-
thing else, to take precautions against certain basic mis-
understandings. First of all, a preliminary notice was in
order—just enough to make it clear that we were quite
aware that some of the fragments were obviously from the
Book of the Dead and that Joseph Smith had engaged in
extensive speculation about some of the writings which, in
the present state of our knowledge, no one is obligated to
accept as scripture. Along with this we took the calculated
risk of offending both defenders and critics of the Book of
Abraham in order to forestall premature speculations and
hasty conclusions.

The critics of the Pearl of Great Price, like those of the
Book of Mormon, have always had a weakness for instant
solutions. As soon as anyone starts putting a long equation
on the blackboard or begins to demonstrate the steps in
the solution of an involved problem, these students cry out,

“Never mind all that—you are only stalling; give us the
—_—
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answer!” They would prefer to have the teacher say,
“‘Students, | am a mathematician, and the answer is zero
because | say so. Class dismissed.” This has been the in-
gratiating method of the Pearl of Great Price critics from the
beginning. But it is not enough to tell people what we think
the answer is to this particular problem; we want them to
see why we believe our answer is right, and to understand
how it has been derived. We have been taken to task for
quoting in reply to the Egyptologists of 1912 the observations
of Mormons who were not Egyptologists. We quoted them
because what they said was to the point, and the Egyptolo-
gists never answered them. One does not have to be a
meteorologist to report that the sky is clear or that it is
snowing.

As an example of how complicated the issues can become,
we call attention to the March 1968 issue of a privately but
widely circulated news sheet, “The Salt Lake City Messen-
ger,” announcing in characteristically sensational headlines
"The Fall of the Book of Abraham.”” At last!

The publishers of the news sheet were kind enough to
provide the reader with a demonstration of their Egyptology
at work, in the form of a transcription and translation by a
Mr. Hewards of a section of one of the LDS papyri. The pic-
ture of a swallow on the fragment makes it possible for even
the rankest amateur like this writer to spot at once the corre-
sponding passage in Budge's much-published translation as
Chapter 86 of the Book of the Dead. The student who takes
the pains to compare Budge's translation of Ani, Mr. He-
wards’ purported translation of the LDS fragment, and the
LDS fragment itself will soon discover that Mr. H. is not
translating the LDS fragment at all, but simply paraphrasing
Budge. The papyrus of Ani and the LDS fragment are much
alike, but they are far from identical, and whenever the two
differ it is the text of Budge that Mr. H. translates, in the
language of Budge, and NOT the LDS manuscript, which he
claims to be reading. Space will not allow here the presenta-
tion of the many passages in the translation in which this is
glaringly apparent.

This is another example of a principle that has been only
too fully illustrated in Pearl of Great Price criticism, namely,
that it is easy to fool the public on matters of which the
public knows nothing. No one is more eager than this writer
to get out of the critical Slough of Despond and start discuss-
ing the wonderful discoveries that are now casting a strange
new light on the Book of Abraham. But before we can do
that, we must deal with a lot of preliminary questions that
others have raised.—H.N.
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Many proofs of the experts’ conclusions were promised —

but none ever came.

talists.”’#> How much thoughtful consideration they gave
is apparent in the exceeding brevity of their letters, in which
they still had time to drop such revealing tags as, “It is
difficult to deal seriously with Joseph Smith’s impudent
fraud . . .” (Sayce); . . . notes to his facsimiles cannot be
taken seriously by any scholar . . .” (Mercer); “The ‘Book
of Abraham,” it is hardly necessary to say, is a pure fabri-
cation . . .” (Mace); “His interpretations are of course all
rubbish!” (H. Woodward, 1903); “. . . the professed ex-
planations are too absurd to be noticed . . .” (Petrie);
... rather comical . . . amusing ignorance . . .” (Peters).

If such individuals could not take the thing seriously,
they should have turned the assignment over to others who
would be willing to do so if only for the sake of argument.
When the Mormons objected to the offhanded and con-
temptuous treatment this very important subject was getting,
Dr. Mercer replied by admitting that “ill-temper was
shown,” that “animus [was] evident,” and that “several
of the scholars were disgusted with what they sincerely
believed to be an imposition. . . .”**¢ He also admitted
that “the reply of each scholar was brief, very little time
being devoted to a study of the Prophet’s work in general.”
He could, however, readily explain both their haste and
their superficiality: as to the first, “it required only a glance
to find out that the interpretation and the translation were
absolutely wrong in every detail.” As to the second, “the
scholars felt that linguistically . . . the subject was not
worth much of their valuable time. Hence their brief
replies.”14 However, the Mormons could rest assured that
they had received the full treatment, since the final esti-
mate, presented by Mercer himself, was given “as sincerely
and as scientifically as possible.”148

How strange then, that Bishop Spalding, joining his voice
with Mercer’s in the final benediction, defends himself by
declaring that his “pamphlet makes no pretention of being
a scientific treatise.”1# Widtsoe the scientist was properly
amazed. Here, surely, is a strange turn of things after all
that talk of “thoughtful consideration” and “accurate and
complete analysis.” “I was amazed, therefore, to read in
your letter, your vigorous refusal to become classed as
scientific, and your denial of any intent to conduct such
an inquiry.” This opens the panel of judges to the charge
of “careless superficiality. Your work has only begun. You
must either admit defeat or you must carry on to the
end.”?" Again the impulsive Mercer admitted that there
was more to be done, but met the challenge only with
clumsy evasion in the declaration “that many proofs of the
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correctness of his conclusions could be furnished if de-
sired.”*?* But when the Mormons were most outspoken in
their desire, none of the many proofs were forthcoming.

The Spalding party cannot have it both ways. They
cannot claim a calm, thorough, scientific investigation while
admitting ill-temper, haste, and indifference. We are not
interested in the reasons, however valid, for denying “accu-
rate and complete analysis” to the Facsimiles; we are only
interested in the fact that it was denied. Granted that the
experts had the best reasons in the world for not bothering
to give thoughtful consideration to the documents, by dis-
cussing those reasons Mercer has effectively refuted Bishop
Spalding’s claim that thoughtful consideration was given.
Also, we are not interested in why the authorities could not
read the hieroglyphs; their excuses are perfectly legitimate,
and what they amount to is an admission that the problem
is too hard for them—they have flunked the test. Very well,
we may dismiss them without prejudice; they cannot be
held responsible if they are given a text to read that is, for
whatever reason, beyond their capacity. But in leaving the
room, let them not boast of their triumphs, and gloat over
what they consider the manifest incapacity of others. After
Mercer’s long reply, the experts absolutely refused to discuss
the matter any further; even Professor Breasted, “who seems
very much interested in the matter,” according to Mercer,
“. . . thinks that there is nothing further to add. . . .
thinks it almost useless to reply.”??2 “Almost” is not good
enough with so much at stake; Dr. Widtsoe could make
allowances for the scholars, “busy men who are anxious to
get back to their work,” but hardly for Bishop Spalding,
who had started and engineered the whole thing: “It was
your investigation, not theirs.”*3® Just when the Mormons
“hoped for an exhaustive discussion” after the very brief
preliminaries, Spalding banged the door, deftly evading all
the real questions, as Sjodahl observed, while “at the same
time the pamphlet is being circulated, and the impression
goes out with it that it is unanswered and unanswerable.

. . This, we say, is the impression which the Bishop
permits to go forth, by ignoring the other side of the
argument.”154

(5) Another basic proposition of Dr. Spaulding, and one
that is vital to his case, is that among the experts there is
practically complete agreement as to the real meaning of
the hieroglyphics.’® Aside from the fact that none of the
hieroglyphics had been read is the not minor consideration
that the experts agreed on one point only—and they were
agreed on that before they ever heard from Bishop Spalding.

April 1968

They “join without a dissenting paragraph in the con-
demnation” of Smith.1? That is easy enough to explain
without even any reference to religion: Joseph Smith as
a rank outsider was bound to call forth “sundry expres-
sions of contempt at the efforts of a non-professional trans-
lator,”5% for, as R. C. Webb observes, it is only natural
“that a person trained in any given line should view with
impatience the efforts of one not so trained.”** This is
particularly so in the case of Egyptologists, for reasons
already noted; also, they are incurable individualists, and
even more impatient of each other’s ignorance than most
professionals—the one thing that could make them close
ranks and agree was the intrusion of an outsider.??® “They
agree, to be sure, in denouncing Smith’s captions,” wrote
Webb, “but this is not surprising—denouncing Smith is a
sort of habit—but they disagree on all other points.”?6°

Presidents Francis M. Lyman and Joseph ]. Cannon in
the British Mission had commented on this interesting
phenomenon some years before, when some English Egyp-
tologists had given their opinion of the interpretation of
the Facsimiles: “We were very much struck by their unity
in declaring the Prophet’s interpretations bosh, rubbish,
and the extremely wide differences between their own
It was the same in 1903 as in 1912:
perfect unanimity in denouncing Joseph Smith, and dis-

interpretations.”6t

agreement in everything else. Here we see the wisdom of
having no collusion among the experts—Spalding leads
them in a chorus of denunciation of the Prophet sung in
perfect unison, but when the parties undertake to sing solo
without his direction, strange things begin to happen.

Professor George Barton innocently gave the game away
when he wrote: “In reality these disagreements are simply
marks that the scholars wrote without collusion.”1%2 Pre-
cisely; on particular points on which they comment without
collusion and without reference to Joseph Smith, they fail
signally to agree; but when they mention Joseph Smith,
it is in a context of prior understanding in which they
have seen eye to eye all their lives.

The Mormon amateurs had a field day listing the points
of disagreement that emerged every time the authorities
ventured to give scholarly opinions of their own—apart
from their one common article of faith about Joseph Smith.
In reply, the Spalding party was forced to fall back on the
most desperate ahd bankrupt authoritarianism, insisting
that while to the amateur the differences might appear
glaring enough, “the expert sees no discrepancy,”—“an
argument [writes Webb] unworthy of him [Mercer] or of
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“On not a single point do all the authorities agree, and no two of

any other person professing to be a careful scholar.”163
We need not list all the points of disagreement here;1¢* it
will be enough to give a sampling of opinions regarding
Facsimile 1:

Deveria (whose authority is later accepted by Spalding):
. . . the soul of Osiris in the form of a hawk . . . Osiris
reviving on the funeral couch. The god Anubis bringing

I3

about the resurrection of Osiris.”
Petrie: . . . the well known scene of Anubis preparing
the body of a dead man. Figure 1 is the hawk Horus.
Figure 2 is the dead person. Figure 3 is Anubis.”
Breasted: “Number 1 depicts a figure reclining on a
couch, with a priest officiating. .

153

. . The reclining figure
. represents Osiris rising from the dead. Over his head
is a bird, in which form Isis is represented.”

Peters: “Apparently the plate . . . represents an embalmer
preparing a body for burial. At the head the soul (Kos)
is flying away in the form of a bird. . . . In the waters
below the earth I see a crocodile waiting to seize and devour
the dead if he be not properly protected by ritual embalm-
ing.”

Meyer: . . . the body of the dead lying on a Ba’ (bier)
. . . the soul in the shape of a bird flying above it, and a
priest approaching it.”

Lythgoe: “. . .
upon its bier. The idolatrous priest . . .

merely the usual scene of the mummy
was [Dr. Lythgoe
explained] merely the familiar figure of the god Anubis,
‘protector of mummies’ . . . leaning over it in a position
as if to keep it from harm.”

Professors Sayce, Mace, and Mercer have nothing what-
ever to say about Facsimile I, which made the Mormons
wonder, since precisely these three were the most outspoken
of all in denouncing Joseph Smith, thus seeming to confirm
the rule that the less real knowledge one has, the more one
must rely on bluster and invective.

This leaves us with six brief statements (one by the
outsider Deveria) pointing out only the salient and obvious
features of a thoroughly familiar scene. On not a single
point do all the authorities agree, and no two of them agree
on all points. What to some is just a dead man is to others
Osiris himself; what to some is an ordinary priest or
embalmer about to cut open a cadaver is to others Anubis
himself, leaning over the body to protect it; what to some
is a body being laid away is to others a man rising from
the dead; what to some is a man’s soul flying away is to
another the Horus hawk approaching and to yet others the
lady Isis.
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It was entirely fitting and proper for the Mormons to make
the most of these discrepancies, for they are by no means
minor ones. The scholars go out of their way to hammer
home the point that the things which Joseph Smith had
misinterpreted were painfully obvious to any scholar. The
learned jury had been allowed to make the problem as
easy as possible for themselves—and us—and had chosen
to interpret only the easiest, most familiar, and most im-
portant figures in the drawings, telling us that if Joseph
Smith had known the first thing about Egyptian he could
not possibly have missed the meaning of everything as he
did. They felt as the critics of 1845 felt, that “the whole
thing is too gross to bear patiently, too painful to laugh at,”
in view of the “familiar and now understood ideographic
character of Egyptian. . . .” That is why Mercer could
write: “It is complained that the scholars did not interpret
. . They probably felt
as I did, that their time was too valuable to spend on such
scientific work as that of Joseph Smith’s guesses [which]

. . cannot be taken seriously by any scholar.”165

What we have here, the experts assure us, is “a well

all the figures of these facsimiles. .

known scene” (Petrie), “merely the usual scene” (Lythgoe),
. . (the) true meaning is quite
obvious and constant . . .” (Mercer), . . .
untold thousands” of copies (Breasted). Since all our
authorities have seen untold thousands of reproductions of
this very scene, one might suppose that they had long since

“a very familiar papyrus .
available in

come to perfect agreement as to just what it represents.
Even the layman, we learn, is without excuse in such a
simple matter, for “five minutes study in an Egyptian
gallery of any museum should be enough to convince any
educated man of the clumsiness of the imposture,”1%¢ while
“by comparing his notes with any elementary book of
Egyptian language and religion” Smith’s folly “becomes
unquestionably evident.”¢” The whole thing is just too
easy for words, and that is why we may be permitted to
raise an eyebrow when the authorities start giving their
various opinions, or hesitating to give them. “The things
that puzzled the inspired Mormon translator,” the Times
article reports, “were no puzzle at all to Dr. Lythgoe.”1¢8
Three cheers for Dr. Lythgoe. Only why do his explana-
tions sound so radically different from that which was pro-
pounded by his learned colleagues? (To be continued)
FOOTNOTES
41F, S, Spalding, Joseph Smith as Translator, p. 18.
142F, J. Pack, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 335.

143E ], Banks, in The Literary Digest, July 10, 1915, p. 66.
R, G. Bennett, in the New York Herald, April 3, 1842, p. 2.

Improvement Era



them agree on all points.”

45New York Times, Magazine Section, Dec. 29, 1912, p. 12.

16§, A. B. Mercer, in Utah Survey, Vol. 1, pp. 9, 12.

4Ibid., p. 8.

1sTbid., p. 4.

19F, S. Spalding, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 611.

1%John A. Widtsoe, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 616.

1515, A. B. Mercer, in Utah Survey, Vol. 1, p. 11.

1525, A. B. Mercer, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 611.

153John A. Widtsoe, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 458.

154], M. Sjodahl, in Era, Vol. 16, pp. 1100-01.

155Bishop Spalding labors this point in Era, Vol. 16, pp. 615-16.
“Their comments do not vary in any consequential particular,” New
York Times, Magazine Section, Dec. 29, 1912, p. 5.

156Ibid., p. 4.

7R, C. Webb, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 453. As an outsider Joseph
Smith could only prejudice the experts by not using their terminology,
even when giving the same interpretation as theirs; ibid., p. 1079.

58Ibid., p. 1077.

1%In 1947 an attempt was made to organize an international society
of Egyptologists, such a society as exists in almost all professions; the
attempt was a complete failure. For an example of Egyptologists speaking
of each other in much the same terms in which Spalding’s jury spoke
of Joseph Smith, see A. Wiedemann, in Receuil des Travaux, Vol. 8
(1886), p. 143; A. Piehl, ibid., pp. 74-83, and Vol. 8 (1887), pp.
191ff; also Wiedemann, ibid., p. 196, and E. Chassinat, Vol. 20
(1889), pp. 1-31.

10R, C. Webb, in Era, Vol. 17 (1914), p. 321.

101Report of Junius F. Wells, in Era, Vol. 16, pp. 341ff.

102G, Barton, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 614.

103R  C. Webb, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 1080.

104There are lists by B. H. Roberts, in Era, Vol. 16, pp. 320f,
and Vol. 17, pp. 317-20.

165, A. B. Mercer, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 613.

16New York Times, Magazine Section, Dec. 29, 1912, p. 4.

107§, A. B. Mercer, in Spalding, Joseph Smith as Translator, p. 29.

18New York Times, loc. cit.
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... Arabs who have died of thirst
in the night only a few feet

[rom water.

It makes no difference

how far one has come

or how near one may be

to the water—he who has not gone
all the way cannot drink.

A)__\/ IHlustrated by Dave Burton

S

A New Look at the

earl of Great Price

Part 2. May We See Your Credentials?

@ At this point of the journey some
footsore tourists are asking their ama-
teur guide why he insists on leading
the party through the Dismal Swamp
instead of taking them right to the
Giant Redwoods. It is because the
Book of Abraham criticism has never
gotten out of the bog; we must become
familiar with its depressing terrain
because we and all the other critics
of that hook are still stuck in it. The
situation today is virtually identical
with that of 1912; even the presence on
the scene of some of the original
papyri, including those used by the
Prophet in preparing the text of the
Book of Abraham and the Facsimiles
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By Dr. Hugh Nibley
their commentaries, has not
raised a single new question, though,
as we shall see, it has solved some old

with

ones.*

If the knowledge of Egyptologists is
greater today than it was in 1912, their
authority is less, for it is doubtful
whether any living scholar could or
should ever hope to enjoy the enor-
mous
Breasted, von Bissing, or Sayce. But the
appeal is still as much as ever to au-
thority, and that is why it is now high

prestige of a Petrie, Meyer,

time that somebody ask the question
that has never been raised by anybody
yet, namely, just how well equipped
Dr. Spalding’s illustrious jury really

were, individually and collectively, to
make a pronouncement on the Book of
Abraham. That, after all, is the crux
of the whole business, and it will re-
main so as long as it is assumed that
whoever knows most about a subject
must have all the answers. Bishop
Spalding’s boast was that he had made
“an extensive inquiry among the
scholars of the world,” and had en-
listed the services of “leading scholars
throughout the civilized world,” his
work being thus “an anthology of
opinions of authoritative scholars . . .
world’s

judgments of the greatest

Egyptologists.”? At no time did they \ ,

-
Mormons or anyone else ever chal-
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lenge the right of the committee to
its claims to learned preeminence. “I
took no issue with the Egyptologists,”
wrote Dr. John A. Widtsoe. . . . I
shall not allow myself to be drawn
into any discussion of the meaning of
Egyptian hieroglyphics, which you
have agreed to make clear to us.”®
The big question of the authenticity
of the Book of Abraham is one that
must be broken down into many
smaller questions, and the questions
that will occur to various investigators
differ greatly, depending on their
various lines of approach. An Egyptol-
ogist will ask questions that would
never occur to a layman, a Bible stu-
dent will ask questions that one indif-
ferent to the Bible would never think
to ask, and a believer will ask ques-
tions that mean little or nothing to an
Among such questions,
that of the competence of any jury to

unbeliever.

judge of the inspiration of the Pearl
of Great Price is entirely irrelevant.
Whatever competence any such jury
may have is bound to appear inevitably
in the nature of the questions they
ask and the answers they supply. But
since in this particular case the board
of experts asked no questions (!), and
since the professional standing of its
members turned out to be not merely
the principal but the only support for
the Spalding thesis, the question of
their competence, no matter how im-
pertinent or embarrassing it might be,
cannot be avoided. It is the one ques-
tion that should have been asked
before all others, and it so happens
that it is also the one question that no-
body ever asked.

If “in a matter of this kind [as
Spalding puts it] most of us must
form our judgment from the opinions
of competent experts,” the question for
all to keep in mind at all times is
whether or not the experts have
bridged the gap between our world
and the world of Abraham. That gap
may not be as wide today as it was
half a century ago, but it is just as abso-
lute. This is no paradox. Traveling

f’n the “red rock country,” one some-

Wlimes comes upon an abrupt canyon

May 1968

with sheer walls hundreds of feet high,
and must either turn back or seek to
find the head of the canyon and go
around it. This can make a trip to
Canyonlands a very frustrating experi-
ence. It makes little difference
whether the walls that drop off at our
feet are 100 or 1,000 feet high, and it
makes no difference at all whether the
big gap is 50 feet wide or a mile
across—in either case you are stopped
cold.

So it is with the Book of Abraham.
We either have the knowledge requi-
site to understanding it all the way
or we do not, and we would be just as
far from the mark in claiming such
knowledge today as the scholars were
in 1912. Knowing a lot is not enough:
we have heard moving stories of wan-
dering Arabs who have died of thirst
in the night only a few feet from water.
It makes no difference how far one has
come or how near one may be to the
water—he who has not gone all the
way cannot drink. None have dis-
coursed more eloquently than the
Egyptologists themselves on their
perennial predicament, which is that
though they may be much nearer their
goals than they once were, like the
benighted Arab they have no means of
knowing how much nearer or even
whether they have been moving in the
right direction or not. Their uncer-
tainty is echoed in a remark of de
Rouge: “Champollion had to contend
all his life against lively and obstinate
opposition. He died, and scholarship
stood still for twenty-five years,” for
the great man’s critics “did not even
have the courage to profit by his dis-
coveries.”* The whole history of
Egyptology is, as Maspero observed
from time to time, a warning against
that peculiar overconfidence that is
born of a safe and timid conformity.
And it is doubtful if any other Egyptol-
ogist ever exemplified more fully the
predicament of the specialist in that
field than Professor S. A. B. Mercer.

As we have seen, the Bishop’s right-
hand man throughout the controversy
was the “Reverend Professor C. A. B.

Mercer [Spalding got the initials

wrong], Ph.D., Western Theological
Seminary, Custodian Hibbard Collec-
tion Egyptian Reproductions.” The
32-year-old Mercer, with his shiny new
two-year-old Ph.D. degree from Mu-
nich, had just transferred from a semi-
nary in Kansas to the one in Chicago,
there to become “Professor of Hebrew
and the Interpretation of the Old
Testament.” It was Mercer who, after
the others had withdrawn, encouraged
his superior to carry on: ... in this
particular case I think you are right in
following up what you have already
done; and I shall be glad to help you
as far as my time will permit. . . .”’¢
Mercer not only spearheaded the at-
tack in 1912 but, interestingly enough,
he is the one man who has returned to
the fray in our generation, having
written as late as 1953 confirming his
position of 1912.7 At last report he was
still going strong, and we wish him
well, for he was not only a man of
great courtesy and kindness but in
1956 sold his splendid Egyptian library,
the fruit of a long lifetime of diligent
collecting, to the BYU at a price that
can only be described as generous.
This has-put us in possession not only

of all of Dr. Mercer’s published works,

but also of nearly all the Egyptian
sources he used in preparing them.
Since then we have spent many hun-
dreds of hours among Mercer’s books
marked with his own countless pen-
ciled annotations, and so have come
to feel that we know him well, hav-
ing acquired a very strong and clear
impression of the method and depth
of his scholarship. Fortunately we
can leave all comments on these to
authentic Egyptologists whom we
quote below.

Of all Bishop Spalding’s helpers, Dr.
Mercer was by far the hardest on the
Mormons. Had he taken any other
position than that of absolute cer-
tainty of his own sufficiency and
fierce and unrelenting denunciation of
Joseph Smith, to whom he conceded
not the slightest glimmer of sense or
integrity, Dr. Mercer would not have
been the legitimate target he is, or
invited by way of rebuttal examination
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“Still harping on translation, the ‘clear-cut translation’

of his boasted competence, for never
was there a man who was more sure of
his scholarship, more wholeheartedly
dedicated to the learned establish-
ment as such. The young seminarist
is quite intoxicated with the impor-
tance of being a recognized scholar; he
never lets us forget that he is a scholar
speaking with the authority of scholar-
ship. Above all, he prides himself on
competence as a linguist. “I speak as
a linguist,” he wrote in 1912, “when
I say that if Smith knew Egyptian
and correctly interpreted the fac-
similes which were submitted to me,
then I don’t know a word of Egyptian.
Any pupil of mine who would show
such absolute ignorance of Egyptian
as Smith does, could not possibly ex-
pect to get more than a zero in an
examination in Egyptology.”s “If he
[Dr. Widtsoe] knew anything about
linguistic work of the nature of hiero-
glyphics he would not ask such
question, for any ancient linguist
knows that the unanimous testimony
of eight scholars is the same as that
of eighty and eight.” Any linguist
knows nothing of the sort, but what a
production Dr. Mercer makes of it!

When in 1953 a zealous collector of
anti-Mormon tidbits asked Professor
Mercer whether he still maintained his
position as of 1912/13, the Doctor re-
plied by letter, “I am sure that my
views on the subject have not changed,
because the translation was so clear-
cut.”1¢ Still harping on translation, the
“clear-cut™ translation—and nobody
had translated a word! In dealing with
the Mormons Mercer clings to the
linguistic issue because it is there
alone that he has the Mormons at a
complete disadvantage. “This will be
a purely literary and scientific test.”

56

—and nobody had translated a word!”

“The animus evident . . . is purely
because of linguistic, and not because
of religious reasons. . . . the scholars
felt that linguistically . . . the subject
was not worth much of their valuable
time. . . . They condemned it purely
on the linguistic grounds,” and the
Mormons deserve “a scorn which was
due to the crudeness of the linguistic
work of the Prophets,” etc.'* “The
translations were absolutely wrong in
every detail,” Mercer had declared,
and he should know, since all Egyp-
tian documents “can be read with
comparative ease.”!?

The Mormons, whom Mercer dis-
misses as mere “laymen in things
Egyptian,” need not feel too badly
under the lash of his scorn, however,
for Mercer’s own colleagues, including
the foremost Egyptologists of the time,
were not spared his withering rebukes,
nay, even fellow members of the
Spalding committee do not escape his
two-edged sword of science and schol-
arship.

When the great Breasted, Mercer’s
teacher, published his Dawn of Con-
science, one of the freshest and most
original works ever written about
Egypt, Mercer, as editor and reviewer
of the short-lived journal Egyptian
Religion, could only report, “There is
very little that is new revealed in this
book,” and chided its author for “ex-
cessive use of superlatives . . . which
cannot fail to irritate a bit, especially
when some of the superlatives are not
justifiable.”® Mercer never explains
why the superlatives are not justified,
unless it is because true, sound, cau-
tious scholars are never guilty of using
superlatives. He objects to Breasted’s
dating of an important document as
“an example of too many assumptions

by him,” justifying his criticism not
by contrary evidence but by the sage
and learned platitude that “origins
and borrowings are very difficult things
to determine and establish.” He
should have thought of that when he
so lightly brushed the Facsimiles aside.
Dr. Mercer cautions us that in reading
the work of Breasted “the student must
be on his guard against the results of
an enthusiasm, legitimate in itself, but
not always helpful in attempting to
arrive at sound conclusions.” All very
patronizing, very much the cautious
scientist and scholar. He tells us that
Breasted’s “ ‘messiamism’ cannot be
found in Egyptian texts no matter
how sympathetically they may be
studied and interpreted. Breasted has
done his best to find it, but the reader
may be left to judge of his own
success.”1#

Again, instead of doing any real
work in showing where Breasted is
wrong, Mercer leaves the decision with
the reader—an odd procedure indeed
for one who worships authority and
merely tolerates the layman. As in
his dealings with the Mormons a
decade earlier, Mercer in his reviews in
Egyptian Religion rarely gives the
reader anything to go on but his opin-
ion—but when it is his opinion against
that of a giant like Breasted, what are
we to think?

In another review Dr. Mercer criti-
cized S. H. Hooke for employing
exactly the same method in defense of
“patternism” that Mercer himself had

4
recommended in attacking the Pearl of

Great Price: “After formulating his
theory Hooke gets six scholars, experts

in their own department of Oriental
research, to try to illustrate or prove

his theory.” This method he finds al-

Improvement Era

-~



e e s
o b we
(o

L]
-

o o s

¥
-

-

P S S e
"

>

ry

~

B S SLSSERRI SRS,
t 4

e AN

S L% i,
3 g
"

e

&

PR

together too “imaginative” and un-
trustworthy.’> But was it not Mercer
himself who only a short time before
had insisted that “the unanimous
opinion of the scholars is unassailable,”
and that “the practical agreement of
eleven admittedly competent Oriental-
ists” should be final proof, and that
“the unanimous testimony of eight
scholars is the same as that of eighty
and eight”? Speaking exactly as if
he were attacking the Mormons, Mer-
cer notes that Professor Blackmann in
attempting to support “strikes a
deadly blow at the pattern theory of
the editor” by suggesting that “the
original ‘pattern’ was not a product of
Egypt but an importation thither.”?¢
Yet Egyptian origin is not an essential
condition to the pattern theory at all—
Mercer has missed the point, but how
familiar his scolding sounds! Shortly
before this Mercer had dismissed in
two sentences A. Jeremias’s truly re-
markable work, Der Kosmos von
Sumer, with crushing finality: “Of
course, Dr. Jeremias has his own spe-
cial and peculiar ways of interpreting
ancient cosmic ideas. . . .”17 OF course,
indeed—that is just what made
Jeremias a great scholar, but for Mercer
it is the unpardonable sin of deviating
from the respectable conventions of
the establishment: no explanations are
indicated; Mercer dismisses Jeremias
with a magisterial wave of the hand.

He is even more patronizing in deal-
ing with Arthur Weigall, who had
been the inspector-general of antiqui-
ties for the Egyptian government since
1905, with an impressive list of impor-
tant archaeological publications to his
credit. “Weigall’s academic preparation
did not enable him to enter very deeply
into more intricate problems of editing
and translating texts and commenting
upon them. . . . his lack of training
in philology led him into serious diffi-
culties.”*> Always the language busi-
ness. More serious is his casual
dismissal of the work on Egyptian re-
ligion of one of the greatest of all
Eoyptologists, Hermann Junker: “But

. ". obr:iously enough,” says Mercer, speak-

ng of Junker’s fundamental thesis, “he

May 1968

believes he has found evidence to
prove a primitive belief in one great
world god. This to my mind shows a
complete misunderstanding of the na-
ture of primitive thought and under-
standing.”* Just where has the great
Junker failed? . . . his idea of a
primitive universal god in ancient
Egypt [is] an idea which really has
no foundation in fact.”20

This is a very serious challenge in-
deed, but Dr. Mercer does not bother
to show us what the real factual
foundation is: against Junkers solid
and original work he is content to
place the opinions of contemporary
anthropology.2! We may excuse him
for thrusting aside W. E. Oesterley
and T. H. Robinson’s famous Intro-
duction to the Books of the Old
Testament as practically worthless;2?
but when he chides the immortal A.
Erman for negligence in his specialty
we wonder if he may not be going too
far: “Like many other Egyptologists
who have written on the subject,
Erman uses such terms as
theism’ in a very loose sense, without
defining what he understands by
‘monotheism,” >—though Erman had
written a whole book on the subject.
Mercer is good enough to explain that
he believes in “modern, scientific
monotheism,” whatever that is.2?

The last of the auxiliary troops to
rush to Dr. Spalding’s assistance when
he found himself entangled in the
contradictory statements of the other

‘mono-

experts was Professor George A. Barton.
And how does Dr. Mercer deal with
Dr. Barton? Of his Semitic and
Hamitic Origins, the Reverend Mercer
writes: “. . . all such collections of
deductions, possibilities and proba-
bilities are doomed by nature to be
superceded,” and this particular book
“contains too many fanciful as well
as bold deductions for its destiny to be
otherwise.”** In dealing with Egypt
in particular, according to Mercer, Dr.
Barton “has very often fumbled very
badly.” “Throughout the book there
are far too many hypotheses without
adequate foundation . the reader
must be on guard to check every state-
ment, and especially all words and
phrases in Egyptian, Coptic, etc. . . .
as for French, German and English the
misprints and errors are legion.”’2s He
recommends that any future edition
of the book “should be rigorously re-
vised,” and “while for students of
Semitic origins the book will be found
of considerable value, when used with
caution, the same cannot, however, be
said of students of Egyptian origins.”2¢
As ever, Mercer plays up his role as
that of super linguist and Egyptologist.
Barton’s worst offense, however, is
that when he comes to treat the
Sumerian flood story he does not even
refer to Mercer’s work on the subject;
and though he mentions Mercer’s own
work on Babylonian religion, “he can-
not have read the book which he so

.

lightly brushes aside.”’26 O

(To be continued)
FOOTNOTES

1Even the astonishing disproportion between
the bulk of the Book of Abraham and the
brevity of the text from which Joseph Smith
seems to have derived it was noted as long ago
as 1915 by the last of the official Spalding sup-
porters, E. G. Banks, in The Literary Digest,
July 10, 1915, p. 66: . . . the hieroglyphic
inscription is very short, but Smith’s translation
of it covers thirty pages of printed matter.”

2Quoted in Era, Vol. 16, p. 691

3Era, Vol. 16, p. 617.

‘M. de Rouge, in Bibliotheque Egyptologique,
Vol. 26, p. 228.

SFor vital statistics, see the Utah Survey,
Vol. 1 (Sept. 1913), No. 1, p. 3, and Who's
Who (London), 1967.

%Quoted in Era, Vol. 16, p. 611.

"This letter, dated Feb. 19, 1953, has been
circulated by LaMar Petersen along with his
own letter to Dr. Mercer, dated Dec. 16, 1952.
(BYU File M1268.)

8Era, Vol. 16, p. 615.

9Era, loc. cit., and pp. 455-56, 617; Utah
Survey, Vol. 1, p. 30.

10See above, note 7.

1Al from the Utah Survey, Vol. 1, pp. 7-11.

12Era, Vol. 16, p. 612.

13§, A. B. Mercer, in Egyptian Religion, Vol.
2 (1934), p. 70.

4Tbid,, p. T

5Ibid., Vol. 1 (1933), p. 84.

1Ibid., p. 85.

1Ibid., Vol. 1, p. 88.

181bid., Vol.'2, p. 75,

®Ibid., Vol. 3 (1935), p. 64.

2Ibid., p. 65.

2'Dr. Mercer has great confidence in his own
capacity to see into the mind of the primitive:
“. . . and just as the imagination of children is
less restrained than that of grown-ups, so the
imaginotion of primitive men was vastly more
active than our own. So the men of Egypt saw
heaven as an immense friendly cow standing
over them. . . .” S. A. B. Mercer, The Religion
of Ancient Egypt (London: Luzac, 1949), .
21. In the margin of one of J. Cerny’s works
on the religion of the Old and Middle King-
doms, Dr. Mercer has written one eloquent
word—“Absurd!” In his own work, Mercer
accepts without question the once fashionable
but long-outmoded theory of animism as the
key to the understanding of early Egyptian
religion; ibid., p. 299.

=In Egyptian Religion, Vol. 3, p. 115,

*Ibid., Vol. 3, p. 160.

“1Ibid., pp. 160f.

%Ibid., Vol. 3, p. 161.

20Ibid., p. 162.
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Pear] of Great Price

@ Shortly after the Spalding affair Dr.
Mercer made his first solid contribu-
tion to Egyptology. With dramatic
detail he reports in the Receuil de
Travaux®” how “during the summer of
1912 when the writer was in a quiet
New England village,” he discovered a
collection of Egyptian antiques brought
hither by Lt. Commander Gorringe in
1879 but since ignored for lack of
“scientific interest in Egyptian an-
tiques.” The prize piece was a long
inscription, which had been known
from another but damaged fragment
that had been translated in 1905 by
A. B. Kemal.

Mercer’s great discovery allowed
him to supply the complete text,
which Kemal did not have. But in
furnishing the missing lines Mercer
simply sent in a photograph, without

any translation or commentary. This

18

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

Part 2. May We

See Your Credentials?

(Continued)

is remarkable. He had understandably
begged off where the poorly copied
hieroglyphics of the Pearl of Great
Price were concerned, but here was
his first great chance to shine as a
linguist and a scholar. This thing
was his discovery, and it was the prac-
tice and privilege of Egyptologists who
discovered texts to publish them in
the Receuil de Travaux with their
own translations and commentaries.
But never a word of translation or
He had
room for a long description of the

commentary from Mercer.

document and a picturesque account
of how the inscription was found, with

the wusual pompous references to
science and scholarship, but as to the
linguistic aspects of the thing—com-
plete silence. In the same spirit of
dash and caution, Dr. Mercer, in his
last rebuttal against the Mormons,
noted in passing: “It might be added
also on the basis of the few easier
hieroglyphs which were copied cor-
rectly, the Prophet’s interpretation is
found incorrect.”?® But true to form
he never indicated what those few
correctly copied hieroglyphs were or
what they said. Instead, he assures
us that “many proofs of the correct-
ness of his conclusion COULD be
furnished if desired,”?s and lets it go
at that.
to find a translation by Mercer of any

Indeed, we have been unable
Egyptian writing that had not already

been translated and published by
someone else.
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This is our old friend the Reverend Mercer,
taking the Egyptians to task, as he once did the Mormons,
for being inexcusably ignorant of Egyptian.

A

When Isaac Russell, a non-Mormon,
put in a word in defense of the Book
of Abraham, Mercer was quick to
light into him.

“A man who will . . . jumble up
opinions of thirty years ago with the
correct views of recent years, cannot
escape contradicting himself and being
considered by any scholar a dilettante
' Forty years later

399¢

of the worst type.
the same Mercer was being taken to
task by the reviewers for being hope-
lessly dilettantish and out of date in
his scholarship, but even in his youth
his buoyant confidence in his linguistic
powers led him to extend himself far
beyond the bounds of prudence. With-
in a decade of blasting the Book of
Abraham, Mercer had published,
among other things, translations and
commentaries of Egyptian, Aramaic,
Greek, and Latin texts bearing on the
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Bible (1913), an Ethiopian litergy
(1915), Sumero-Babylonian sign lists
(1918), an Egyptian grammar (1920),
an Ethiopian grammar (1920), an
Assyrian grammar (1921), and books
on the Babylonian and Assyrian re-
ligion (1919) and Egyptian religion
(1919).

We know of no savant, including
even the immortal Athanasius Kircher,
who has ever equalled such a per-
formance for sheer daring.

The reader may be interested to
know how Mercer’s efforts were ac-
cepted by the learned world. Only
two years after 1912 Mercer brought
out a work on an Ethiopian liturgy, of
which F. Praetorius, the world leader
in the field, wrote: “The writer’s
knowledge of the Ethiopian language
is at present, however, totally inade-
quate. The numerous errors of transla-

Illustrated by Dave Burton

tion which he commits provide the
reader at times with real
relief.”’s0

If Mercer keeps at it, however,
“it may be possible for him at a
later date to get out a critical edition
instead of just a photograph . . . and
to answer some of the questions
which he has here dealt with pre-
maturely.” In other words, Mercer
bites off more than he can chew.3°

Fifteen years later Mercer was still
having difficulty following the advice
of Praetorius, for H. S. Gehmann in re-
viewing his Ethiopic text of Ecclesi-
astes notes that as long as Mercer is

comic

merely reproducing the text all goes
well, “but in his further discussion of
the Ethiopian version he is not so
fortunate . . . and makes statements
which upon analysis are seen to be

contradictory or at least not clear.”s
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In 1929 Mercer published an am-
bitious book on Egyptian religion that
was reviewed by Hermann Kees, a
leader in that field: “It is super-
ficially written and in many passages
one comes upon familiar ideas of
Maspero [to whom the book was dedi-
cated]. But because Maspero never
lost contact with the real world of
Egypt one is all the more disturbed
by the lack of any smell of Egyptian
earth.”’32 “To uphold his theories . . .
Mercer must schematize mercilessly
[grausam schematisieren]; his recon-
struction of the beginnings is “a
peculiarly artificial picture,” and to
explain the distribution of the cults
of Egypt “Mercer must invent the
most remarkable migrations.”?? Kees
notes that “the unnatural way in

~ Sonnet for Peace

By Mildred N. Hoyer

Even as I pray this prayer for
peace,

Within me other unknown wars
are raging.

They do not stop because I bid
them cease,

Yet I dare ask wmiraculous
assuaging

Of universal conflict by divine

Decree, as if this peace could
come before

A wvanquishing of forces, deep
within

The heart, that breed and scat-
ter seeds of war.

What kind of wmadness 1is it,
then, that sends

Me to my knees to offer up a
plea

For something you have placed
within my hands?

0, give me grace and wisdom
now to see

My mneed to rise, to use your
power for good

Within — without — for peace,
for brotherhood.
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which things are constructed” is
“typical of this whole school of in-

venting religious history.” Kees refers
to his own classic work, Totenglaube
der Aegypter, as “a book with which
Mercer is of course [freilich] not ac-
quainted.” He takes note of “Mercer’s
peculiar way of putting questions and
his naive and off-hand conclusions.”

Our own impression after working
for some years among Dr. Mercer’s
books and notes is obligingly put into
words by an Egyptologist whom few
may challenge: “The book is pleasant
[nett] to read . . . but it brings no
advance,” for, “granted that Mercer
has taken the trouble to read and cite
all sorts of things, the whole thing is
done in a disturbingly superficial way
[bedenklich oberflichlich].”?* What
Mercer’s work does give us of value,
Kees decides, is “unfortunately” a
demonstration “of how urgent is the
necessity for anyone who wishes to
undertake the study of Egyptian re-
ligion and especially of its beginnings,
first of all to handle at firsthand the
raw materials presented by the local
cults of the land and by its topography

. and such a study would do greater
honor to the memory of Maspero than
Mercer has with his International So-
ciety of Gods.”®* There is a sting in
that!

Almost twenty years later Mercer
returned to the lists with another and
a bigger book still on Egyptian re-
ligion, and again it fell to the lot of
Hermann Kees to review it. He begins
by taking Mercer to task for ignoring
much recent archaeological work
while making archaeology his de-
fense.3 Especially Dr. Kees “must
express profound concern [grundsditz-
liches Bedenken]” with Mercer’s
failure to explain the why in all his
glib syncretism. Kees is franker than
ever: “Mercer should have omitted
things which he did not understand,
including annoyingly frequent refer-
ences to ‘confusion’” in Egyptian
thinking.”*¢ This has become an im-
portant factor in the study of Egyptian
religion today: more and more the

scholars are recognizing that the
strangeness and obscurity in the
Egyptian texts is probably less due to
their ignorance and inability to think
clearly than to our own. Kees notes
that Mercer displays his usual dili-
gence in the business of collecting and
cataloging material, but he never
digests it, his work being marked by
“triviality and irrelevance that pre-
dominate over a real grasp of
material.” He comments on Mercer’s
weakness for making sweeping and
pontifical statements “which  con-
stantly run the risk of being easily
refuted.”®® In concluding his study
with a long list of some of Mercer’s
many mistakes, Kees says he is trying
to avoid giving to “the well-inten-
tioned reader a heightened dread of
the labyrinth of Egyptian Religion and
its incomprehensibility.”’37

But Hermann Kees was not the
only one. Writing in another journal,
H. Bonnet, the author of the invaluable
Reallexikon der Aegyptischen Religion,
reviewed the same work by Mercer,
noting first of all that the author
“misses the basic significance [grund-
legende Bedeudtung] of Egyptian Re-
ligion,” because he “collects a lot of
unconnected data which are never
brought into proper relationship,”
even while he continues to cling to
his favorite but long outdated theories
of Egyptian prehistory, “his entire
study being controlled by a theory
which is not only non-essential to the
History of Egyptian Religion” but ap-
plies to a field “in which we can
never count on achieving clarity.”?"
In short, Dr. Mercer misses the point
of everything. The assertion that we
can never achieve certainty in some
matters of Egyptian religion is an im-
portant one, and was stated even more
emphatically in a long review of Mer-
cer’s History of Egyptian Religion by
the eminent Eberhard Otto. This work,
Otto writes, as “the fruit of a long and
industrious scholarly career . . . shows
us that a presentation of Egyptian re-
ligion which avoids a subjective atti-
tude, but whose foundation lies outside
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the sphere of science is an impossibility

.. and it shows us the reason why it
is now and perhaps always will be im-
possible to write a history of Egyptian
religion.”"

Instead of coming to grips with
the problems he has raised, Mercer,
according to Otto, leaves all the
necessary explaining “to casual scat-
tered remarks.” The avoidance of
a real method of coping with im-
mensely hard problems “gives his
description a rather disjointed and un-
coordinated nature.”*® Since he can’t
escape facing certain problems of
origins, Mercer, according to Otto,
simply gets rid of them by thrusting
them back into a dim prehistory where
he posits a series of invasions or migra-
tions, following Sethe’s lead.** Instead
of going to the basic sources, Otto
observes, Mercer relies on “secondary
sources,” and even then fails to treat
his sources critically. “He is often
unclear, sometimes in matters of
fundamental importance.” “Many of
his apodektic [sic] statements should
not go unchallenged . . . many of his
interpretations of names cry for re-
futation by the philologist,** his gene-
alogies “contain many errors or
theories no longer recognized today,”
and his work “belongs to an age of
research whose scholarly goals are
not in every point the same as those
of the present generation of scholars.”*?

In his seventies Mercer, undaunted
and undeterred, undertook a work that
would intimidate the greatest Egyptolo-
gist—a translation and critical com-
mentary on one of the oldest, largest,
and most difficult books in the world—
the Egyptian Pyramid Texts. Rudolph
Anthes begins his review of this am-
bitious work by pointing out the dan-
gers and hardships that attend any
attempt at ‘“translating a paragraph
of these texts, in which each word is
weighty, is a venture.”!®* Mercer is
again charged with underestimating
the intelligence of the Egyptians when
he sees, for example, in the mysterious
Enneads only a demonstration of
their muddled thinking, and affects

June 1968

“The Egyptians didn't know Egyptian,” charges

our old critic.

to detect in Pyramid Texts “a lack of
common sense on the part of the
Egyptians of the Third Millenium.”+t
Instead of accusing the Egyptians of
ignorance, Anthes advises, “we should
rather acknowledge the fact that we are
not yet equal to the Pyramid Texts,
although they represent
manuscripts.”™*? (Italics ours.)

Mercer often attributes his own
failure to come through to “corrup-
tions in the text, mistakes in writing,
errors in grammar and syntax, contra-
dictions and confusions, expressions
which seem ridiculous, and illogical
expressions.”¢ This is our old friend
the Reverend Mercer, taking the Egyp-
tians to task, as he once did the
Mormons, for being inexcusably ig-
norant of Egyptian. But Professor
Anthes will not go for this; it is not
the Egyptians but ourselves who are
ignorant, and Mercer’s introductory
statement that “we have not yet a
definitive text” of the Pyramid Texts
“is plainly misleading and I feel com-
pelled,” writes Professor Anthes, “to
refute it.”#6 There are imperfections
enough in the translation—“imperfec-
tions of this kind, I am sorry to say,
do occur in the translation”—but they
are not due to any Egyptian incompe-
tence. “Perhaps Professor Mercer was
right in undertaking this task, for
which—if I may say so frankly—hardly
anyone is fully prepared,” but instead
of chiding the Egyptians, “the prob-
lematical situation of our understand-
ing should have been indicated more
often than it has been.”*¢

Professor Anthes is one of a grow-
ing number of Egyptologists who now

excellent

suggest in all seriousness approaching
Egyptian religious writings with the
idea that after all they might make
sense, since the Egyptians were not
complete fools: “There exists some in-
congruity,” he notes, “between the
sober effectiveness of the Egyptians in
the Old Kingdom, which is apparent

mainly in politics, architecture, and
art, and what seems to be their in-
ability for clear thinking in religious
matters. This incompatibility is strik-
ing, the more so since government and
religion did represent a unity which
we may call governmental theology.”!7
Professor Anthes objects to the illogic
of saying (a) that everything the
Egyptians did was part of their re-
ligion; (b) that their achievements
were prodigious; (c) that their religion
was ridiculous. That simply won’t
go down with Anthes and others,
though the old school of Egyptologists
still clings to it. Even Gardiner, a
brilliant representative of that school,
showed some signs of weakening to-
ward the end of his wonderful career,
when he was willing to concede that
Egyptian religion was “as alluring as
a will-o’-the-wisp by reason of its
mystery and even in spite of its ab-
surdity”;*$ and he suggested that while
it was most dangerous to take seriously
such “unmitigated rubbish” as some
of the Egyptian hymns, it was still also
dangerous (though, of course, less
dangerous) to take an “unsympathetic
and even patronizing attitude towards
the myths and religious practices of
Pharaonic times.”?

In reviewing Mercer’s Pyramid Texts,
T. G. Allen, the foremost student of
Egyptian funerary literature, did not
mince words: “Would that the con-
tents of these handsome volumes were
fully in keeping with their appear-
ance!”™® The defects of those contents
“spring from two main sources: faulty
translation of German and violation
of Egyptian grammatical principles.”
What a blow! It is bad enough for an
Egyptologist to be criticized for ig-
norance of Egyptian in making
translations from Egyptian, but when
the reviewer recognizes his dependence
on other sources and notes that it is
in German that he is at fault, one
wonders how this could have been
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"Egyptology is in an atmosphere of somewhat

dazed and bemused speculation.’

received by the scholar who often
lectured others on their ignorance of
language. ‘“Mistranslations of German
says Allen. “Egyptian

Again

are various,”
grammar is often mistreated.”
Mercer is charged with superficiality:
“Mercer himself states, that analysis
of the utterances [in the Pyramid
Texts] has not ‘been too meticulous in
unessential matters’; the truth is that
his definition of ‘unessential matters’
has been far too liberal.”s"

In his pointed remarks about Ger-
man, Professor Allen was no doubt
hinting at what the great French
Egyptologist Dom E. Drioton said
more openly in reviewing an earlier
hook of Mercer’s on the Pyramid Texts,
that Mercer’s work on the Pyramid
Texts simply follows Sethe, the great
master in that field, who had already
translated them into German. Because
of this lack of originality, Drioton
“This

new

investigation can
bring no light.”  Moreover,
Drioton observes that the method
followed by Mercer cannot possibly
lead to the conclusions he has
adopted.™
History of Egyptian Religion the re-
markable statement that Sethe had
placed at the introduction of his own

concludes,

Mercer has prefixed to his

history of the same subject: Wer es
nicht glauben will, mag es nicht
glauben: “Who doesn’t want to be-
lieve it does not have to.” This had
not been an attempt on Sethe’s part
to disarm criticism, however, for he
stated his position with a characteristic
frankness that Mercer does not follow,
when he said in a preceding sentence:
“This is how for thirty years the
Egyptian religion has appeared to my
eyes, or, if you will, to my imagina-
tion [phantasie]; the whole thing is
completely hypothetical.”?2 This would
place Sethe today in the camp of Karl
Popper, but one would hardly expect
such an admission from the confident
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Mercer—and one does not get it.

In the same year that his vast work
on the Pyramid Texts appeared, this
remarkable man published Earliest
Intellectual Man’s Idea of the Cosmos,
in which he brought his Babylonian
philological studies into conjunction
with his Egyptian to compare the

earliest religious concepts of hoth
lands. Of this work the Sumerologist
Salonen wrote that to Mercer,

“Sumerian conditions may well be
quite hazy. Specifically as regards
Sumer . . . the book contains annoy-
ingly many mistakes, incongruities and
blunders. Sumerian and Baby-
lonian names often appear in wrong
forms.”®  Salonen then gives some
examples of what he calls Mercer’s
“other outrageous mistakes!” He finds
“the book is confusedly written and is
full of tautology . . .
safely have been
“chronology
does not seem to be one of Mercer’s

the part relating
could
In particular,

to Sumer
omitted.” 7

strong points, hence information which

has been doomed several decades
ago.”?> This recalls Mercer’s own on-
slaught on a massively documented
work on ancient chronology some
years before:
respecting chronologist will for a mo-
ment agree. . . . one feels that with
all that has been said, we shall still
feel safer under the guidance, in
Egyptian matters, of Meyer and
Breasted.””® Here again,
giving the reasons, Mercer had simply
appealed with his lofty “of course” to
authority, though the chronologies of
Meyer and Breasted were even then
being seriously questioned.

Our purpose in this long digression

13

. of course no self-

instead of

about Dr. Mercer has not been pri-
marily to discredit the authority of one
whose authority has for years been
used as a club to beat the Book of
Abraham withal, but rather to provide
us laymen with an instructive intro-

duction to the limitations and pitfalls
of Egyptology in general. What we
have just beheld is the spectacle of
some of the world’s foremost Egyptolo-
gists laying down the law to one of
their colleagues who in turn was
never backward in laying down the
law to them. From this it should be-
gin to appear that we are not here
moving in a world of cold, indisputable
scientific facts at all, but rather in an
atmosphere of somewhat dazed and
bemused speculation. And the puz-
zlement and bewilderment are if any-
thing greater among the specialists
today than they were in 1912. @)

(To be continued)
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Part 3. Empaneling the Panel

® Qualified for What?>—“But surely,”
we hear again and again, “such great
scholars should be able to decide on
this particular case without any
trouble.”  Should they? Being a
great scholar, while it gives people the
impression that one is an authority on
many things, is possible only because
one is an authority on few things. It
is precisely the great authority, C. S.
Lewis reminds us, that we should mis-
trust: “It sounds a strange charge to
bring against men who have been
steeped in those books all their lives,”
he writes of the leading New Testa-
ment scholars, “but that might be just
the trouble. A man who has spent
his youth and manhood in the minute
study of New Testament texts and of
other people’s studies of them . . . is,
I should think, very likely to miss the
obvious things about them.”* Lewis
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then proceeds to cite examples in the
field of biblical scholarship, but the
best examples of all must surely be
furnished by the Egyptologists.

Every Egyptologist is by necessity a
specialist, if only because Egyptian is
written in three totally different scripts,
and as the outpouring of specialized
studies has steadily increased in
volume, especially since World War II,
the specialists have become ever more
specialized. Jean Leclant noted in 1966
that the last of the real “all-round”
Egyptologists are fast dying off.2
Shortly before his death, Sir Alan
Gardiner, who was certainly one of
those great ones, complained that it
was “impossible for any student to
keep abreast of all that is written save
at the cost of abandoning all hope of
personal contributions.”® And those
contributions become ever more per-

Illustrated by Dave Burton

sonal, according to Jean Capart, things
having reached the point where “the
authors sometimes confine themselves
to reading nothing but their own works
while systematically turning their
backs on those of their colleagues.”™
Many years ago Capart cited Heinrich
Schaeffer’s complaint that the study of
Egyptian religion had made little or
no progress through the years because
the experts, like the blind wise men
examining the elephant, were each
content to study and report on one
limited department only; all their
lives, Capart notes, Maspero and
Wiedemann had protested against that
sort of thing—but in vain.’?

In 1947 an attempt to organize an
international society of Egyptologists
(a thing that any sensible person
would think to be totally inevitable
in such an ancient and peculiar
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By stating with

great emphasis and clarity
his views on religion in
general and Joseph Smith
n particular,

he disqualifies himself

for the jury.

brotherhood) fell through completely—
for specialists are a jealous lot. Adrian
de Buck even charged Egyptologists
with discouraging others from study-
ing Egyptian®; and G. Roeder reports
that his translations of religious texts
had to buck “the current of opinion
and the sovran [sic] personalities in
the field,” who opposed his ideas “with
much head-shaking and rude condem-
nation” before they finally began to
give way.” The very nature of Egyptian
studies, in which the unknown so
completely overshadows the known,
has always encouraged specialization,
for as Chabas noted a hundred years
ago, it is possible for each student “to
find in Egypt whatever sustains his
particular views.”®

Today even the specialist, according
to Siegfried Morenz, “is in constant
danger of losing his grasp even of a
special area, such as Egyptian re-
ligion.”® How specialized Egyptian
studies have always been may be in-
ferred from the report of G. Goyon in
1963, that the problems of the Great
Pyramid, which have had enormous
popular appeal for more than a cen-
tury, remain unsolved, because “the
scholars who have really studied it on
the scene can be counted on the fin-
gers of one hand.”?

Tucked away in a highly specialized
corner of this highly specialized field
are three highly specialized papyri
supplying with their highly specialized
commentary illustrations to a highly
specialized account of Abraham in
Egypt. The peculiarities of the Fac-
similes and the explanations that go
with them cry for careful specialized
investigation. So the question we
have to ask here of every member of
the Spalding jury is not whether he
knows a lot, but whether he is
equipped to deal with this particular
problem. The problem is complicated
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by emotional religious elements that
make it necessary in screening the jury
to ask two main questions of each:
(1) whether he is equipped by training
to give a thorough and definitive in-
terpretation of the plates and texts in
the Pearl of Great Price, and (2)
whether he is temperamentally quali-
fied to do so.

Five of the scholars consulted by
Bishop Spalding were among the
most learned men who ever lived.
Each of them was a giant endowed
far beyond the normal run of men
with independence of mind, imagina-
tion, curiosity, insight, energy, and
integrity. Yet as we look them over
it appears that each is uniquely un-
qualified to pass judgment on Joseph
Smith as a translator, at least on the
basis of the information supplied by
Spalding. Let us take them in order
of their seniority, labeling them with
the titles Dr. Spalding gives them.

1. “Dr. A. H. Sayce, Oxford, Eng-
land,” or, more fully, the Rev. Archi-
bald Henry Sayce, D. Litt., LL.D., D.D.
(1845-1931). Sayce was born with a
phenomenal 1.Q. and plenty of money,
and “his attitude to life was that of a
fastidious ascetic,” according to his
fellow Welshman and fellow genius
F. L. Griffith.»* Free to do pretty much
as he chose, he was constantly traveling
about; he “knew about every great
personality in Europe in the past two
generations™?; and “in the course of
his long life he seems to have seen
everything and everybody that was in-
teresting.”1?

At the age of 18, according to Stephen
H. Langdon, “he proved that he knew
Hebrew, Egyptian, Persian and San-
scrit,” and that “he had a firm grasp
of the state of cuneiform studies.” In
time he “had a good knowledge of
every Semitic and Indo-european lan-
guage, and could write good prose in
at least 20 languages.” And yet this
paragon “never became a great special-
ist in any subject”; he was too volatile,
“always moving from place to place.
. .. Any subject lost its attraction for
him as soon as the period of decipher-
ment passed.”™* He left no lasting
monument,” writes Griffith; “. . . one
cannot but feel that his marvelous
gifts were out of proportion to his
accomplishments.”® Or, as Langdon
puts it, “his greatness was never re-
vealed in his work.” But how is one
to measure gifts save by accomplish-
ments or greatness apart from works?

In his younger years Sayce attacked

the evolutionists hammer and tong,
maintaining that “the whole applica-
tion of a supposed law of evolution to
the religious and secular history of the
ancient Orient is founded on what we
now know to have been a huge mis-
take. . . .”1¢ But later in life he be-
came even more vigorous in assailing
fundamentalism: “When 1 was a
boy,” he recalled shortly before his
death, “. there were some old
fashioned people who still believed
that . . . some of them [the books of
the Old Testament] were written by
Moses himself . . . and we of the
younger generation, trained in the
critical methods of Germany, were
unable to accept the dogma; it rested
only on unproved assertions.” Of
course there is no excuse for that sort
of thing any more. “A new era has
dawned upon us, the scientific method
. . . has furnished us with facts in-
stead of theories.”*”™ And so he ticks
off the well-worn and now discredited
clichés of scientism with evangelistic
fervor: “An inductive science deals
with objective facts and not with
tastes and predilections. . . . like the
geologist, the archaeologist has had to
leave catastrophic theorizing to the
literary amateur”®; we must forget
the idea that “similarities in tech-
nique [e.g. of pottery] indicate rela-
tionship”—for diffusion is a myth.1®
He has no patience with historians
who want to measure civilization by
the thousands of years, for he has
proven that “civilization cannot be
measured . . . by millennia . . . civilized
man in the fullest sense of the word
is immeasurably old. . . . archaeology
is repeating the lesson of geology and
physical science.”?® This is the sort
of thing Griffith refers to when he
writes, “His vivid imagination and in-
sight frame pictures of events and of
interpretation in which he too often
mistook the sharp lines of the picture
for fact,”** and of these “facts” he
would brook no criticism, for “he was
impatient of the claims, the pride, and
the reticence of exact scholarship.”?!
Sayce’s Egyptological researches are
typical of his methods. For a number
of years his own Nile boat, the Ishtar,
might be seen searching out unfre-
quented spots along the banks of the
great river, where he would discover
new ruins and inscriptions, only to
leave them behind for others to study.??
It is significant that of the many in-
scriptions he discovered and copied
down, he is always careful to translate
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the Greek and Latin ones in full
(though most of his readers could read
Greek and Latin well enough for
themselves), while he never attempts
to translate any of the Egyptian in-
scriptions.?? ' Why not? “His metier
was that of a decipherer of anything
new,” wrote Langdon, explaining that
he lost interest as soon as the code
was cracked.?* But surely the decipher-
ing of Egyptian was far newer and
more challenging in the 1890’s than
the reading of Greek and Latin. In the
same way Sayce, though criticizing
Joseph Smith more severely than any
other member of the big five, is the
only one of them to preserve complete
silence regarding the Facsimiles.
Sayce’s speciality was Assyriology, not
Egyptology, and while in the former
field, according to H. R. Hall, “the
Professor must be judged by his peers,”
his speculations in Egyptology “do not
carry much conviction.”2

There is another side to this remark-
able man that we must not overlook, for
though Dr. Sayce was greatly annoyed
by people who took the Bible literally,
he remained always a churchman and
fiercely loyal to his church. “Attached
by generations of his heritage to the
ancient traditions of the Church of
England,” to follow Langdon, Sayce
“regarding all learning which did not
apply to the culture of his people and
his Church as useless.”?¢ His native
language was Welsh.

Now just how well does this man
qualify to pass impartial judgment on
Joseph Smith as a translator? By
temperament he is the fastidious aristo-
crat moving in exalted circles, disdain-
ing the vulgar; above all he is the
austere, uncompromising churchman—
how would he judge the efforts of an
uneducated rustic from the American
frontier? By training he is the spoiled
dilettante to whom everything came
easy, impatient of criticism, opinion-
ated, and dogmatic in his own views.
It is a toss-up which A. H. Sayce would
be more intellectually hostile to Smith:
the early clerical Sayce who “regarded
as useless” all learning that did not
support his church, or the scientific
Sayce, invincibly opposed to super-
naturalism. The two meet and mingle
in the Sayce of 1912, who dismisses
the Book of Abraham with eleven
contemptuous lines. For all his great
learning, I don’t think Dr. Sayce rates
a place on this particular jury.

2. “Dr. W. M. Flinders Petrie, Lon-
don University” (1853-1942). If it is

possible to imagine a man more inde-
pendent in his ways and self-contained
in his thinking than A. H. Sayce, that
man must be Dr. Petrie. We can
illustrate this by a story told by Pro-
fessor Georgerog Steindorff to a small
group that met to celebrate Steindorff’s
eightieth birthday in 1942. Petrie came
down to meet the Nile boat one hot
evening in 1894 as the young Stein-
dorff disembarked at the scene of
Petrie’s operations in upper Egypt.
The great man conducted his guests
to his tent for dinner, which was to
consist of an enormous, heaping bowl
of rice, completely covered with a
mantle of blue-bottle flies. Professor
Petrie in his hearty manner invited
the party to fall to, but when some
of them hesitated he reached for a box
of Keating’s Insect Powder and
showered its contents liberally over
both flies and rice, saying as he did so,
“I've found that it kills them—but it
doesn’t kill me!” Such a man was not
to be deterred from his course by the
opinions of others. Petrie’s strength
was his weakness—his complete inde-
pendence of mind made it possible for
him to make real discoveries where
timid souls would never have ven-
tured, but at the same time it blinded
him to the valid objections that others
might have to his theories and inter-
pretations.

An only child, Petrie never went to
school—he was from the first self-
educated and self-directed; “he was
incapable of teamwork,” writes his
biographer =~ Guy  Brunton—“Petrie
seems to have felt no need of compan-
ionship; nor was he very sympathetic
to the ideas of others.”?” With a
“somewhat limited outlook on life in
general,” he boasted that he had never
been to a theater.2” Though he was the
greatest practitioner of scientific
archaeology in modern times, “even
when visited by those having great
experience in archaeology he preferred
to talk rather than listen”28; and
though archaeology was his life, “he
never visited the excavations of
others.”2? With his own work “there
must be no interference or deviation,”
and “having once arrived at a con-
clusion he was extremely averse to
modifying it in any way.”®® So as
time went on, “Petrie’s views on all
manner of subjects . . . crystallized into
stated facts” from which he was not
to be moved.?!

This intransigence was abetted, if
not actually caused, by the nature of
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Petrie’s education, which in turn was
determined by his complete inability

to learn languages. At a tender age.

he had a tutor to teach him “French,
Latin, and Greek grammar, for which
he had,” according to Brunton, “no
aptitude whatever. A breakdown re-
sulted, and for two years he was left
to his own devices.” Then they tried
again—“fresh attempts were made
with the grammars, but it was found
to be hopeless. . . .”32 So he became his
own teacher and did the things he was
really good at: “Essentially a practical
field worker of great ability, he made
contributions of the highest value, but
had no flair for research in epigraphy.
He was prone to base his theories on
inadequate premises. . . .”%* He ex-
pressed his settled opinions on religion
shortly before Spalding apealed to him,
in a book in which he declares that
any feeling of a need for repentance is
the index of a “morbid mind,”** and
that “the last branch of unbalanced
religious experience is that of Halluci-
nations,” which “enter so much into
the scope of mental disease that it is
useless to begin upon the detail of so
far-spreading a subject.”3?

So here we have another spoiled
only child, a law unto himself (no need
for him to repent!) reaping the rich
rewards of independent thinking (and
how we could use a little of that type
of thinking in our own society!), but
paying a high price for the luxury of
always having his own way. Not a
linguist by any means, he is hardly
the man to call in for a study of all
but illegible documents; and, utterly
averse to any hint of the supernatural
in religion, he is even less likely than
Sayce to give Joseph Smith a fair
hearing; then too, quite aside from his
one-sided training and religious preju-
dice, would the man who had not the
patience or courtesy to listen to the
opinions of his most eminent col-
leagues or to visit their excavations
take time off to give careful attention
to the 80-year-old writings of a young
farmer from New York? Indeed, while
Petrie confirms statements of the Book
of Abraham in a surprising number of
instances, he would be the last man
on earth to recognize the fact, and all
Spalding got from him on the subject
was a terse offhand opinion. What else
could he expect? I think we should
excuse Dr. Petrie from serving on this
particular jury.

3. “Dr. Edward Meyer, University
of Berlin.” Eduard (Spalding mis-
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"...the only time Meyer was able to fill his

when he spoke on the Mormons.”

spelled the name) Meyer (1855-1930)
knew more about the whole field of
ancient history than any other man
who ever lived. He was the greatest
scholar since Scaliger, and it would be _
hard to think of some way in which
his learning might have been more
extensive than it was, or more produc-
tive—though he himself declared at
the end of his life that his generation
of scholarship had erred sorely in
trying to be so everlastingly “scien-
tific” about everything instead of
trusting more to their intuition and
instincts.  Because of his whole-
hearted and single-minded dedication
to the documents of the past which
from childhood he was determined to
search thoroughly and systematically,
Meyer’s judgments often seemed to
smack of almost prophetic insight.?¢
His mistakes, wrote Walter Otto, were
often more valuable than other men’s
facts®”; he laid the firm foundations
of Egyptian chronology, vindicated the
historicity of the Old Testament
against Wellhausen and his school,
was rivaled only by Breasted in his
contributions to Egyptian history, ex-
ploded the evolutionary theory of
economic development, first showed
the importance of Iran in Jewish and
Christian tradition, anticipated the
Dead Sea Scrolls in discerning the
important role played by the desert
sectaries in early Christian and Jew-
ish history, opened up the world
of the Hittites, gave the world the first
real picture of ancient Greece, and was
the last human being to find himself
in a position of being able to write a
general history of antiquity from the
sources of his own learning. Like the
other members of the panel, he was
largely self-taught and always went
his own way, a pioneer wherever he
went; but unlike the others, he had
a healthy sense of his own limitations
and freely admitted his mistakes and
changed his views when the evidence
required it.38

Also, he had his blind spots. He
could not understand art, according
to his biographer; he lacked any
aesthetic sense; he was impatient and
usually in a hurry, so that he often

lecture halls was

brushed aside or overlooked real
problems, e.g. his history of the U.S.
“is hasty, biased, superficial and in-
accurate. . . .”% When the U.S. de-
clared war on Germany in 1917, Meyer,
it is said, ran down Unter den Linden
with hair flying, declaiming wildly,
and tearing his honorary Harvard
diploma to shreds.

Still, if any scholar was competent
to pass judgment on Joseph Smith, it
should have been Meyer. An indica-
tion of his peculiar independence and
deep insight is seen in the fact that
he always regarded Mormonism as a
phenomenon of enormous importance
in the history of religions. Professor
Werner Jaeger recalled that the only
time Meyer was able to fill his lec-
ture hall in Berlin was when he
talked on the Mormons—then the place
was packed, because then Meyer be-
came alive as never before. Meyer,
according to Walter Otto, “was the
first secular historian ever to tackle the
problem of the origin of Christianity—
the central-problem of World History,”
and in Mormonism he saw the best
guide.*® He was convinced that “Mor-
monism . . . is not just another of
countless sects, but a new revealed re-
ligion. What in the study of other
revealed religions can only be surmised
after painful research is here directly
accessible in reliable witnesses. Hence
the origin and history of Mormonism
possesses great and unusual value for
the student of religious history.”*!

He had visited Utah in 1904, and a
year before Spalding’s book appeared,
he had published his Ursprung und
Geschichte der Mormonen. In that
book Meyer had made it perfectly
clear just what he thought about
Joseph Smith, whom he regarded as a
prophet in exactly the same sense in
which Isaiah, Jeremiah, and (to a
lesser degree) Mohammed were
prophets. He was free to run the risk
of paying such high tribute to the
Mormon prophet because everyone
knew that he did not for a moment
believe that there ever was such a
thing as a true prophet; in keeping
with the lofty scholarship of his day,
Meyer disdained to grant the smallest
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measure of probability to any proposi-
tion tainted with the supernatural.
That, as Otto points out, is what
spoiled what should have been his
greatest work, that on the Origins of
Christianity, in which “everything in
the person of Christ must be explained
on rationalistic grounds. He never
allowed for the irrational element in
the human character.”#> So it is no
compliment to Joseph Smith for Meyer
to place him among the real prophets,
for Meyer begins from the premise that
all prophets are self-deluded. Granted
that premise, there is only one posi-
tion, of course, that one can possibly
take regarding Joseph Smith’s claims
to divine revelation, and only one view
that anyone can possibly take of his
teachings in the Book of Abraham.

So Bishop Spalding was appealing
to a judge who had already declared
against any form of supernaturalism.
Eduard Meyer, great man that he was,
was also a judge on whom Spalding
could count with absolute trust to give
only one answer to his question about
the Book of Abraham. By stating
with great emphasis and clarity his
views on religion in general and
Joseph Smith in particular, he ineffec-
tively disqualifies himself for the jury.

4. “Tames H. Breasted, PhD., Has-
kell Oriental Museum, University of
Chicago.” Professor Breasted (1865-
1935) had his full share of those
qualities which we have found to be
most conspicuous in the three giants
noticed so far: independence of action
and judgment, boundless self-con-
fidence, and equally boundless energy
and exuberance. We have already
seen how Professor Mercer chides his
master for getting carried away too
much. Breasted’s training and tem-
perament go together. He was trained
in a school that knew all the answers—
the Prussian school of the 1890,
which bolstered the individual’s sub-
lime confidence in himself as one who
shared the corporate omniscience of the
establishment. He was, a German
reports, “most intimately tied to the
German school of Egyptology from his
first scientific beginnings,”*® as “the
dear, hearty comrade of the German
Egyptologists.” His friend Eduard
Meyer inspired him to take wide views,
which in turn inclined him to make
wide and sweeping pronouncements
that disturbed some of his colleagues,**
some of whom point out that he was
much too prone to generalize and
“often interpreted evidence wrongly to
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suit his purposes.

The French Egyptologists sometimes
felt that Breasted underestimated their
work and so criticized him quite freely,
accusing him of being pro-German to
the point of slighting and even insult-
ing French Egyptology, while putting
forth his own theories as settled facts
and completely ignoring any theories
and even evidence that did not appeal
to him.*¢ George Foucart comes right
out and accuses Breasted of being opin-
ionated and unfair, noting that “in
treating the contradictions of his
predecessors without charity [indul-
gence] Breasted makes himself vul-
nerable to the same treatment in the
future.”*” In this Foucart was a true
prophet, for time has not been too
kind to Professor Breasted’s favorite
theories. As Professors Jequier and
Foucart see it, Dr. Breasted with sub-
lime self-confidence goes his way
“bestowing his criticism or approval
freely on all sides,” presenting his own
opinions as historical facts and his
private reconstructions as original
texts,*® and while his colleagues may
find his affirmations “most uncon-
vincing, the general public is supposed
to accept them as official.”*$

We have ventured to quote such un-
pleasantries because we have here
exactly the high and authoritarian
attitude taken by Breasted in dealing
with “the Book of Abraham. There is
no doubt that he could have trans-
lated most of the hieroglyphs if he had
given himself the trouble, but, though
he professed himself most interested in
the problem, he never did. Why
should he? He knew the answers
already. Like every other American
professor in 1912, he belonged to that
school which firmly believed that
evolution held all the answers, as Jean
Garnot observes, basing their boldest
speculations on implicit faith in the
validity of analogies with biological
evolution, sublimely confident that
the evolutionary rule of thumb could
give them perfect insight into the mind
of the “primitive.”*®* Thus he can
assure us that “Set was doubtless some
natural phenomenon . . . and it is
most probable that he was the dark-
ness,” though no Egyptologist would
write that way today.” And he can
tell us with convincing insight how
copper was discovered when Primitive
Man one morning noticed little beads
of the pure metal that had oozed from
the rocks that banked his campfire
somewhere in the Sinai Peninsula; it
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“It is possible to find in Egypt whatever

sustains one’s particular views."

was not until 1945 that the Egyptol-
ogist Alfred Lucas called attention to
the experiments of H. H. Coughlan,
showing that it is quite impossible to
smelt copper in any open fire.5?

Breasted’s main argument against
the Book of Abraham is that the
Hebrews were monotheists and the
Egyptians polytheists: both points have
always been disputed among Egyptol-
ogists, some of the greatest being
ardent defenders of a standard Egyp-
tian monotheism, yet for Breasted the
question is settled once he has spoken.
When the Mormons pointed out that
Breasted had identified as the lady
Isis in Facsimile 1 a figure that
other Egyptologists had called Horus,
Anubis, or a priest, Dr. Breasted im-
patiently remarked to Mercer: “One
man says fifty cents, another man says
half a dollar!” But it isn’t the same at
all; Isis and Horus are as different
quantities as half a dollar and half a
pound.

In our fatal year of 1912 Breasted
completely misinterpreted many pas-
sages in the Egyptian wisdom litera-
ture, discovering among other things in
them “a complaisant optimism” in a
text that, Frankfort insists years later,
“indicates no such thing, but repre-
sents on the contrary, the deep
religious conviction which inspired the
‘teachings.’ ”52 Errors due to the im-
perfect state of the evidence at one
time are, of course, excusable—but
they are nonetheless errors. Thus, of the
great Ancient Records series Alexander
Scharff wrote in 1935, “Today we read
many passages differently and more
correctly.”?® “Unhappily,” wrote Sir
Alan Gardiner in 1961, “in Breasted’s
day our knowledge of Late-Egyptian
syntax was not sufficiently advanced
to enable him to translate the damaged
introduction of the Turin papyrus
correctly.”™ So as knowledge in-
creases, the verdict of yesterday must
be reversed today, and in the long run
the most positive authority is the least
to be trusted. Few have been more
positive than Breasted, and in nothing
was he more positive than in his
attitude toward Joseph Smith’s pro-
nouncements.
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5. “Dr. Friedrich Freiherr von Bis-
sing, Professor of Egyptology in the
University of Munich.” Incredible as
it may seem, there was one man in the
world who actually surpassed Sayce,
Petrie, Meyer, and Breasted in com-
plete independence of thought and
action, and that was the Freiherr von
Bissing (1873-1956). Not yet 40 years
old in 1912, he was richer than all the

rest of them put together; already

hailed as “the generous Maecenas of
Egyptology,” von Bissing was rich
enough not only to visit important
excavations in Egypt when he chose,
but also to finance them from his own
pocket.’> Even more than the others,
he traveled and dug and collected
everywhere,’¢ “an archaeologist in the
broadest sense of the word,” recognized
s “the last scholar who could see the
Mediterranean as a unit, familiar with
everything down to the most insignifi-
cant potsherd.”’™ “For us today,”
wrote Heinrich Brunner, “it is simply
inconceivable how one individual man
could speak with equal authority on
the etymology of the word ‘Pavian,
the painting of el-Amarna, the funda-
mentals of Byzantine art, the structure
of the personal pronouns in early
Egyptian, or the exodus from
Cnidus.”38

Von Bissing “was proud of being a
dilettante,”’® and his numerous writ-
ings on all subjects almost all take the
form of short notes of a few sentences.®°
Most of them have to do with artistic
history and criticism, which was his
specialty, and allowed him to range as
widely and speculate as freely as he
chose.6* Both rich and noble, “he was
an original, stamped from a unique
mold, willing to face all consequences
without regard to praise or disapprov-
ing head-shakes. . . . he went the way
of his own convictions.”¢?

Here, then, we have an incorruptible
judge—but was he an unbiased one?
Hardly. Whatever his scientific con-
victions or scholarly integrity, he was
a member of the nobility: throne and
church always had first and unques-
tioned claim on his loyalty, and noth-
ing could budge him from his
commitment to them.®® In this he

was much like the aristocratic Sayce,
his scientific scepticism matched only
by his uncompromising loyalty to a
feudal society and a feudal religion—
hardly the man to look with a kindly
eye on the supernaturalism and hum-
ble simplicity of a Joseph Smith.%¢

As to von Bissing’s technical knowl-
edge, his specialty was ancient art,
especially Egyptian art, but even in
that, G. Foucart maintains, “his con-
clusions go too far,”®®> and in his
archaeological one-sidedness he often
shows poor judgment.®® Not surpris-
ingly he too often equated the old-
fashioned or established view with the
sound and safe one, insisting, for ex-
ample, as late as the 1930’s that there
were no ties whatever between ancient
Egypt and Mesopotamia,®” and con-
tinuing to doubt the existence of the
Hittites, whom he always puts in
quotation marks.®® Even his approach
to art was an old-fashioned, positivistic
one, and he opened his Systematic
Handbook of Egyptian Art with words
that today seem hopelessly narrow: “A
History of Art must not be a history
of culture.”®® For him, in fact, even the
glories of Egyptian art were but a
preparation for Greek art.® Hide-
bound and opinionated to the point
of rudeness,™ artistocratic and aloof,
fiercely loyal to the views and interests
of one church, impatient of any dis-
agreement or contradiction—is this the
man to give a cool and patient hear-
ing to Joseph Smith? He never offers
to tell us what the Facsimiles are, but
is completely satisfied that “every one
figure is an absurdity,” and that what-
ever the inscriptions say (though he
does not read them), “they cannot say
what Smith thought.” His verdict is
not surprising, but neither is it very
convincing. @)

(To be continued)
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Right Reverend Franklin S. Spalding,

who half a century ago sought the opinions
of £gyptologists concerning the

Book of Abraham.

Both the vignette and the rubric announce that this

section of the Book of the Dead contains a ‘‘Speech for Taking
the form of a Swallow,"” yet the chapter itself (No. 86)

seems to say nothing whatever on the subject. This is

part of the papyri, rediscovered by Dr. Aziz Atiya, that the

Prophet Joseph Smith once owned.

A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price

® With the five giants accounted for,
the other members of the team should
not detain us long. But first, Theodule
Deveria (1831-1871) deserves a word
of notice because he wrote the first,
the longest, and the most carefully
considered

report on the Facsimiles

that has appeared to date.! Bishop
Spalding gives short shrift to Deveria
because, as he explains, “unquestion-
ably, this matter is far too important
to depend on the opinion of a youth-
ful amateur. Such an important matter
deserves the thoughtful consideration
of mature scholars—of the world’s
ablest Orientalists.”*

Youthful? When Deveria wrote his
study of the Facsimiles he was 34—
two years older than Mercer was when
he did the same—fully matured and
at the height of his powers.

Amateur? At 17, urged by the
Egyptologist JTules Feuquieres, Deveria
had plunged into Egyptology while
Charles Lenormand gave him Coptic
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By Dr. Hugh Nibley

Second String

lessons and August Harle, the best
Hebraist of his time, pushed him in
Hebrew. At 19
important manuscript formerly ren-

he retranslated an

dered by Champollion; at 23 he was
publishing in Egyptology and in the
following year became attached to the
Department of Antiquities of the
Louvre, where he produced the first
complete catalogue ever made of a
major Egyptian collection. Still in his
twenties, he succeeded the great
Mariette as conservator of the Egyptian
museum in the Louvre and, according
to de Rouge, produced a work on the
Turin Papyrus that “placed Deveria
among the masters.” It was only the
jealousy of his superior at the museum,
A. Mariette, that obscured his great
contributions to Egyptology.*
Thoughtful consideration? Whereas
Deveria wrote a long study, two of
Spalding’s experts dashed off notes of
a hundred words only, and five of

them wrote less than a page.

World’s ablest Orientalists?
ding deems superior to Deveria four

Spal-

men besides Mercer, whose combined
output in Egyptology could not begin
to “approach that of the “youthful
amateur.” We have already considered
Dr. Mercer; how about the others?
“Dr. John Peters,
Pennsylvania. In charge of expedition
to Babylonia, 1888-1895.” In 1912 Dr.
Peters (1852-1921) was pastor of a

University of

church in New York, and had not been
at the University of Pennsylvania for
20 years. When
friend, Professor Pack, discovered this,
he was quite upset and wrote: “For

Spalding’s  good

an instant I was paralysed. . . . Could
it be possible that Dr. Peters is not
connected with the University of
Pennsylvania, but is a rector in one of
New York’s fashionable churches? No.
I could not believe it. . . . you had led
the public to believe that Dr. Peters is
at the University of Pennsylvania.”!
So while he was back East Dr. Pack
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made a number of visits and inquiries,
and summed up the results thus:
“Now, Dr. Spalding, this looks like
plain deceit. Am I mistaken? Why
did you lead the public to believe that
Dr. Peters is now at the University of
Pennsylvania when you knew that he
left there twenty years ago? Why did
you hide from the public the fact that
Dr. Peters is a rector in your own
church and has been for years?

To be sure, being the rector of any-
thing need not prevent one from being
also an Egyptologist, but Peters was
never that. He had taught Hebrew at
Pennsylvania for eight years, and he
wrote popular books on the Bible and
modern politics, but his name appears
nowhere in connection with Egyptian
studies. A career churchman, he had
in 1912 just finished serving six years
as canon-residentiary of the National
Cathedral in Washington, D.C.> He
is another of those devoted churchmen
who, like Sayce and Mercer, combine
with the dignity of the cloth an intel-
lectual contempt for the supernatural
and an ill-concealed impatience with
those who would interpret the Bible
too literally. Dr. Peters, in fact, wrote
a book showing that the ancient patri-
archs were nothing but myths, legen-
dary figures “generously clothed with
personal traits by successive genera-
tions of narrators” by whom “striking
episodes have been introduced into the
stories and even romances which have
no inherent connection with the origi-
nal legends.”® Along with “racial and
legendary” elements, the history of
Abraham combines “features of a
purely romantic character, in which
we are to see no other meaning than
the fancy of the story-teller. . . .’7
In all the story of the man Abraham,
he claimed, there is not a word of real
history.

With such a view of Bible history,
is Dr. Peters the man to give serious
attention to the Book of Abraham as
history? Peters’ ideas reflect the con-
sensus of scholarly opinion in his day,
and that of the Spalding jury in par-
ticular. At that time the establishment
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"He combines with the dignity
of the cloth an intellectual contempt
for the supernatural....”

was solidly against the whole concept
of the Book of Abraham.
“Dr. Arthur C. Mace,
Curator, Metropolitan Museum of Art,
New York, Department of Egyptian
Art.” Though he is not mentioned in
any of the usual biographical sources
nor in W. R. Dawson’s Who Was
Who in Egyptology, 1910-1914, Dr.
Mace (1874-1928) had been a student
of Petrie and had worked with the
Hearst collection in Berkeley before
going to the Metropolitan.® His chance

Assistant

for immortality came when Howard
Carter, overwhelmed with work and
expense on the tomb of Tutankhamen,
asked for the assistance of a Metro-
politan Museum crew who were work-
ing close by; Mace at the time was
taking Dr. Lythgoe’s place in charge
of the work, and on instructions from
the latter he joined the Carter enter-
prise and thus had a part in the most
sensational archaeological discovery of
the century.” Dr. Mace was an archae-
ologist and not a philologist. He
assisted in the publication of discov-
eries by and for the museum, but
when he came to inscriptions, even
short and easy ones, he turned the
work over to others.’® His one serious
attempt to deal with
sources, a study called “The Influence
of Egyptian on Hebrew Literature,”
(1922), is described by Raymond
Weill as nothing but an inferior re-
hash of Herrman Gunkel’s work of
1909 on the same subject.!

“Dr. Albert M. Lythgoe, Head of
the Department of Egyptian Art of
the Metropolitan Museum,” should be
added to the list, since Bishop Spal-
ding intended to consult him instead
of Arthur C. Mace, who was his under-
study while he was abroad. Like Mace,

documentary

Dr. Lythgoe (1868-1933) was a mu-
seum man and a collector who had
been a pupil of Wiedemann at Bonn
and assisted Reisner in the field. “His
finest achievement,” according to his
obituary, . was the arrangement
of the Egyptian Collection of the
Metropolitan Museum of New York.”!2
Arranging collections is not the same
thing as interpreting abstruse texts,
and the long interview with Lythgoe
in the New York Times reads almost
like a burlesque of pompous scholar-
ship: “To make very clear just how
great a hoax the Mormon prophet
perpetrated upon his people,” Lythgoe
explains to the reporters with magis-
terial ease exactly how Egyptian
symbolism originated and just what
Egyptian religion is all about, as he
readily identifies solar hymns in the
Facsimiles, and twice refers to Fac-
simile I as depicting the sacrifice of
Isaac by Abraham. The whole baffling
complex presented “no puzzle to Dr.
Lythgoe,” though his strange theories
of Egyptian religion and his guesses
about the Facsimiles found no echo
even among the other members of the
Spalding panel.’®

“Dr. George A. Barton.” When he
was challenged by the Mormons,
Bishop Spalding sought further sup-
port from the learned and got it
from Professor Barton (1859-1942),
acknowledged minister of the Society
of Friends (orthodox) 1879-1922,
deacon 1918, priest 1919, D.D. 1924.*
In 1912 Dr. Barton’s book, The Heart
of the Christian Message, had just
gone into its second printing. “Permit
me first to say,” Professor Barton began
his contribution to the Spalding
cause, “‘that, while I have a smatter-
ing of Egyptology, I am not an Egyp-
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tologist™"—and indeed we have al-
ready seen what Dr. Mercer thought
of Barton as an authority on Egypt.'
But he was a minister, thus bringing
to five the number of non-Egyptologist
sitting in judgment as
Egyptologists on Joseph Smith.
Barton believed that the “faker”
Joseph Smith merely attempted to
“imitate Egyptian characters,” the
result being “untranslatable . . . as
they stand they do not faithfully rep-
resent any known writing.”1" As to
the Facsimiles, the experts disagree
about them, Mr. Barton explained,
because “these pictures were differ-
ently interpreted at times by the
Egyptians themselves,” and some of

ministers

the jury “have given the original in-
terpretation of the symbolism, and
some the later Egyptian interpreta-
tion.”*7 Odd, that that explanation
should never have occurred to any of
the experts themselves, who might
have been very embarrassed had the
Mormons chosen to exploit Professor
Barton’s foolish remarks.

P.S.: In 1915 the University of Utah
brought in Edgar J. Banks, “one of
America’s most distinguished archae-
ologists,” to put the final seal of
authority on the Spalding enterprise.’s
Banks  (1866-1941) had already
sounded off on the subject in the
Christian Herald in 1913, and duly
reported through the pages of the
prestigious Literary Digest that Dr.
Spalding’s zeal had forever discredited
Mormonism in the eyes of the world
and the more intelligent Mormons.*"
Mr. Banks pictured himself in Who's
Who decidedly in the romantic tradi-
tion of Richard Haliburton. He had
been U.S. consul in Baghdad in his
youth, organized an expedition to
excavate Ur, which, however, never
got into the field, and claimed to have
discovered in 1903 “a white statue of
king David, a pre-Babylonian king of
4500 B.C. (oldest statue in the
world).” While Spalding was working
on his grand design in 1912, the dash-
ing Banks, as he tells us, was climbing
Ararat (17,210 feet high—he puts that

B
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in Who's Who too), and crossing the
Arabian Desert on a camel (from
where to where he does not say).*

It is amazing, unless one knows this
type of glamor-mongering archaeolo-
gist, that Mr. Banks, after months in
Salt Lake City as an expert on the
subject, could come out with such
howlers as that “Smith seems to have
obtained the documents from a sea
captain,”?' that it was the Mormon
officials themselves who “turned the
manuscripts over to Spalding” with
the request that he investigate their
authenticity,?! that hypocephali such
as Facsimile 2 (of which less than
50 were known at the time) existed
by the millions: “It has been esti-
mated that something like 20,000,000
of Egyptian mummies have been dis-
covered. . . . Beneath each mummy’s
head, [lay] a cushion. . . . The disks,
found in great numbers, are nearly
alike, varying only slightly with the
period from which they come.”**
Banks also announced that Joseph
Smith had never possessed any papyri
at all but only such little plaster
disks.2s Apparently nothing Mr. Banks
could say was too absurd to be swal-
lowed by the open-mouthed scholars
on the Bench as long as the magic
words “science” and “progress” were
evoked with ritual regularity.”!

We should not leave our experts
without a word about Sir E. A. W.
Budge (1857-1934), who in 1903 had
agreed with his colleague Woodward
at the British Museum “in declaring
interpretation  bosh,
This was a demon-

the Prophet’s
rubbish. & Gs2
stration of Budge’s “ferocious bark,
which could turn to biting if need
be.”26 Others could bark back, how-
ever, and when Budge gave the
Englishman Thomas Young priority
over Champollion in the translation of
Egyptian, an eminent French Egyp-
tologist quoted Peter Renouf: “No
person who knows anything of Egyp-
tian philology can countenance so
gross an error.”?” Jean Capart noted
that the highest praise of Budge must
also be his severest criticism—the

phenomenal productivity for which he
paid too high a price.? Animated by
the laudable objective of providing as
many texts as possible for students and
as many translations as possible for
the public, Budge dashed off the
longest list of publications in the
entire scope of Who’s Who.$ To do
this he followed no plan, paid no
attention to the work of others, never
indicated his sources; “his interpreta-
tion of figures is extremely defective,”
wrote Capart, “and his translations
are full of completely erroneous
ideas.”® “I can categorically declare,”
wrote the same critic, of Budge’s Gods
of the Egyptians, “that it is bad; the
work lacks the necessary prepara-
tion.”# As R. Campbell Thompson
observed, Professor Budge was always

“in too great a hurry to finish.”?* Will

anyone maintain that he was not in a
hurry, his old impulsive blustering
self, when he offhandedly condemned
the interpretations of the Facsimiles?

It is still going on: If nothing else,
our long involvement with the affair
of 1912 has taught us something about
the limitations of scholarship. We
should know by now the meaning of
the maxim, “there are no fields—there
are only problems,” with its corollaries
that familiarity with a field does not
mean mastery of all related problems,
since no major problem is to be solved
within the walls of any one depart-
ment. Since closed systems are a fic-
tion, the conclusions of science must
remain tentative forever: “. . . the
method of critical discussion does not
establish anything [writes Popper]. Its
verdict is always and invariably ‘not
proven.” %2

Consider for a moment the scope
and complexity of the materials with
which the student must cope if he
would undertake a serious study of the
Book of Abraham’s authenticity. At
the very least he must be thoroughly
familiar with (1) the texts of the
“Toseph Smith Papyri” identified as
belonging to the Book of the Dead,
(2) the content and nature of the
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mysterious “Sen-sen” fragment, (3)
the so-called “Egyptian Alphabet and
Grammar” attributed to Joseph Smith,
(4) statements by and about Joseph
Smith concerning the nature of the
Book of Abraham and its origin, (5)
the original document of Facsimile 1
with its accompanying hieroglyphic
inscriptions, (6) the text of the Book
of Abraham itself in its various edi-
tions, (7) the three Facsimiles as re-
produced in various editions of the
Pearl of Great Price, (8) Joseph
Smith’s explanation of the Facsimiles,
(9) the large and growing literature of
ancient traditions and legends about
Abraham in Hebrew, Aramaic, Arabic,
Greek, Slavonic, etc., (10) the studies
and opinions of modern scholars on
all aspects of the Book of Abraham.

It will not do to consider just one
or two of these areas before passing
judgment on the Book of Abraham;
yet so far nobody has done more than
that. Who can hope to cover all that
ground? Only a lot of diligent students
with plenty of time and big libraries
at their disposal. That is why we
cannot accept as final the brief and
scattered departmental studies of the
Book of Abraham. It is not because
we do not respect the knowledge and
ability of the experts or because we
feel in any way superior to them (the
world will not see another Eduard
Meyer until the millennium), but
because the nature of the problem calls
{or infinitely more care and study than
has been put into it.

There are two propositions regarding
the Book of Abraham that none can
deny. The one is that Joseph Smith
could not possibly have known Egyp-
tian as it is understood today. The
other is that the Prophet has put down
some remarkable things in the pages
of the Book of Abraham. Why should
we waste time on Proposition Num-
ber 1?7 What can we say about a
method of translation that completely
escapes us? 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
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against the Book of Abraham on lin-
guistic grounds for the simple reason
that Joseph Smith did not commit
himself beyond the interpretation of
the Facsimiles.?> We cannot pretend
to understand how the Book of Abra-
ham was translated, but that should
not seriously disturb us, since nobody
understands the method by which
some of the greatest scholars were able
to translate texts that no one else could
read—one thinks of George Smith,
Edward Hincks, and the late Francis
Llewellyn Griffith. In their case, it
was the result that justified the intui-
tion, and not the other way around.
So let it be with Joseph Smith: we
must still take his word for it that he
was actually translating, but the re-
sult of his efforts is a different matter
—could such a monument be the re-
sult of trickery and deceit? It is Propo-
sition 2 that provides us at last with
firm ground to stand on—and none
of the critics have ever given it a
moment’s thought!

What Joseph Smith tells us about
Abraham in the book attributed to
him can now be checked against a
large corpus of ancient writings, un-
available to Joseph Smith, to which
we shall often refer in the pages that
follow. He has also given us, inde-
pendent of any translated text, his
interpretations of the three Facsimiles,
and it is to these that we now address
ourselves. It was in his explanation
of the Facsimiles, it will be recalled,
that our experts of 1912 were con-
vinced that they had caught the
Prophet out of bounds. But they were
wrong: none of them knew nearly
enough about the Facsimiles to pass
judgment as they did. That we do
not know the answers is beside the
point, which is that present-day
scholarship would reverse the funda-
mental principle on which the authori-
ties of more than half a century ago
rested their conclusions, namely, the
conviction that Egyptian writing is a
good deal harder to interpret than
Egyptian pictures. Actually, Mercer
got it backwards when he said that

“The largest part of the

consists of

“while the translation of ignorantly
copied hieroglyphs is a precarious
proceeding, the interpretation of Egyp-
tian figures is a comparatively simple
matter.”3* For the beginner, to be
sure, this is true; but as the student
gets more and more of the grammar
and vocabulary, the writing naturally
becomes increasingly easier to read;
but the pictures that once looked so
simple and obvious become, alas, ever
more puzzling, until we finally get
to the top of the ladder where the
full-fledged Egyptologists frankly tell
us that the reading of a text is far
easier than the correct understanding
of symbolic pictures.

A hundred years ago Maspero and
Naville agreed that “a philologically
easily understood sentence, the words
and grammar of which give us not
the slightest difficulty,” often conveys
ideas that completely escape all the
experts, these being also the ideas
behind the pictures.3® And today
Professors Wilson and Anthes would
concur in the same view. The latter
calls attention to our “helplessness in
the face of these mythological records,”
both “texts and pictures,”*¢ while Dr.
John A. Wilson suggests the amusing
analogy of an Eskimo who had never
heard of the Bible trying to make
sense of the old hymn “Jerusalem the
Golden”; he “might grasp the indi-
vidual meanings of all the words . . .
but he would still be puzzled by the
allusions. . . . We have similar trou-
bles in trying to apply our under-
standing to the religion of the ancient
Egyptians, which dropped out of
human ken for more than 1500
years.”3” The ancient pictures have a
face value that is clear enough to us
and to the Eskimo, but what they said
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to an Egyptian is another matter.
The Mormons were not slow in
calling attention to this fatal limita-

‘tion to the understanding of the Fac-

similes: “I repeat,” wrote Dr. John A.
Widtsoe, “that something more must
be done than to label a few of the
figures Osiris, Isis or Anubis before
Joseph Smith can be placed in ‘the
same class of fakers as Dr. Cook.” 38
The mere names tell us nothing un-
less we can also tell “who and what
were Isis and Horus and all the other
gods of Egypt? Not by name and rela-
tionship, but as expressing the Egyp-
tian’s vision of the past, the
present and the hereafter?”’?® Sjodahl
and Webb asked similar questions,
but the Mormons were ignored be-
cause they were not Egyptologists. Yet,
shortly before, Georg Steindorff had
written: “We know relatively little
about Egyptian religion in spite of the
abundance of pictures and religious
texts of ancient Egypt which have
come down to us. We know, it is true,
the names and the appearances of a
large number of divinities, we know
in which sanctuaries they were hon-
ored, but until now we have but few
notions about their nature, and the
significance which the people and the
priests gave to them and the legends
attached to their persons.”*® And to-
day Jaroslav Cerny can still write:
“For the Old and Middle Kingdom
there are hardly more than proper
names to give us a glimpse into the
beliefs of the common people and
their relationships to the gods,”*!
while Jequier points out that the
“shocking contradictions” in the in-
terpretation of religious imagery “show
us that we have not yet found the
truth.”*2 There is nothing for it, says
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...papyri in the possession of the Church

Jequier, but for each scholar to con-
tinue on his way, “each interpreting
in his own manner and according to
his means . . .
trate the mystery of the Egyptian
religions.”*2 These were the very
points that the Mormons were trying
to make and that the opposition,
determined at any price to give the
impression of great and definitive
knowledge, quietly ignored.

and so gradually pene-

The Book of the Dead: The largest
part of the Joseph Smith papyri in
the possession of the Church consists
of fragments from the Egyptian Book
of the Dead, the fragments having
been recently translated and discussed
by no less a scholar than Professor
John A. Wilson of the Oriental Insti-
tute.*> “Scholars had barely begun
the study of the Book of the Dead,”
Edouard Naville recalled, “when they
saw that the text swarms with diffi-
culties . . . the prevailing mysticism,
the abundance of images, the oddity
of the pictures, the impossibility of
knowing how the Egyptians expressed
even the simplest abstract ideas—all
offer formidable obstacles with which
the translator is continually col-
liding.”#*

These points can be illustrated by
the most easily recognized section of
the Joseph Smith papyri, namely, the
fragment with the picture of a swal-
low, Chapter 86 of the Book of the
Dead. It is, according to the rubric
(the title in red ink), “A Spell for
Becoming a Swallow.” But what do
we find? To this day Egyptologists
cannot agree on just what is meant by
“spell”—is it a recitation? an ordi-
nance? an act of meditation? an incan-
tation? merely a chapter? Neither does

anyone know for sure in what sense
the “transformation” is to be under-
stood—whether it is a change of form,
a transmigration, imitation, moment
of transition, passage from one world
to another, mystic identification, ritual
dramatization, or what not. And what
about this business of becoming a
swallow? In the same breath the
speaker announces that he is a scor-
pion, and after the title there is
nothing in the text that even remotely
suggests anything having to do with
a swallow—literal, typological, alle-
gorical, or mystical. Certainly what
the subject does is most unswallow-
like and unscorpion-like as he ad-
vances on his two legs and stretches
forth his two arms in the accepted
human fashion.*” Strangely, the titles
are often easier to understand than
the sections that go with them, as if,
Thomas George Allen points out, the
two were of different origin and his-
tory.*¢

Such confusion may in part be
explained by the alarming fact that
the ancient scribes who produced
these documents were often unable to
read what they were writing. By the
twenty-first dynasty, Naville noted,
the ignorance of the scribes reached
the point (toward which it had long
been steadily tending) of complete
miscomprehension of their own texts,
betrayed by the common habit of
copying entire sections backwards!*”
“Even in their original state,” how-
ever, Professor Allen assures us, “the
sanctity of the spells proper was fur-
thered by intentional obscurities,”*® so
that no matter how far back we go
we will always be in trouble.

At all times, W. Czermak observes,
“the concrete wording of the Book of
the Dead is illogical and fantastic,”
but its religious sense, he insists, is
not; if we confine our researches,
therefore, to the examination of the
text, as almost all students do, we are
bound to get nowhere.*? This is not
a paradox: the divine words don’t
need to make sense in order to be
taken seriously. For some years this
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writer taught classes of Moslem stu-
dents who gloried in the thrilling
sound of the Koran while resenting,
some of them fiercely, any suggestion
that a mortal listening to those words
might possibly understand their mean-
ing—their incomprehensibility was a
stamp of divinity.

The Book of the Dead is a huge
Chinese puzzle. In the first place, no
two copies are just alike and most of
them differ widely, so widely, in fact,
that if we were to gather together all
the materials in all the various copies
and reconstruct from them a single
standard text, “the whole would make
an ensemble that would be hard to
reproduce and even harder to use.”’s"
The pictures often have nothing to do
with the texts they accompany, and
sometimes illustrate things not found
in the book at all.’* Texts and pic-
tures  (they are wusually called
vignettes) were usually done by dif-
ferent persons, and “generally speak-
ing, the beauty of the vignettes runs
counter to the goodness of the text.”’s?
By the same token some of the most
beautifully written texts are among
the worst in grammar and spelling,
for everything seems to go by mere
appearances, so that the relation be-
tween the effectiveness of a certain
spell and the actual contents of the
spell is “often incomprehensible.”s?
Texts were valued long after their real
meaning was lost from sight because
“the magical use of these old religious
texts is based on their external aspects;
it is magic, not religion that loves
learned obscurity, actually taking
pleasure in what is incomprehensible
because of its mysterious allure.”s
This means that the documents defy
classification, each being “an agglom-
eration of texts related in content
but coming from different epochs and
backgrounds.”??

Anything Goes! Since the Egyptians
were, as is well known, the most con-
servative of people, and since funerary
rites, as is equally well-known, belong
to the most tradition-bound and
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"...each individual was free to impose

his private taste and his personal

history into the record

whenever he saw fit.”

conservative department of human
activity, it is quite baffling to find
just in this particular branch of this
particular culture what seems to be a
total lack of official or social control.
Everything is up to individual choice:
some vignettes drawn to order for a
particular buyer might in the end be
bought by somebody else ordering
completely different texts to go with
them;?¢ sometimes a text chosen by
one person would catch the fancy of
others who would order the same for
themselves;”” individuals would for
their private funeral texts “borrow,
apparently without a qualm, many of
the Pyramid Texts, including their
implications of royalty,” while at the
same time blithely composing new
chapters on the spot to suit their
fancy.” If a person did not under-
stand an old text, that made little
difference—he would simply latch on
to something in the manuscript that
caught his fancy, even if it was only
a single word or symbol, and put it
down for its magical use.”” “Some-
times a space was kept blank for a
vignette which was to record some
special feature of the deceased.”®® As
to the order in which the texts oc-
curred, there was no fixed order, and
different general arrangements were
popular at different periods.®!

It will be useful to keep all this in
mind when we consider the Facsimiles,
which have been brushed aside as
“typical” Egyptian funerary docu-
ments, though uniqueness is a
conspicuous characteristic of such
documents, and the Facsimiles are
among the strangest. Completely
counter to what one would expect in
an ancient and venerable tradition of
ritual documentation, each individual
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was free to impose his private taste
and his personal history into the
record whenever he saw fit: “. . . each
copy,” according to T. G. Allen, “com-
prised a collection of spells both
selected and arranged on a more or
less individualistic basis.”®* And this
goes for the oldest funerary monu-
ments as well as the latest crude
papyri: “Not one of the mortuary
Temples hitherto excavated has proved
to be an exact replica of any other
known example.”®® Typical is the
representation of the rite of the open-
ing of the mouth, depicted in some 80
tombs over a period of more than 1500
years: all but seven of the tombs offer
only “an extremely curtailed repre-
sentation,” no single tomb shows the
entire rite, and what one tomb shows
another does not; also, during the long
centuries of transmission “no syste-
matic variation” appears.’!

It was at first assumed that the
Book of the Dead was a ritual text,
and Champollion gave it the name of
the Egyptian Funeral Ritual; but that
interpretation was given up when it
was recognized that no ritual is de-
scribed: There is not a single mention
in the Book of the Dead of anything
that the dead person or any priest or
any member of the family is required
to do.%” Taken as a whole or a part,
“one gathers the impression that the
compilers of the Book of the Dead
included any religious material suit-
able for recitation as a spell regardless
of its contents.”¢¢

As an illustration of this puzzling
unconventionality, we may take the
best-known picture from the Book of
the Dead, the well-known judgment
scene or “‘Psychostasy,” a fine example
of which is found among the Joseph

Smith papyri. This judgment of the
dead is the sort of thing that any
amateur expert could explain at first
glance, but those with experience tell
us that “we do not even know what
significance it may have had for the
dead.”®” Though the scene occurs in
many copies of the Book of the Dead,
it is by no means found in all of them,
and it would seem that “not all the
dead are required to stand judgment.”¢*
What is more, there is no indication
anywhere that standing trial success-
fully will lead to any kind of blessed-
ness, nor any certainty whatever about
what is supposed to happen to the
wicked in the hereafter; and except
for its occasional representation in the
Book of the Dead, the idea of judgment
is nowhere so much as hinted at in all
of the Egyptian documents.®® The
dead person is tried for 42 sins: “How
strange!” cries Naville, “the 42 sins
are not the same in all the texts.”%?
We often read of transformations,
the capacity of the dead to assume
whatever form he will, “but not all
the dead take advantage of this privi-
lege and nothing obliges them to do
$0.”692  Transmigration may be indi-
cated, “but there is no doctrine of
compulsory transmigration.””® In fact,
in all this vast literature of the
beyond, “there is neither a system nor
any definite ideas about the fate of
the dead beyond the grave. . . . In the
Book of the Dead the goal is as un-
certain as is the way to get there. . . .
there is no compulsion and no neces-
sity.”™*  Down through the centuries
of tradition there is not the slightest
indication “of any authoritative
transmission of theological interpreta-
tions.”™2 And yet, in spite of this lack
of controls, we cannot learn from
these sources what the Egyptians
really thought of death, for all
thoughts on the subject such as occur
in their secular writings have been
rigidly excluded.™ The one safe, or
at least what Gardiner calls the “most
valuable,” guideline to the under-
standing of Egyptian texts, that is,
“the logic of the situation,” is denied
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us here in this timeless, spaceless story
without a development and without a
plot.™*

The Book of the Dead stands in line
of descent of a very ancient corpus of
writings beginning with the Pyramid
Texts. The so-called Coffin Texts,
standing midway between the Pyramid
Texts and the Book of the Dead, “con-
tain in about equal number” chapters
found on the one hand in the Pyramid
Texts and on the other in the Book
of the Dead, while there are many

“passages in the Coffin Texts that are

found in neither of the other two,’s
some of these being nonetheless just
as old as the Pyramid Texts them-
selves.” “The Coffin Texts,” says
Lacau, “overwhelm us with un-
answered questions,”?”" mostly the
same questions that confront us in the
Book of the Dead.”® It seemed to
Breasted that “the priests to whom
we owe the Coffin Text compilations
allow their fancy to roam at will,” so
that “it is difficult to gain any co-
herent conception of the hereafter
which the men of this age hoped to
attain.”7?

Thus, we see that the problems of
the Book of the Dead are not merely
the result of decadent and sloppy
thinking; in fact, the same problems
meet us in the very beginning, where
the priests of Heliopolis in compiling
the Pyramid Texts selected those
“sayings” which they considered most
desirable for particular individual
kings.®* The Pyramid Texts were used
in ritual, but already “the Coffin texts
have deserted the firm ground of
ritual,” presenting a “kaleidoscope of
ideas that do not reflect the cult but
are very free.”s! Though the Coffin
Texts differ widely from coffin to cof-
fin and follow no plan of organization,
they do all have certain ideas in
common, according to Louis Speleers,
namely, (1) the idea of a physical
resurrection and a spiritual existence
in eternity, and (2) the reception of
the dead by Osiris.82 The doctrine of
Osiris lies at the heart of the business,
yet in all of Egyptian literature “no
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The view that "the Book of the Dead

Is nothing but...fantastic ideas” is the easy
way of “escaping a humiliating confession

of ignorance. .. ."”

systematic exposition of this myth is
known,”s* and we would know
nothing whatever ahout it were it not
for the remarks of some poorly in-
formed Greeks.$' As in the Book of
the Dead, the coffin text owner is al-
ways going somewhere, “but where he
is going on his long road is not to be
clearly discerned from the spells.”s?

“Yet there is method in ’t’: The
scholars who condemned the Fac-
similes in 1912 by labeling them
scenes from the Book of the Dead
never bothered to answer the urgent
question of J. M. Sjodahl, “What is
then the Book of the Dead?”s¢ The
question is still in order. Since the
beginning, “the idea has prevailed
that the Book of the Dead is nothing
but a conglomeration of fantastic
ideas,” but that, as leading Egyptolo-
gists are pointing out today, was just
the easy way of escaping a humiliating
confession of ignorance and a crushing
commitment to years of hard work.5?
As a result, “the ‘illogic’ of the Egyp-
tians has almost become an article of
faith in our science—much to its
loss.”®* We have been told ad nau-
seam that things that supposedly
intelligent Egyptians took seriously
were “‘unmitigated rubbish,”s® that
Egyptian religion is “inarticulate,
fuzzy, and incoherent from the logical
point of view,” that “the mentality
of the East” will forever escape us
logical Westerners,”! that the Egyp-
tians “like all primitives emerging
from the night of prehistoric times
had yet to discover and explore
the real world,”? that “ancient Egyp-
tian religion was a motley mixture of
childishly crude fetishism and deep
Philosophic thought,” «, . . a hotch-
potch of warring ideas, without real
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unity of any kind.”?*

Perhaps the most enlightening dis-
course on this theme is that of Pro-
fessor Louis Speleers, who in his work
on the Coffin Texts takes the Egyp-
tians to task with great feeling for
holding religious beliefs that clash at
every point with the teaching of
Roman Catholic scholastic philosophy.
He is shocked to find among the Egyp-
tians “the total absence of the idea of
an Absolute Being,” but in its place the
concept of a God who is “but man on
a higher scale.”® Their unpardonable
sin is to prefer concrete to abstract
terms: they “ignore the Absolute
Good” to describe eternal bliss “in
terms of earthly objectives.” In
their thinking, “everything is as ma-
terial and concrete as the Christian
metaphysic is abstract and spiritual.”?7
Even worse, if possible, they fail to
place rigorous logic before all other
considerations: “These ancients al-
ways proceed by simple affirmation
and negation. . . . They don’t think,
they only ‘feel’ . . . no critical sense,
no method.” Thus, they “expect
to live forever with their neighbors
and the delights of material things
while at the same time sharing the
life of gods and spirits.”®® “It is as if
the principle of contradiction . . . did
not exist for them.”1°° Disgustingly
egocentric, too, with the individual
clinging to his personal identity
throughout the eternities;1®! which is
highly unscientific to the bargain,
what with the “transposition of earth-
ly things to a divine existence and of
a dead person to another world . . .,”
and otherwise “accepting the most
improbable miracles, denying the laws
of nature as we understand them.”02
It all bespeaks “a disorder of the

brain . . . which provokes in us a
horror of everything that offends our
more or less innate sense of logic.”10°
“As to their cosmology . . . there is
nothing in common between certain
of their cerebral conceptions and our
own intellectual operations”; where
Christian thinking “applies the most
rigorous logic,” the Egyptian “accepts
the most shocking contradictions,” of
the most “rudimentarv and childish
thinking.”’101

Significantly enough, Dr. Speleers
admits that the early Christians were
guilty of the Egyptian type of think-
ing, regarding heaven and hell, for
example, as definite places, “and it
was only in the course of the Middle
Ages [that is, thanks to the efforts of
Scholastic philosophy] that they were
recognized as a ‘psychic state’ of hu-
man existence.”’” And even as the
Egyptians could not think of existence
without some physical base, “one must
recognize that the Christians them-
selves could not free themselves from
this idea until a certain period of time
had passed, and even then only to a
certain degree.”’"® To bring out their
glaring contrast, Professor Speleers
places certain of his own beliefs side
by side with their Egyptian oppo-
sites; and given the choice between
the two, there can be little question
but that the Latter-day Saint would
choose the Egyptian version every
time. Indeed, at the present time,
Catholics are becoming rather cool to
the appeal of Scholastic philosophy.
and many Egyptologists are beginning
to ask whether the Egyptians were
such fools after all. As examples of
some of his own impeccable logic.
Speleers tells us how “God through
the mediation of his creatures becomes
aware of that which He is not,”1°7 and
how the human soul “requires to be
resurrected in a body, but . . . purged
of all necessity of organs.”’°s And he
calls the Egyptians confused!

From the very first there were emi-
nent Egyptologists who suspected that
people as clever as the Egyptians could
not possibly have been as anti-logical
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as thev seem to be from their writings.
What we have in the texts, they
argued, must represent the breakdown
of a religion which in the beginning
was entirely logical.l®® The most
widely accepted explanation for all the
confusion was the well-known deter-
mination of the Egyptians to throw
nothing away: ideas, images, and
stories originating in remote times and
places were all welcomed by the Egyp-
tian community and retained side by
side, with ingenious efforts to explain
their clashing coexistence and, when
these failed, a good-natured and per-
manent hospitality, that “liberal” or
“additive” attitude that allowed room
for everybody in the temple.?

Along with this, we have today an
increasing tendency to seek the ex-
planation of many paradoxes not in
Egyptian intransigence but in our
own ignorance of what was really
going on. “We cannot subscribe,”
wrote Henri Frankfort, “to the preva-
lent view that . . . the Egyptians held
a number of incompatible ideas in
hazy or muddleheaded confusion,”
this false idea being “founded on a
discrepancy between our own outlook
and the views and intentions of the
ancients.”’'  Alan Shorter seconds
this: “We are apt to stigmatize as
‘contradictory’ " the apparently con-
fused ideas which run through . . .
many Egyptian texts, when perhaps
it is ourselves who are interpreting
them too literally.”1*2 F, Daumas lays
down some rules to be observed in
the reading of Egyptian religious
texts: (1) Assume a minimum of
errors in a text, always giving the
Egyptians instead of ourselves the
benefit of the doubt. (2) “Believe
that if we do not understand it is
because we are badly informed, rather
than imputing a shortage of intelli-
gence to the Egyptians. . . . Let us not
be hasty to condemn what on first
sight looks chaotic and confused.”**
It was for failing to observe these
principles, it will be recalled, that
Professor Mercer was taken severely to
task by his reviewers.''* “Our atti-
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"] have never met a specialist,”

wrote Professor Anthes,

“who did not have the highest respect

for the Egyptian craftsman....”

tude to the Egyptians,” wrote Daumas,
“has been that of children who find
their parents to be outmoded and old-
fashioned and conclude from that that
they must be absolute nincompoops”;
to fall back on Egyptian unreason to
explain what we cannot understand
is not a sound practice: “it is a vessel
that leaks on all sides, and it leads
quickly . . . to the conviction that the
Egyptians were utterly stupid.”'*® In
the same vein the eminent Egyptol-
ogist Adrian de Buck chided those
who find fault with the Egyptian
language as primitive and defective:
the real fault with the language of the
Egyptians, de Buck points out, is, after
all, simply that it is not our lan-
guage.116

“I have never met a specialist,”
writes Professor Anthes, “who did not
have the highest respect for the Egyp-
tian craftsmanship, and all agree in
classifying the best Egyptian work as
perfect in form and timeless in
appeal.” Moreover, Anthes continues,
we - judge Egyptian military and
political history by the same measures
we use for modern history, never
claiming Egyptian leaders to be naive
or primitive in their thinking. In
everything militarily they come up to
the highest standards and often sur-
pass the best the later world can
produce. Yet we give these same
people no credit for brains whatever
when it comes to the subject that
interested them most, religion!'7 A
century ago E. Revillout called atten-
tion to this strange bias.’’®* What is
behind it? Anthes and Frankfort
suggest not a different level of intelli-
gence but a different method of solving
problems.

We get neat final solutions to our

problems by isolating them in arti-
ficially closed systems. Thus we find
a tidy correlation between the con-
sumption of cholesterol and heart
disease and immediately announce
that all cholesterol is deadly. We
get quick answers by drastic over-
simplification. The Egyptian, on the
other hand, “did justice to the com-
plexity of the problem by allowing a
variety of partial solutions.”1? After
a statement in a funerary text, for
example, it is common to find the
phrase, “Some say this means so-and-
so ..., followed by another, “Others
say it means so-and-so . . . ,” and so
on, the reader being given his choice
among a number of “official” explana-
tions.’2" 'What we have here is “liber-
ality in dogmatics rather than inability
to think clearly.”**t Why settle for a
final answer before we know all the
facts? If two pieces of the jig-saw
puzzle did not fit together, the Egyp-
tians did not, as we so often do,
pronounce one of them to be a fraud
and throw it away, but they allowed
for the possibility that there might be
missing pieces that in the end would
link up the two apparent contra-
dictions.

This attitude some have called the
“multiplicity of approaches™: “An-
cient thought . . . admitted side by
side certain limited insights which
were held to be simultaneously
valid.”’122  Hence, “quasi-conflicting
images should not be dismissed in the
usual derogatory manner,”'** since
they are expressions of “the habit of
using several avenues of approach to
subjects of a problematical nature.”!*!
The modern single-line approach is
neater and easier to understand, but
the history of Christian dogma has
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shown only too clearly how brittle and
bigoted its solutions are. D)

(To be continued)
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much would be left to the genius of Dr. Mace.
\(1 also Carter and Mace, op. cit., Vol. 1, 109:
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Aegypter in der Friithzeit (Vienna: Boehlau,
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A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

FACSIMILE NO. 1
A Unique Document

PART 5

® A Doubtful Coup-de-grace: It
was the finding of the original
papyrus from which Facsimile 1 in
the Book of Abraham was taken
that reopened the case of Joseph
Smith versus the Scholars by mak-
ing it possible to give definite an-
swers to questions of fundamental
importance that have heretofore
been viewed by the Mormons as
remaining in the twilight zone of
speculation and by the non-Mor-
mons as absolutely settled and
sealed for all time.

What was felt to be by far the
strongest argument against the au-
thenticity of Joseph Smith’s inter-
pretations was the claim that the
three facsimiles were not unique
documents at all, but thoroughly
conventional representations  of

well-known Egyptian scenes, iden-
tical copies of which could be
produced in unlimited quantities:
Joseph Smith had mistaken ordi-
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nary glass buttons for the crown
jewels. This was the point that the
experts labored with might and
main; it would be hard to state it
more bluntly and emphatically
than Breasted did again and again:
“Joseph Smith was attributing to
Abraham not three unique docu-
ments of which no other copies
exist, but was attributing to Abra-
ham a series of documents which
were common property of a whole
nation of people who employed
them in every human burial, which
they prepared.”* As to the first
facsimile, “If desired, publications
of facsimiles of this resurrection
scene . . . could be furnished in
indefinite numbers.” And again,
the three facsimiles in question
represent equipment which will be
and has been found in unnumbered
thousands in Egyptian graves. In
accepting them, then, as parts of
the ‘Book of Abraham,” let it be
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understood that they were in uni-
versal use among the pagan Egyp-
tians.™ Dr. Breasted cannot insist
too strongly on this: the scene in
Facsimile 3 “again is depicted in-
numerable times,” and “to sum up,
these three facsimiles . . . depict
the most common objects in the
mortuary religion of Egypt. . . . Not
to repeat it too often the point
which I wish to make is that Joseph
Smith represents as portions of a
unique revelation through Abra-
ham, things which were common-
places and to be found in many
thousands in the everyday life of
the Egyptians.”™ Is that clear
enough?

Eduard Meyer had already made
the same point in his book on the
Mormons, observing that the plates
in the Book of Abraham were noth-
ing but “the usual representations
from the Book of the Dead. . . .
The most amusing thing about it
is the explanations of the pictures.
There is the usual scene of the dead
person being conducted into the
presence of Osiris by the Goddess
of Truth.”® It is all so perfectly
ordinary and familiar—that is what
makes Joseph Smith’s version so
amusing. Petrie joins the chorus:
the facsimiles “are copies (very
badly done) of well-known Egyp-
tian subjects of which I have
dozens of examples.”” For Dr.
Lythgoe, Facsimile 1 was “merely
the usual scene of the mummy
upon its bier. The idolatrous priest

. was merely the familiar figure
of the god Anubis. . . .” The fac-
similes “were thus stock scenes, and
in no way individual to any par-
ticular mummy stock and
stereotyped scenes. . . . there is
nothing so certain as that the Mor-
mon prophet got hold of pictures
showing the common mortuary
ritual of the Egyptians, and that
these pictures recur again and again
throughout the whole period of
Egyptian burials.”™ Even the hypo-
cephalus (Facsimile 2) was for
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Sayce just “an ordinary hypocepha-
lus™ (as if any hypocephalus was
ordinary!) found “under the head of
the ordinary mummy.” For Mercer
these were all “the most common-
place Egyptian figures,”"" and for
the confident Banks, “The original
of Smith’s crude drawing is a com-
mon stock picture from the tombs;
its meaning is thoroughly under-
stood.”""

Finally, Dr. Lythgoe’s present-
day successor at the Metropolitan
Museum of Art repeats the refrain:
“The three scenes belong to three
common classes of inscription of
which many hundreds of examples
exist today. . . . Any textbook on
Egyptian religion or funerary cus-
toms . . . would give you informa-
tion on these objects.”*

Here the experts have their surest
argument, and they are determined
at any price to deny any slightest
glimmering of originality or unique-
ness to the three facsimiles, the
concession of which would be
bound to raise all sorts of difficult
questions. In view of this chal-
lenge, the Mormon position was
forthright and ingenuous: they
simply asked for a demonstration
of the proposition that the critics
were loudly declaring to be su-
premely demonstrable: . . . a
sample facsimile’ or two from the

TIMES AND

doctor’s ‘scores’ would be exceed-
ingly enlightening. It would cost
him little time and trouble to give
us a few titles and page refer-
ences. 712 After all, it was
hardly asking too much of the men
who insisted they knew of the very
parallel documents that would
settle the case once for all to pro-
duce a few of those all-important
items for the benefit of the igno-
rant. But they never did. Why
not? Some of the experts hedged a
bit: “. . . you will find practically
the duplicate of this drawing over
and over again,”* and you can
also find “almost exactly a dupli-
cate of the disk (Facsimile 2).”'""
But a duplicate is not an approxi-
mation; it is not practically or al-
most like something else, and today
it is being pointed out with increas-
ing frequency that apparently
minor differences in otherwise
identical Egyptian documents can
be extremely significant.”" Thus,
to say with Dr. Eric Young that
the facsimiles “belong to three com-
mon classes of inscription” is al-
most the equivalent of saying that
the three are not unique because
they all contain recognizably Egyp-
tian material.’™ 1In their zeal to
damn the Mormon documents as
utterly commonplace, the doctors
soon found themselves in a rather

SEASONS.

“Truth will prevail.”

Vor. IIL. No. 9.]

CITY OF NAUVQO, ILL. MARCH, 1, 1842. [Whole No. 45.

A FAC-SIMILE FROM THE BOOK OF ABRAHAM.

NO. 1.

Comparison of the original
papyrus with the earliest
facsimile (1842) and the
reproduction used today
shows that any copies must
be used with caution,
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awkward, not to ridiculous
position.

Plus c’est la meme chose, plus
ca change! No sooner have the
authorities announced with all the
majesty at their command that all
three facsimiles the most
ordinary stereotyped documents
imaginable, than they start pro-
testing that everything about the
pictures is wrong, irregular, and
out of order—“incorrect,” as Dr.
Sayce puts it. And they are right:
anyone who follows the advice of
our experts and duly spends some
time looking through “any textbook
on Egyptian religion or funerary
customs™ " will recognize the fac-
similes at first glance as old friends,
for they do look reassuringly
familiar. But whoever risks the

say

are

indiscretion of a second glance is
suddenly not so sure—there is some-
thing strange going on here! At
this point the conscientious student
should do what nobody seems yet
to have done and what the Mor-
mons begged the experts to do,
namely, to go back and check all
available parallel documents.'® This
is what we now have to do. The
admitted haste and brevity of all
reports made to date on the fac-
similes by professional Egyptolo-
gists, and their invincible reluctance
to engage in any discussion of the
problems that their own pronounce-
ments have raised, have limited
their contribution to statements of
first impressions; but in their
petulent complaints of annoying
irregularities in the pictures, we
have an indication that they could
not avoid some rather disturbing
moments of doubt. There is some-
thing comical in proclaiming in a
single breath that a disgustingly
ordinary document is full of pe-
culiarities that just should not be
there, and what Robert C. Webb
wrote in 1914 still applies; that
every one of the interpretations of
Facsimile 1 “involves some
change more or less radical. . . .”
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*. .. it is perfectly evident that sev-
eral of these Egyptologists, if not
all of them, are not telling the pub-
lic just what this plate is, as it
stands, but rather what, as they
state, it should be, provided sun-
dry changes were made to render
it ‘correct.” ”"” They would make it
ordinary, and then denounce it for
being such. The need for having
the plates conform to the assigned
categories explains the coolness of
Spalding and his jury toward De-
veria,*” whose important study was
largely devoted to showing that the
Mormon papyri were not the usual
thing at all-which is exactly what
the experts of 1912 and today are
particularly eager to have every-
hody not notice.

Theodule Deveria was convinced
that the papyri had been substan-
tially altered by somebody. Of Fac-
simile 1 he wrote (the italics are
ours): “The soul of Osiris .
should have a human head,” while
“Annbis should have the head of a
jackal.” In Facsimile 2, Figure 1 is
clsewhere “always represented with
four ram’s heads, and the picture
here has certainly been altered.”
Figure 7 in the same facsimile “has
certainly been altered on the
hypocephalus of the Mormons.” Of
Facsimile 2 in general, Deveria con-
cludes, “Tt is plain to me that scv-
eral of the figures which are found
on various fragments of other Egyp-
tian manuscripts have been inten-
tionally altered.”  Speaking of
“Shulem” (Fig. 5 in Fac. 3), he
writes: “An unknown divinity, prob-
ably Anubis, but they have changed
the head, which should be that of
a jackal.”' Speaking of this last
scene, the great Gaston Maspero
wrote: “M. Deveria notes, with
regard to this papyrus, that he has
never seen the resurrection of
Anubis represented in funerary
manuscripts. He believes that if
it exists it is extremely rare, and
that if this is not a modern imita-
tion of the great bas-reliefs in
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With the finding of the papyrus of Facsimile 1, the picture changes,

which this mythological scene is
represented, it has in any case been
altered; since Anubis should have a
jackal’s head.”* That is, this unique
picture of the Mormons would be
even more unique if they had not
altered it. No wonder the authori-
ties soft-pedal the work of Deveria!

To bring things up to date, Pro-
fessor Richard Parker now sees in
the damaged papyrus (cf. Fac. 1)
“a well-known scene from the
Osiris Mysteries,” his interpretation
requiring that the missing parts be
replaced by a jackal’s head or mask
and a second bird.** Though Pro-
fessor Parker is not concerned with
Facsimile 1 and does not mention
it, his conclusion of necessity re-
quires that Facsimile 1 as it stands
is not a faithful copy of the original.
If it were, then the original would
certainly have been a unique docu-
ment; but even if his reconstruction
were correct, the document, as we
shall see, would be no less unique.

Looking for a Way Out: The
presence of unique and embarrass-
ing elements in documents that are
supposed to have nothing unique
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By the hasty sketch of Facsimile 1, which
forms the background to Lucy Smith’s
portrait, the artist makes it clear that the
document was intact at the time this copy
was made.
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there Is no sign of tampering anywhere.

about them has been readily ex-
plained away on three hypotheses:
(1) either

the Mormons deliber-

ately altered the original docu-
ments, (2) or else they made

deliberate changes in the copies
they prepared for the press, (3) or
else their copying was so bad that
the irregularities were produced
unintentionally.

The first of these theories, that
the original documents in posses-
sion of Joseph Smith were them-
selves faked, was maintained by
Professor George Barton when he
insisted that “Joseph Smith was try-
ing to imitate” Egyptian characters,
and that the resulting characters
“do not faithfully represent any
known writing.”*! Dr. Peters was
even bolder:

“The plates contained

in the ‘Pearl of Great Price” are . . .
a very poor imitation of Egyptian
originals, apparently not of any one
original, but of Egyptian oriqinals
in general.”> This made the fac-
similes anything but the unimagina-
tive stereotypes that the other
experts were looking for and at—
it saw in them an unorthodox and
unique jumble of authentic Egyp-
tian motifs. With characteristic
finality, Professor Budge dismissed
both the explanations and the fac-
similes themselves as “idiotic,” i.e.,
anything but authentic.** Though
Deveria was convinced that impor-
tant changes had been made, he
did not specify whether the Mor-
mons operated on the original
documents or made their changes
in the process of copying.
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The second theory is that in copy-
ing the Egyptian things Joseph
Smith “has altered the drawings to
suit his purpose.” All of Facsimile
3, for example, is a “falsified
copy,” and in Figure 2 of Fac-
simile 1 “a knife has been drawn
into the god’s hand,” while the
god himself has “a strangely un-
Egyptian head instead of a jackal’s
head.”™ Though Professor Parker
does not comment on the facsimiles,
his interpretation of No. 1, as we
have just noted, implies that sig-
nificant changes were made in the
copies published by the Mormons.

Interestingly enough, it was the
third of the three explanations, i.e.,
that clumsy copying alone was re-
sponsible for irregularities in the
facsimiles, that was favored by the
jury of 1912. Dr. Mercer was quite
emphatic on this: The culprit, he
writes, was “the bad copying
(though not ‘purposely altering’ as
Mr. Roberts would try to make his
readers believe the scholars to have
said—but the scholars were careful
not to use such a phrase since they
hold the bad copying to be due to
ignorance). . . .”*" Why were Mer-
cer and his colleagues so anxious to
disclaim a charge that B. H.
Roberts seems equally anxious to
publicize, preferring an accusation
that was by far the least convincing
of the three assumptions on the
face of it, and by far the least
damaging to the Mormons on
ethical grounds? It was because the
arguments against deliberate fak-
ing are direct and convincing,
whereas the charge of bad copying,
no matter how fantastically bad the
copying would have to be, could
not be discredited in the- absence
of the original documents.

With the finding of the papyrus
of Facsimile 1, however, the picture
changes. Though theory No. 2, the
altering of the copy, suffers a
severe setback, Numbers 1 and 3
collapse completely. No scholar has
been denied access to the original,
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all of whose peculiarities, no matter
how disturbing, must now be at-
tributed to an Egyptian hand.
Though some of the other frag-
ments are glued together in wild
disarray, there is no sign of tamper-
ing anywhere with any of the writ-
ing or drawing on any of the
“Joseph Smith Papyri” If any
alterations were made, it was not on
the original documents. The clumsy
“pencilled restoration” that Pro-
fessor Parker rightly condemns as
“incorrect™! is, of course, not a
forgery, since no attempt is made to
conceal its true nature. Also, it can
hardly have been the work of a
Mormon hand, since it differs com-
pletely from the official copy of the
papyrus that was circulated in
many thousands of copies both
during and after the lifetime of
Joseph Smith, and was well-known
to every responsible Latter-day
Saint. While what they considered
a sacred document was still in the
hands of the Prophet, or at least of
the Mormons, no one could have
taken such outrageous liberties with
it. It is a perfectly legitimate and
universal practice to restore miss-
ing parts of ancient texts and pic-
tures, always, of course, giving
clear indication of the nature and
extent of the restoration. The fact
that this attempt to indicate the

missing parts of Facsimile 1 is ex-
ceedingly crude and half-hearted,
done without the slightest attempt
to be accurate or convincing ( there
is no redrawing, no erasing, no
elaboration or detail, no correcting)
shows that this is no Mormon at-
tempt to doctor the manuscript.
And since this is the only attempt
to indicate the missing parts, it
would seem clear that the parts
were not missing when the Mor-
mons still had the thing in their
possession. This is borne out by
the clear traces left behind in the
dried glue by those parts of the
papyrus that crumbled away after
it was mounted; they show that at
the time of the mounting there was
room on the papyrus for the com-
plete head and hand of the
priest.”*

The third charge, that of uncon-
scious disfigurement through ig-
norant copying, also breaks down
if one only compares the original
Facsimile 1 with Reuben Hed-
lock’s engraving of 1842, which
should convince anyone that the
wood-carver did a very creditable
job. Also, if one takes the trouble
to compare Facsimile 2, the “hypo-
cephalus,” with reproductions of
other hypocephali in prestigious
nineteenth century journals, one
will discover that Hedlock’s en-
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graving is not only quite as good as
the others, but that the sloppiness
of his hieroglyphics is the very kind
of sloppiness we find on other
hypocephali, where it is sometimes
quite as bad or even worse.*
There is, however, one signifi-
cant discrepancy in the copying of
Facsimile 1. In the 1842 engraving
a figure is lying on a couch and a
priest is standing on the opposite
side of the couch and its occupant,
which is the natural and normal
way of seeing things—either the
priest is on this side of his victim
or on the other side. But in the
original papyrus he is on neither!
He stands in an astonishingly awk-
ward position between the couch
and the legs of the man on the
couch. By correcting this “blunder”
and saving himself a lot of trouble,
Mr. Hedlock neatly reversed the
charge that it was the Mormons
who introduced absurdities into
perfectly conventional Egyptian
drawings. It is not the engraver
but the Egyptian artist who is hav-
ing trouble here, and he seems
quite aware of being challenged
to depict something out of the
ordinary, departing from the fami-
liar canons of his art to carry out
special instructions. Plainly puz-
zled as to how to go about it, he
makes no effort to complete either
the side of the couch that normally
should be there or the priest’s apron
that somebody wants to put in its
place. In his perplexity the artist
simply leaves the space empty and
thus proclaims, by avoiding, his
predicament.’* Brother Hedlock’s
attempt to help out the artist and
save himself the same embarrass-
ment is the only deliberate altera-
tion in copying of the papyrus; it
can easily be explained on the most
obvious common sense grounds, and
is anything but an attempt to dis-
tort the original to make it fit
Joseph Smith’s interpretations. On
the contrary, the Mormon engraver
was covering up a peculiarity in the
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original that actually supported
Joseph Smith’s ideas. Other exam-
ples can be found in which Egyp-
tian artists draw people in awkward
and unusual positions, but in these
cases it is also apparent that the
artist is consciously trying to show

something unusual, and we may
safely assume that the oddities in
the lion-couch papyrus are neither
accidental nor meaningless.*®

The experts who attributed to
bad copying their inability to make
anything of the hieroglyphics on

*

Richard L. Evans

The Spoken Word

One man, one mind, one life to live. ..

his question from the Psalms always suggests some earnest search-

ing: “What is man, that thou art mindful of him?”* It is obvious

that the mind and spirit and intelligence of man are infinite, as
we see what he can conceive: art, music, literature, science; the doing
and making of too much to mention. It is obvious that man is the most
marvelous mechanism on the earth, with body, mind, spirit—the chemistry
and composition, and all the physical and mental functions: the power
to grow, to think, to feel. “Who hath put wisdom in the inward parts?”?
the Lord asked of Job. “. . . who hath given understanding to the
heart?”> Who has given the body wisdom to heal itself? When we
think of the power to reason, to learn, to judge, to decide, to remember
the past, to project the future, we are awed by man, but more by his
Maker, and by all that God has given. And we are sobered by this fact:
This body, this mind, is the only one we shall have here. It has to last
a lifetime. One cannot imagine a rational man deliberately abusing a
precious machine. Yet how much more irrational it would be to abuse
the body, to partake of anything that would impair its functioning, any-
thing that is detrimental to it. What utter irreverent waste it would be
to deface the body, or to mar or cloud the mind, or diminish co-ordination
or consciousness, or make us less aware of actions that would injure us
or others. Each person is all he has—one man, one mind, one life to live.
Mortality goes so swiftly, and eternity is so everlastingly long, and when
one has been given life and mind and memory, talent, purpose, limitless
possibilities, and all this- wondrous physical functioning, why should
anyone be so short-sighted, so utterly, ungratefully self-destructive as
ever to do anything which would lead to less than clean, clear thinking,
clear conscience, wholesomeness, with peace and productive purpose—
within the laws of nature, of God—the laws of health and happiness—
the laws of the land? Without law there could be no life.

1Psalm 8:4.
2Job 38:36.

* “The Spoken Word'' from Temple Square,
1psl;%ssented over KSL and the ColumbiaBroadcasting SystemJune 30,1968.Copyright
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the plates cannot get off so easily,
for they were supposed to be
thoroughly at home with the worst
Egyptian penmanship and by their
own assertion had access to un-
limited numbers of identical docu-
ments, by which the texts in the
tacsimiles could have been easily
reconstructed and checked. Then
too, we must recognize that there
really are sections of hieroglyphic
text in Facsimile 2 that present-day
Egyptologists read without too

portions are found to be correct
and conventional Egyptian, it is
perfectly plain that nobody has
falsified or jumbled them, as was
charged. That is to say, whenever
the text can be checked, everything
is found to be in order.

What makes the constant pro-
testations of bad copying appear as
an obvious attempt to minimize the
uniqueness of the documents is the
strange silence of all the authori-
ties on the really glaring irregulari-

much trouble: since these legible ties in the plates. If the gentle-

*

Richard L. Evans

The Spoken Word

’

... breaking the law “just a little ...’

thoughtful listener has sent these words from an inscription in a
school auditorium: “Obedience to law, respect for others, mastery
of self, joy in service—these constitute life.” These are words
to remember. The question of law and freedom and self-control has
become of such concern as to be a constantly compelling subject. “Many
today seem to be demanding for themselves the unlimited right to disobey
the law,™ observed an eminent jurist. The shades and degrees of dis-
obedience are of great concern, but the attitude of encouraging or con-
doning disrespect for law is of greater concern—for the breaking of law
“just a little” is something one can’t turn on and off at will. It is such
that once the line is crossed, there may not be any determinable stopping
point in sight. Like a forest fire, it is hard to burn just to a pre-determined
point. When you think you have it under control, it flashes over the
breaks and the barriers. It is the character, the basic concept that is of
more concern than merely the method. What is not lawful leads to
breakdown, beyond what was perhaps intended, and in effect there may
be no such thing as isolation or limitation in breaking law. We reaffirm
this fundamental of faith: “We believe in obeying, honoring, and sus-
taining the law.”™ To repeat the opening inscription: “Obedience to law,
respect for others, mastery of self, joy in service—these constitute life.”
“Oh, thus be it ever when free men shall stand.”

Motto in the Los Angeles High School auditorium.

“Earl Mosris, president of the American Bar Association. cited in Time, April 26, 1968.
#Article of Faith 12

'Francis Scott Key, “Star-Spangled Banner.”

* “The Spoken Word"' from Temple Square,
pg%ssented over KSL and the Columbia Broadcasting System July 7, 1968.Copyright
1968.
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men want something to make fun
of, why dont they—ever—call
attention to the hilarious incon-
gruity of having the figure on the
couch fully clothed? In all the other
lion-couch scenes (see below, note
54) the person on the bed is either
a properly encased mummy or
completely nude, and never does
the man on the couch wave both
arms. Why the total silence on
what should have been Joseph
Smith’s A-Number-1 howlers? Such
things cry for an explanation and
are always good for a laugh, but
our experts will not even mention
them. For here they cannot escape
with the charge of “bad copying”—
bad copying never went that far,
and we now have the original to
show who invented the clothing
and the upraised hands, and it was
not the Mormons.

Was Facsimile 1 Altered in the
Copying? 1If the presence on the
scene of the original subject of
Facsimile 1 deals fatal blows to
theories 1 and 3, it is hardly less
damaging to Number 2, the sole
survivor, which assumes that some-
body has deliberately changed cer-
tain features in the process of
copying the papyri. We have ob-
served that the scholars of 1912
fought shy of this argument, and
the reasons for that are not far to
seek; consider some of the holes in
the sieve:

1. It is significant that the
charge of false copying today cen-
ters on those parts of the document
which happen to be missing, and
thus offends the first principle of
textual criticism, which is, always
to give a document the benefit of
the doubt. If the copyist is per-
fectly reliable in the four-fifths of
the sketch that have survived, why
should he go berserk in the particu-
lar fifth that is missing? Could
that fifth have been deliberately
removed to cover up the fraud?
Hardly: (a) the breaking off of the
fragile papyrus takes place in every

Improvement Era
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after the papyrus mounted
and, as we have noted above, in all
likelihood after it had fallen into
non-Mormon hands. To the charge
that the Mormons may have de-
stroyed evidence, one can only
ask, What evidence? Consider our
next point.

2. If a crime was committed, we
must look for a motive. If Joseph
Smith “altered the drawings to suit
his purposes,”® why don’t they suit
his purposes? As Mercer points
out, no one would dream that the
figures as they stand represent
what Joseph Smith says they do—
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changes at all? In a
which nobody knew anything about
Egyptian, Joseph Smith was free
to give any interpretations he
pleased, and they would appear no
more absurd than the ones he did
give. What possible point or ad-
vantage, then, could there be to
distorting, elaborating, or recom-
posing perfectly meaningless sym-
bols or falsifying genuine texts by
rearranging them in different but
equally meaningless combinations?
Take the two-headed man in Fac-
simile 2 (Fig. 1), for example, who,
we are told, should be a four-
headed ram.** A four-headed ram,
however, is ridiculous—whoever
saw a four-headed ram? So Joseph
shrewdly redraws the figure to
make something more plausible, an
ordinary two-headed man? Or take
the hawk-headed hawk that the
experts insisted should be a human-
headed hawk: which would be the
more appropriate to represent an
angel in the thinking of Joseph
Smith’s time? The well-established
conventions of Christian art had
the pious to

long accustomed
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represent angels by a symbolic
combination of human faces and
feathers—but a one-hundred-per-
cent bird would have been out of
the question. If the crime of
forgery has been committed here,
it is by one who went to great
trouble and risk to alter documents
that had far better been left un-
altered as far as Joseph Smith’s
interests were concerned.

3. Then there is the matter of
style. If we attribute the irregulari-
ties in the figures to deliberate
transformation, we must still admit
that the alterations are by no means
such as a modern artist would
make. Thus, when our impostor
drew a hawk’s head instead of a
human one, he managed to draw a
good Egyptian hawk’s head and not
an American type. And when he
puts human heads in the place of
rams  heads, how does it happen
that he draws the kind of double
human heads that only Egyptians
draw? (See illustration.) And after
copying the other figures as well
as he did, couldn’t the rascal who
substituted a human head for a
jackal’'s head on “Shulem” (Fig. 5
of Fac. 3) have drawn a better
head than that? If all the faces in
Facsimile 3 are rather grotesque,
it is still an Egyptian type of gro-
tesqueness. If “Pharaoh™ and “the
Prince of Pharaoh” in Facsimile 3
were being drawn to order, why
on earth were they not drawn as
princes or at least as men instead
of being so very obviously women—
is this cunning alteration to suit
Joseph Smith’s interpretation? And
while the artist is at it, why not
make an “altar” that looks like an
altar? (Fac. 1, Fig. 4). Though we
are told that much has been
changed in the drawings, plainly
nothing has been Americanized in
the process, and nothing has been
redrawn to fit with a particular
interpretation. The criminal has
failed to leave any traces of his
personality and style.
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4. Besides a motive, we are told,
the perpetrator of a crime needs an
opportunity, that is, a chance to
escape detection. It would be easy
enough to falsify copies of the
facsimiles in the upper room of the
Mansion House some dark night,
but what happens when one puts
the results on display the next day
side by side with the unchanged
originals? Any altering of the

figures or texts, as B. H. Roberts
pointed out, “is out of the question,
since . . . the mummies . . . and the
papyri, were on exhibit in the home
of the Prophet’s parents in Nauvoo,
subject to the inspection of all who
might choose to examine them.”
Joseph Smith had printed copies
of the facsimile circulated in large
numbers in and around Nauvoo,
while at the same time the originals
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Richard L. Evans

The Spoken Word

The best books. ..

t was Carlyle who said that “books are like men’s souls.” This could

mean that the kind of man an author is suggests the kind of book

he will write. And perhaps also that the kind of people we are sug-
gests the kind of books we will choose to read. This brings to mind a
most memorable statement by Sir Walter Scott: “I have been perhaps
the most voluminous author of my day,” he said, “and it is a comfort
to me to think that I have tried to unsettle no man’s faith, to corrupt no
man’s principles, and that I have written nothing which on my death-
bed I should wish blotted out.”™ What a marvelous statement to be
able to make—and what contrast to much that is currently offered, when
so much that is cheap is put into print, with every inducement to the
unclean, the immoral, the indecent, the salacious and shoddy, put out
for unconscionable profit and fashioned to undermine morals and young
minds. More than a thousand books, we are told, are added to the
Library of Congress each day—added to the millions that are already
there—from the profound to the trivial, from the uplifting to the debas-
ing, from the reliable to the misleading, from the enduring true to the
manifestly false. And since we can’t read everything—since there is so
much of it—and since life is so short—we ought to select the best of all
that is offered, whether for entertainment or information. . . . seek ye out
of the best books words of wisdom,™ significantly has been said. We
should be discriminating in our reading, in our looking, in our listening,
remembering that what is stored in memory is part of a man. Blessed
be the memory of him who can say: “T have tried to unsettle no man’s
faith, to corrupt no man’s principles, and . . . have written nothing which
on my death-bed T should wish blotted out.™
'Carlyle, Tnangural Address, Edinburgh, 1866.

“Sir Walter Scott, cited by Samuel Smiles in Character, Chapter 6.
“Doctrine and Covenants 88:118,

*“The Spoken Word''from Temple Square,
presented over KSL and the Columbia Broadcasting System July 14,1968.Copyright
1968.
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were on exhibition. “They were
seen by all the Church that saw
proper to visit the house of the
Prophet Joseph,” Orson Pratt re-
called, “and also by hundreds of
strangers. JH0 Most of the
strangers were critical and suspi-
cious, and some of them, like
Josiah Quincy, Henry Caswall, and
the reporter from the Warsaw Sig-
nal, were keenly on the lookout for
any sign of trickery."

We must bear in mind that the
alterations that Professor Parker’s
interpretation requires—the jackal's
mask of the priest, the hovering
bird, and the reproductive activities
indicated—not only occupy the most
conspicuous position, front and
center, on the Number 1 papyrus,
but by their unusual, not to say
shocking nature (and many visi-
tors to Nauvoo were looking for
something shocking), would be
most certain to command the atten-
tion of any observer. How does it
happen that during all the years
when the papyri were being shown
by old Sister Lucy Mack Smith for
a small admission fee to any inter-
ested parties, nobody ever noticed
that they differed drastically from
the well-known printed copies that
the visitor was invited to take away
with him? Could Joseph Smith and
the Mormons have overlooked any-

I\

It has been claimed that Joseph Smith in-
vented the double head on the left and
substituted it for four rams’ heads. Com-

September 1968

thing so glaring (none of them
ever mentions it) or invited hostile
outsiders to discover it for them-
selves? It does not help things
to assume that the vital parts of
the papyrus were already missing
when the thing was put on display
or even before it came into Joseph
Smith’s possession, for the total
absence of the key features of the
sacrificial scene could hardly have
gone unnoticed by all the Mormons
and Gentiles alike: that would have
been as glaring and as disturbing as
any discrepancies between the
original and the printed copy. But
nobody ever noticed it, as many
gladly would have, had it been
there to notice. Thus, in a letter
written on February 5, 1838, at
Kirtland, in an all-out attempt to
expose Joseph Smith as a fraud,
Warren Parrish writes: “T have set
by his side and penned down the
translation of the Egyptian Hiero-
glyphicks as he claimed to receive
it by direct inspiration from
heaven.”™* Here was a man in a
Position to detect any manipulation
or trickery in the composing of the
Book of Abraham, and eager to
expose such; yet he, like everybody
else, seems completely unaware of
the outrageous discrepancy be-
tween the original document and
the printed copies of it that the

parison with other double-headed Egyptian
figures makes it clear that the Prophet was
not indulging in fantasy or forgery.

GRACEFUL
CLASSIC \

\
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of complete comfort and beauty. Slen-
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present explanation of Facsimile 1
requires.

5. Those who maintain that im-
portant parts of the papyrus, now
missing, have been changed to give
it its present unique aspect are
careful not to call attention, as we
soon shall, to equally odd and un-
usual features in the surviving
parts. What is the big crocodile
doing there? and the “pillars of
heaven” and the strange inscrip-
tions? Such elements do not occur
in any of the supposedly identical
parallels to Facsimile 1, yet there
they are before us, and that not
by any modern manipulation. Dr.
Lythgoe makes the good point that
the head of the priest and his knife
look  suspiciously  un-Egyptian.
They do, in the very poor repro-
duction that Dr. Spalding sup-
plied him with, but in the better
engraving of 1842 the knife is quite
different, and the head of the
priest is no more nor less “Egyp-
tian” than that of the man on the
altar who, we know now, is an
authentic Egyptian type.

6. An Impartial Witness: Further
evidence that Facsimile 1 has been
honestly reproduced is found in an
early independent copy of it by an
artist (very probably non-Mormon)
who was using it for purely decora-
tive purposes and without the in-
tention of proving anything. It is
to be found in an old portrait of
Lucy Mack Smith, the Prophet’s
mother, who was given custody of
the Egyptian antiquities in Nauvoo

An autumn wind whispered
Through the tree in my backyard.

And the tree bowed its limbs comfortably.

I whispered in her ear the words
I knew she longed to hear:

She bowed her head

I meant it then: I mean it now,
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and took possession of them at
Joseph Smith’s death.** The pic-
ture was located by President
Joseph F. Smith and Preston Nibley
in a farmhouse near Nauvoo.

In 1942 President George Albert
Smith, accompanied by Elder Pres-
ton Nibley (who is the authority
for this account), visited a relative,
Salisbury Smith, a respected citizen
and banker in Carthage, Illinois.
Mr. Smith took the brethren to a
farm near Carthage to see “Aunt
Clara,” the 83-year-old daughter
of Lucy, the youngest daughter of
Lucy Mack Smith. She showed
them a picture of her grandmother,
which she said she had inherited
from her mother. She refused to
part with the picture but allowed
the brethren to have it photo-
graphed, and the photo now hangs
on the walls of the Church His-
torian’s Office in Salt Lake City."!

In the portrait the artist has
decorated the wall space behind his
subject with her most prized pos-
session—the original of Facsimile 1.
He has used his artist’s license to
enlarge the object both for decora-
tive effect (the original is no larger
than a postcard, being a square of
only 4} inches on a side) and to
preserve clarity of detail. But
there can be no doubt that it is the
original papyrus hanging on the
wall, for the artist has taken pains
to show the bent and wrinkled
surface—a copy would be mounted
smoothly and evenly. Moreover,
the frame depicted is like the

An Autumn Wind
Whispered

By Dennis Drake

one that still encloses some of
the other papyri now in posses-
sion of the Church. That is, the
rather elegant frames were used for
displaying original and valuable
documents, and Mrs. Smith would
certainly not have gone to the ex-
pense and trouble of framing, and
then have proudly displayed, a
printed copy of no value whatever
(they existed by the thousands)
while she still had the original in
her possession. The artist, like
Hedlock, has done the reasonable
thing and not bothered to fight
with the problem of the legs; what
interested him was to get a good
likeness of Mrs. Smith and her im-
pressive document (the Egyptian
things were always her special con-
cern), and in so doing he has given
us a rapid, fairly accurate, and
unbiased sketch of what the papy-
rus looked like before it was
damaged. It matches our printed
reproductions, and not the pro-
posed restoration. O
(To be continued)

FOOTNOTES

Franklin S. Spalding, Joseph Smith as Trans-
lator, p. 25.

2Ibid., p. 26.

3Ibid., p. 25.

4Ibid., p. 26.

SIbid., pp. 26-27.

SEduard Meyer, Ursprung und Geschichte
der Mormonen (Halle, 1912), pp. 64-65.

7Spalding, op. cit., p. 23.

*New York Times, Magazine Section, Decem-
her 29, 1912.

#Spalding, op. cit., p. 23.

WIbid., p. 29.

1Era, Vol. 16 (1913), p. 775, speaking of
Facsimile 3.

=Dr. Eric Young of the Metropolitan Museum
in a letter to LaMar Petersen, dateline of 1959.

“Robert C. Webb, in Deseret News, July 5,
1913, Section 3, p. viii, col. 4, and Era, Vol.
16, p. 1079.

“Edgar J. Banks, in Era, Vol. 16, p. 775.
: 15Albert M. Lythgoe, in New York Times,
oc. cit.

Though I know she understands it's changed.
You came into my life;

In generous [riendliness

We accepted each other.
I loved her once—she knows it.

Nor do I love her any less;
[ only love vou more.

Improvement Era



1See below, notes 56 to 61.

“Young, loc. cit.

1S“The museums on both sides of the water

. are filled with papyri . . . and might be
examined to secure the counterparts of Joseph
Smith’s ‘hieroglyphics.” ”” John A. Widtsoe, Era.
Vol. 16, pp. 456-57. “Another worthwhile phase
of the matter would perhaps be now to turn to
hypocephali and collect and compare all of
them.” Ibid., p. 1099

substantial agreement with that of the other
experts,” to wit, that “the translation was de-
clared to be entirely incorrect.” Spalding,
op. cit., p. 19. Though Spalding has the ef-
frontery to accuse the Mormons of neglecting
Deveria’s work (loc. cit.), that work is never
quoted in the Spalding discussion except by the
Mormons and Robert C. Webb.

21Theodule Deveria, Bibliotheque Egyptologi-
que, Vol. 4 (1896), pp. 195-202.

2=Ibid., p. 196.

wEra, Vol. 17 (1914), pp. 319f.

2Later Bishop Spalding joyfully welcomed
Deveria as the eleventh member of his team.
after Mercer declared “his opinion . . . to be in

=iRichard Parker, Dialogue, Vol. 3 (Summer
1968), p. 86.
2Era, Vol. 16, p. 612. —
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Richard L. Evans

The Spoken Word

Marriage is more than a wedding

ne of my students wrote . . . me . . . announcing his engage-

ment,” said William Lyon Phelps. “‘This is not going to be

much of a wedding,” he said, ‘but it is going to be a wonderful
marriage.” ™" This states a simple fact, sometimes overlooked—the fact
that marriage is much more than a wedding—infinitely more. And among
the foremost facts to be faced is that marriage is made up of the duties
and routine and responsibilities of every day—day after day after day—
and that marriage is a relationship of two imperfect people, a relationship
that requires character, loyalty, common sense, common convictions,
along with much giving up of self, and an unfaltering commitment to
make it a success in the long and enduring sense. “The art of living
together happily, is perhaps one of the greatest of all the arts,™ said
Dr. Phelps. “Naturally, all sorts of adjustments are called for.™
“Quarrels and disputes are sure to come, [but] the great thing is not
to let them last. . . .”* In marriage “two distinct personalities must work
toward one end . . . )" said Temple Bailey. “It is not possible for a
married couple to reach happiness with eyes fixed on different stars; . . .
they must set up a single ideal and work toward [it]. . . . Cease cherishing
impossible fancies of impossible futures. Take the best of [your] dreams
and fit them to life as it comes every day.” “Divorce is failure.”™ “The
best goal,” said an eminent authority, “is the success of the marriage
itself.”" Put all things to that test, and remember that marriage is a
relationship of two imperfect people—a relationship that requires char-
acter, loyalty, a sense of humor, common conviction, and common sense,
along with much giving up of selfishness and self, and an unfaltering
commitment to make it a success in the long and enduring sense. Mar-
riage is much more than a wedding. “Marriage is a fine and sacred
thing if you make it so. &

'Dr. William Lyon Phelps quoting an unknown writer.

“Dr. William Lyon Phelps, “Marriage Is What You Make It,” Delineator, August 1932.

#Temple Bailey, “The Bride Who Makes Her Dreams Come True,” Ladies Home Journal, June
1912.

‘Dr. Paul Popenoe, “Make Your Marriage a Partnership,” Ladies Home Journal, June 1942,

K “The Spoken Word'' from Temple Square,
presented over KSL and the Columbia Broadcasting SystemJuly 21,1968. Copyright
1968.
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Put the magic of
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garplum Land

3 cups crushed peaches
(about 2% pounds)

5 cups sugar
1 package powdered pectin
1 cup water

Sort and wash fully ripe peaches,
remove pits and skins, and crush fruit.
Measure peaches into a large mixing
bowl. Add sugar. Mix well, and let
stand for 20 minutes, stirring occasion-
ally. Dissolve pectin in water; bring
to a boil, and boil for 1 minute. Add
pectin solution to the fruit and sugar
mixture. Stir for 2 minutes. Ladle the
jam into jelly glasses or freezer con-
tainers, leaving '2-inch space at the
top. Cover the containers and let
stand for 24 to 48 hours. Makes about
9 six-ounce glasses. Store uncooked
jam in a refrigerator or freezer. It can
be held for a few months in’a refri-

Gt

suggests this
delicious,
easy to make
peach jam for
a real family
taste treat.

gerator or up to a year in a freezer.
If kept at room temperature, it will
mold or ferment in a short time. Once
a container is opened, the jam should
be used within a few days.

NOTE: If jam is too firm for serving
when opened, it can be softened by
stirring. If it tends to separate, stirring
will blend it again.

Where is Sugarplum Land? It’s all around you if you live where sugarbeets
are grown. U and I Sugar sweetens the economy of these areas.

UTAH-IDAHO SUGAR COMPANY

Factories in Garland and West Jordan, Utah;
near ldaho Falls, Idaho; Moses Lake and Toppenish, Washington.
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-'Sl)aldlng. op. cit.,, p. 28.
. . the letter press is as idiotic as the

pmtures Statement dated September 10, 1903,
cited in Era, Vol. 16, p. 342, Naturally an
Egyptian original, no matter how badly done,
would not be called “idiotic.”

'Bans. op etts D 1Y,

2E. Budge, Era, Vol. 16, p. 342.

“"L)thgoe, Ioc cit.

0Samuel A. B. Mercer, Era, Vol. 16, p. 614.
arker, loc. cit.

*It is interesting that no attempt was made
to sketch in the bird’s head, and also that there
are no traces on the mounting paper of the
head’s having been broken off after the mount-
ing. This would indicate that the “pencilled
restoration” of the more recently missing parts,
being an attempt to supply what had been
destroyed after the mounting, and also being
done by a person unfamiliar with the fac-
similes and certaml\ unfamiliar with the orxgmal
belongs to the “post-Mormon” career of the

papyrus. It must not be forgotten that the
papyri have been in non-Mormon hands for
111 years.

#“Examples may be found in the Proceedings
of the Society of Biblical Archaeology for 1883,
1884, 1885, 1897; in Archaeologia (published
by the Society of Antiquaries, London, 1855),
Vol. 36, Plate XV, p. 174; in Chronique
d’Egypte, Vol. 27 (1956), p. 111; in H. Bonnet,
Reallexikon der aeg. Relig. gesch., p. 390 (Fig.
98); British Museum Guide to the 4th, 5th and
6th L‘gx/plian Rooms (1922), p. 272; and
W. M. F. Petrie, Amulets (London, 1914), P1.
XX.

3The normal proccduu would be to draw
first the central figure on its couch. If, however,
the priest were accidentally drawn before the
couch, the error could have been quickly cor-
rected by simply finishing the horizontal lines
that marked the side of the couch, thus auto-
matically putting the priest behind it. This
could be done easily, since the priest’s kilt was
never filled in below the hips as it was above.
And yet the artist did not do it: he finished
neither the skirt nor the couch.

3%Thus in R. V. Lanzone, Dizionario di Mito-
logia Egiza (Turin, 1885), Vol. 1, Plate 30,
Anubis is standing on the far side of the
couch but with both hands and arms on the
foreside of the mummy, with an awkward
foreshortening of one arm—awkward, but quite
deliberate. Another such figure is reproduced in
Heinrich Schaefer, Von aegyptischer Kunst
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1968), p. 129, fig.
88. The prmcnple is discussed by H. von Reck-
lmgh'\usen in Ztshr. f. Aeg. Sprache, Vol. 63,

pp. 27-30
""Quotcd and discussed by S. B. Talnage,
Era, Vol. 16, p. 771

37“No one would ever take the figure to be
that of the patriarch Abraham,” S. A. B. Mer-
cer, Utah Survey, Vol. I, p. “The letter
press is as idiotic as the pictures,” Budge, Era,
Vol. 16, p. 342. “Of course, an Egvpmlnglst
would not subscribe to anything in the ‘explana-
tions” pro\'idcd for the drawings which you
enclose,” Professor G. R. Hughes, in a letter
dated January 29, 1959, to LaMar Petersen.

3%“This god is always ropr(sented with four
heads, and his image has certainly been_altered
here,” Deveria, Bibliotheque Egyptologique,
Vol. 4 (1896), p. 197. Deveria has underlined
the “always.”

3B, H. Roberts, Era, Vol. 16, p. 314, noting
also that “43 days before the death of the
Prophet, in 1844 they were examined by
Josiah Oumc

400rson Pntt Journal of Discourses, Vol. 20,
p. 65.
“The Reverend Henry Caswall, who came to
Nauvoo expressly to expose Joseph Smith in
the matter of hieroglyphics, tried desverately
to get something against him. While Mrs.
Smith was showing the mummies and papyri
to him, he reports, “I fixed my eyes steadily
upon her. She faltered, and seemed unwilling
to meet my glance. . . . The melancholy thought
entered my mind, that this poor old creature
was not simply a dupc of her son ’s knavery; hut
she had taken an active part in the deception.”
Henry Caswall, City of the Mormons (London,
1842), p. 28; cf The Weekly mer 1842, D-
408. So far would he go to dig up ev1denco
yet he detected no faking of the documents.

42This letter, brought to our attention bv Dr.
Richard L. Anderson, was published in Zion’s
Watchman, March 24, 1838, and later quoted
in the Painesville (Ohio) Republican (no date).

4See James R. Clark, The Story of the Pearl
of Great Price (Salt Lake City: Bookeraft,
1955), pp. 148f, 151-53, 155

#The account was related hv Preston Nibley
to the author and written down at the time.
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A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

PART 5

FACSIMILE NO. 1
A Unique Document
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Scenes from the Grand Temple of Philae show various lion-couch ment. Critics have scoffed at Joseph Smith's declaration that

drawings, informing us that not all such scenes depict embalm-

® Hand or Wing? The earliest
and latest scholarly critics of the
facsimiles have insisted that the
bird in Facsimile 1 should have a
human head.** Though the bird’s
head, being on the edge of the
papyrus, was broken off even be-
fore it was mounted, enough of the
neck fortunately remains to show
that it never bore a human head.
And so the original again comes to
the rescue to refute the Approved
School Solution.

October 1968

Another near miss has preserved
just enough of “Abraham’s” hands
to show us that they were hands—
both of them. This is a critical
point on which Professor Parker’s
interpretation must stand or fall.
He tells us that “the apparent upper
hand is part of the wing of a sec-
ond bird. . . .” In favor of such an
interpretation is only the fact that
two birds are represented in ap-
proximately the positions indicated
in a number of other drawings

Facsimile 1 is a sacrificial scene, not an embalming scene.

showing men on lion couches. Of
course, if all lion-couch figures
were accompanied by two birds,
then we would be pretty well stuck
with a second bird; but actually the
two birds are the rare exception,
one bird being the rule, though
three are fairly common.'® More to
the point, in all documents obtain-
able in which birds appear regard-
less of their number, their wings are
drawn according to the same artis-
tic convention, exactly as the wings
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on our Facsimile 1 have been
drawn, and no wings are to be
found done in the manner of Pro-
fessor Parker’s hypothetical second
bird.

But if we are not required by
statistics to supply a second bird,
the same statistics are even less in
favor of a second hand, which if it
really exists makes our picture quite
unique. So the issue is still in the
balance until we take a closer look
—then the wing disappears.

1. First of all, the immediate
proximity of a real bird to the
imaginary one shows us clearly
enough how this particular artist
draws wings, and his method is in
total agreement with all wing-
drawing in those compositions
which show hawks hovering over
people’s middles. Dr. Parker him-
self tells us that the two birds in
this particular picture are sisters,
and indeed, they usually figure as
identical twins.*” Why then should
they be drawn, as nowhere else,
according to different conventions
and as different types? The accom-
panying illustrations will show how
closely the two birds resemble each
other when they appear together as
a pair.

Y

= <

the supine figure, as he does here,
there is never a second bird pres-
ent.*® Indeed, one can hardly re-
construct the scene according to
Professor Parker’s directions with-
out getting a startling, unique, and
original result.

3. But if our two birds’ wings
do not match, the two hands most
certainly do: (a) By an odd coin-
cidence, they are exactly in the
right position and at the right angle
to represent a pair of hands. (b) As
a magnified view of the hands will
show, they are drawn exactly alike:
the upper hand has strange twig-
like fingers—six of them, not count-
ing the thumb, and so also the
lower hand, which no one will deny
is a hand, has the same number of
just such twig-like fingers. (c)
Furthermore, examination of the
original document makes it clear
that the fuzzy or dotted sketching
of part of the fingers of the upper
hand is due entirely to the fraying
of the papyrus fibers near the
broken edge and is not an attempt
to represent feathers. (d) The
thumbs of both hands are strongly
and unmistakably marked and
drawn just alike, both being desig-
nated by short, heavy lines stand

oy
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2. The position of the priest’s
arm and whatever he is holding
interferes drastically with the act
of procreation indicated by Profes-
sor Parker. There is nothing like
the feet of the figure on the couch,
scenes; when the central bird is
present, the Anubis priest always
stands well off to one side, beyond
the feet of the figure on the couch,
holding his hands upraised before
his face, or bearing oil and ban-
dages.

When stands by

the priest

ing well apart from the fingers and
properly curved as thumbs should
be. The thumb of the upper hand
is especially clearly and emphatical-
ly delineated. An eighteenth
dynasty “canonical master draw-
ing” in the British Museum shows
us how thumbs should be drawn,
Egyptian style, and leaves not the
slightest doubt that the heavy line
on the upper hand is a thumb and
not a feather.*®* Where in such
scenes, or in Egyptian art in gen-
eral, does one ever find the lowest
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pinion of a hawk’s wing so strange-
ly designated? Eminent Egyptol-
ogists are used to studying original
documents, and Dr. Parker was un-
derstandably reluctant to base
interpretations on poor reproduc-
tions; properly photographed or
magnified, the two hands stand out
clearly for what they are.

4. But if only one hand is raised
by the reclining figure, where is the
other hand? Professor Parker knows
where it should be: “ . . the left
arm of Osiris is in reality lying at
his side under him.” In reality? In
all the representations in which
Osiris raises a hand, the other hand
and arm are clearly shown beneath
the body, the fingers reaching well
down below the hip almost to the
knee in an ample space provided
for them between the body and the
couch. And all that is precisely
what we do not find in our papyrus
—here, “in reality,” there is no arm
or hand under the body, and no
room is provided for them, though
more than enough of the papyrus
is preserved to show where they
should be.*®

5. And then there is the matter
of the knife. Since Professor
Parker’s attention was directed en-
tirely to photographs of the papy-
rus, as was proper, and not to the
facsimile, he makes no mention of
the knife in the priest’s hand. Of
course, if his interpretation is cor-
rect, then there was no knife, and
we must allow Dr. Lythgoe’s claim
that the Mormons have drawn it
into the hand of the priest. But
the other experts saw nothing
wrong with the knife. Back in 1903
Budge’s colleague at the British
Museum, Henry Woodward, saw in
Facsimile 1 “an embalmer, knife
in hand, preparing to disembowel a
dead body to embalm it!™® Von
Bissing saw “the soul leaving the
body the moment when the priest
is opening the body with a knife
for mummification.”™ And at the
present time Professor George R.
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Hughes of the Oriental Institute at
Chicago obliges with an explana-
tion: “The embalming of a deceased
person, or rather the operation
preparatory to mummification. (1)
The deceased’s soul or spirit . . . it
is usually shown as a human-headed
bird: " o [Fae, | I, Figl'3]=isiithe
embalmer-priest who is usually
shown wearing a jackal-headed
mask. . . . He has in his hand a
knife ready to make an incision in
the abdomen.”*

Thus, the knife remains a respect-
able object and fits nicely into an
embalming scene. What made
Lythgoe suspicious was the peculiar
form of the knife, and rightly so,
since it was badly copied in the
reproduction Spalding sent to him.
In the 1842 engravings the thing
has a different shape, like a thin
crescent moon. Here we are specu-
lating, to be sure, but not without
some reason, for Herman Kees sug-
gested that the knife used by the
Egyptians for human sacrifice had
to be shaped like a thin new
moon,”® and in one of the oldest
Abraham legends we are told that
the knife used by the patriarch to
sacrifice Isaac “was a sharp knife,
lusting after flesh, and crescent-
shaped like the new-moon.”™ But
more of this later.

Unique, Uniquer, Uniquest: At
this point, we are not ready to dis-
cuss the significance of the oddities
in the facsimiles of the Book of
Abraham; our first concern is
simply to show that such oddities
do exist, and thereby refute the
most serious charge against Joseph
Smith, that of mistaking thoroughly
typical and commonplace docu-
ments for something unusual. The
facsimiles are in fact most unusual
documents, all three of them. The
only one over which we have any
real control at present is Facsimile
1, and of this we have not been
able to discover a single one of
the supposedly “innumerable” and
“identical” parallels. We are not

referring to minute differences of
detail, but to major and conspicu-
ous discrepancies. We have dug
up over a hundred lion-couch
scenes, many of which may be con-
sidered significantly like our papy-
rus.” But how do they compare
with it? That is the question.

In the past those who have really
wanted to blast the Pearl of Great
Price out of the water have printed
reproductions of just any hypo-
cephalus or lion-couch scene with
the calm assurance that the mere
sight of anything that looks like
any of the facsimiles would be
enough to spread consternation
among the Saints and forever dis-
qualify any and all statements of
the Prophet. The idea that these
various documents might be sub-
jected to serious comparative study
with a real interest in the myriad
questions they raise was the far-
thest thing from the minds of those
who published them.

Whenever like but not identical
documents are placed side by side
for study, two problems present
themselves: (a) to explain the re-
semblances between them, and (b)
to explain the differences. The
favorite game of comparative
scholarship since the mid-nine-
teenth century has been the hunt
for resemblances while discounting
differences, a practice cultivated to
a fine art by the evolutionists and
very well and clearly demonstrated
by the critics of the Book of Abra-
ham.  These latter constantly
pointed to the general resemblance
of the facsimiles to other documents
while stubbornly refusing to ac-
knowledge any of the conspicuous
points of difference, attributing
everything simply to bad copying.
But however “suspicious” and even
“damning” the resemblances may
appear, it is not enough to say, for
example, that since ancient myth
and ritual are full of remarkable
parallels to the death and resurrec-
tion of Christ, the New Testament
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must be rejected as history. To do
that is to overlook both the great
number of interesting hypotheses
capable of explaining the sup-
posedly devastating resemblances
and the no less numerous questions
raised by the swarming discrepan-
cies and contrasts.

“Well-known” was a favorite ex-
pression of these critics, and we
are still being told that Facsimile 1
is “a well-known scene from the
Osiris mysteries” (Parker) and that
it belongs to “a well-known class
of documents” (Young), as if that
explained everything. But we can-
not drop the discussion there; just
as Egyptologists had to learn by
long experience that it was unwise
to label everything found in a tomb
as funerary in nature, so the stu-
dent is admonished today not to
leap to conclusions every time he
sees a lion-couch. A useful study
reminds us that the expression “he
who is on his couch” can refer to
anything from Osiris in the Under-
world to a solid citizen taking 20
winks on a warm afternoon.”” It
is surprising how often an otherwise
well-known scene is converted by a
few minor alterations into some-
thing not at all well-known, as
when by altering the names of
participants “the Cairo papyrus has
seriously distorted the meaning of
the ritual,” which is otherwise
a well-known scene,” or when a
well-known scene from the Book
of the Dead loses its well-known
meaning by another such change
of names: “It would be easy to find
numerous parallels to each of
these figures,” writes G. Nagel of
the scene, “but that would not
mean much,”7 i.e., the numerous
parallels no matter how well-known
are not enough in themselves to
identify every scene in which they
occur. N. M. Davies reports on
another document, “wholly conven-
tional in its subjects,” which isn’t
conventional at all because it “dis-
plays certain details and peculiari-
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ties of treatment that are, so far as
my knowledge goes, unique.”* The
substitution of one divinity for
another in a series of lion-couch
scenes changes the normal resurrec-
tion motif, according to Derchain,
to “an astral or calendrical myth”
with special emphasis on the flood-
ing of the Nile,”” and by another

such alteration the figure on the
couch ceases to be Osiris and be-
comes a dead person “identified
with a complex entity” who re-
mains quite mysterious."

Such alterations, which convert
familiar scenes into unfamiliar
ones, are by no means more radical
than those that confront the stu-

*

Richard L. Evans

The Spoken Word

The “get-out-from-under” attitude

here is sometimes evident an attitude of wanting to get out from

under, wanting not to be accountable to anyone. Young people,

for example, sometimes choose to move away from home and
family and friends. Work, education, opportunities in other areas are
often good reasons. But to leave just to cut loose, just to go it alone,
just to be free from being accountable to anyone may well not be wise.
And before we feel we want to get away, to get out from under, we
ought honestly to make sure we don’t want it for the wrong reasons. No
one is always safe. No one can know when he may become ill, or have
an accident, or find himself in some serious situation. No one knows all
the answers. No one can be sure he is self-sufficient. Besides, others
have much invested in us. Others have taught us, trained us, nursed
and nourished us, loved us, and given us part of their lives—parents,
teachers, doctors, friends, family have done this and much more, and
they have a right to an interest in us, and we have an obligation to
recognize that right. There is also the fact that if we are alone and
without the interest of others, we could become indifferent and deteriorate.
Much of our performance is for others and not for us. We do our best
when others expect it of us. If life were simply a matter of satisfying
our selfish selves, there wouldn’t be much progress or improvement. The
faith and interest of others leads us to be better—and surely we wouldn’t,
for the wrong reasons, want to separate ourselves from stabilizing factors
and influences, and place ourselves in a position that would make it
casier to lower standards or lose the most precious things a person can
possess: virtue, honesty, honor, respect, excellence of purpose and per-
formance. Almost anything can happen to almost anyone, and the
“cut loose,” “get-out-from-under,” “leave-me-alone” attitude, in this sense,
isn't sensible or safe. To cite a significant sentence: “There is no such
thing in human existence as being so high youre not responsible to
anybody.™

'Lawrence A. Appley, Managers in Action.

* “The Spoken Word"' from Temple Square,

presented over KSL and the Columbia Broadcasting System August 11, 1968.
©1968.
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dent of Facsimile 1. How is this

document to be classified? The
A R E YO U student who looks over a hundred
or so lion-couch scenes will readily

OV E R 6 5 ? recognize that they fall into a num-

ber of clear-cut categories, the

CHECKING ACCOU NTS principal ones being these:

1. First, there are a number of
WlTHOUT CHARGE drawings, usually small ones, of a
mummy reposing on a lion-couch
all alone, unaccompanied by any
other figure, peacefully awaiting
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tion, and now Professor Parker tells
us it is a mystic marriage. All the
authorities have good reason for
their opinions; the elements of all
the episodes are undeniably pres-
ent in our little sketch, or else
experienced scholars would not
have seen them there so clearly.
But which is the predominant
theme? The difficulty of answering
that question is quite enough in
itself to brand our document as
unique. And now some European
scholars are suggesting a new and
neglected category for some of the
lion-couch spectacles, namely, that
they are really sacrificial scenes.
This, of course, rings a tiny bell for
Joseph Smith, and we shall have to
look at these new studies quite

closely. Until now none of the
A
CrEmmas
==t

Canonical drawings by 18th Dynasty Egyp-
tian artist shows the way to draw thumbs.
critics of the Joseph Smith papyri
has bothered to mention them.
To show how hard it is to pin
down our facsimile, we invite the
reader to compare it with the
closest parallel in our collection. An
Egyptologist may be able to ex-
plain the significance of an arm or
a bird (though it is precisely in
matters of significance that the
experts have always disagreed most
widely among themselves, and still
do), but any intelligent child can
usually spot an arm or a bird when
he sees one in a picture, and it
needs no trained specialist to
recognize at least a dozen points
of difference between our two
sketches when they are placed side
by side. Notice that in the non-
Mormon papyrus (1) the bird is in
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a different position, there being no
bird at the head of the mummy;
(2) Anubis has both hands raised,
not one hand lowered; (3) the
figure on the couch has only one
hand raised, while (4) the bird
above him has a proper wing, not
something that looks like a hand;
(5) the man on the couch wears
no clothes, (6) but does wear the
nm’s headdress and rests his head
on a pillow; (7) his left arm and

hand are plainly visible, held well
apart from his body; (8) two ladies
are in attendance; (9) a figure with
a Horus mask is also assisting;
(10) there are no Canopic jars
under the couch, there is no croco-
dile, and no pylons, etc; (11)
stereotyped and familiar inscrip-
tions accompany the drawing—the
inscriptions on the Mormon papy-
rus are completely different; (12)
Anubis is quite differently attired

*

Richard L. Evans

The Spoken Word

" ..emphatic trifles”

he swift passing of a season is always sobering—for “time,” said

Benjamin Franklin “is the stuff life is made of.”* And while we

have a conviction that in the eternal sense time is limitless, what we
can now foresee passes swiftly. And yet often we splinter it away with
less thought, less purpose, less accomplishment than time is entitled to.
“At times,” said Emerson, “the whole world seems to be in conspiracy
to importune you with emphatic trifles.”> It is true that other people
splinter our lives into trifles if we let them, and often we ourselves do the
same. Often we let our lives be cluttered with encumbrances—with
bits and pieces and paraphernalia—with “emphatic trifles,” as Emerson
said. And while we don’t want to be slaves to unreasoning routine, we
ought to recognize the waste when time is not well used—for “time,”
said Diogenes, “is the most valuable thing that a man can spend.”
“Don’t waste time,” pleaded Arthur Brisbane. “Don’t waste it in idleness;
don’t waste it in regretting the time already wasted; dont waste it in
dissipation; don’t waste it in resolutions a thousand times repeated, never
to be carried out. Don’t waste your time. Use all of it. Sleep, work,
rest, think. Save part of the time of yesterday by saving part of the
money earned yesterday. . . . The best of us have already wasted time
enough. . . . Remember that however much time you have wasted
already, you have time enough left [for some accomplishment and re-
covery] if you will use it . . . while life and time remain.”* Passing and
trivial things should not be allowed unduly to take us away from more
productive pursuits, nor should we let others often distract us with
trifles that take us away from our work. “At times the whole world
seems to be in conspiracy to importune you with emphatic trifles.”
Benjamin Franklin, “The Way to Wealth.”

“Emerson, Self-Reliance.
3Arthur Brisbane, as reprinted in Sunshine Magazine.

* “The Spoken Word’' from Temple Square,

%resented over KSL and the Columbia Broadcasting System July 28, 1968.
1968.
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in the two pictures. One could
easily add to the list, but it might
well be objected that this is only
one document chosen for compari-
son, even if it is the nearest one in
general appearance, and that
among the numerous other lion-
couch scenes are those in which
each single element in the Joseph
Smith papyrus could be matched.
But this is not so; on many points
our little sketch remains quite
unique. Here are some of them:

1. Question: Of the hundred
other figures on lion-couches, how
many have both hands raised? An-
swer: None. Professor Parker is
therefore statistically justified in
being suspicious. So we pursue
our statistics further:

2. How many of these figures
have one hand upraised without
having the other clearly visible,
placed under the body in a space
provided for it? Answer: None,
though we know of one example in
which the hand is shown beside
the body, but very clearly shown,
almost touching the knee.

3. How many other scenes show
the figure on the couch clothed in
the manner here shown? Answer:
None. All are either nude or fully
invested as mummies.

4. In how many is this figure
wearing anklets or slippers? An-
swer: None.

5. In how many are the couch,
the figure on the couch, and the
priest out of line with each other
in the strange manner of the Abra-
ham papyrus? Answer: None; we
have no replicas in which the artist
has made any such blunder or any-
thing comparable to it.

6. How many have crocodiles
beneath the couch? Answer: None.

7. How many have hatched lines
designated as “expanse, or firma-
ment”? Answer: None of the others
has such a design.

8. How many have the twelve
gates or “pillars of heaven” or any-
thing like them? Answer: None,
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9. How many show the lotus
and offering table, otherwise com-
mon in Egyptian religious and
secular scenes? Answer: None.

10. How many show the resur-
rection, procreation, or embalming
scene without the presence of the
two ladies (Isis and Nephthys)
and/or other dignitaries? Answer:
None.

11. Granting Dr. Parker’s recon-
struction, when a bird is shown
flying over the middle of the couch,
how often is Anubis in the position
shown? Answer: Never.

12. How often is any bird shown
with wings drawn in the manner
Professor Parker indicates? Answer:
Never.

13. How many have inscriptions
matching those in the Pearl of
Great Price papyrus? Answer:
None, though nearly all of them
have stereotyped inscriptions desig-
nating the nature of the scene.

So our manuscript is different.
But is it significantly different? In
looking at it beside the others, we
miss the august figures of the gods
standing by and the solemn re-
ligious dignity they give to the
other compositions as they kneel in
mourning, stand guard, raise hands
in praise, or make magical passes.
At the same time we are impressed
by the rather massive additions—
the unfamiliar writing that frames
the scene on either side, and the
stage-like foundation of elements
found in none of the other papyri.
True, every individual sign and
figure can be matched rather easily
somewhere else, just as every word
on this page can be found in almost
any English book, but it is the com-
bination of perfectly ordinary signs
that makes extraordinary composi-
tions, and we may well repeat the
words of Professor Nagel: “It would
be easy to find numerous parallels
to each of these figures, but that
would not mean much. . . .” For
the combination here is different.
We have just noted that for an

October 1968

Egyptian document to be con-
sidered unique, it does not have to
be spectacularly different from all
others: it can resemble scores of
others in almost every particular
and still have a message to convey
that is quite distinct from theirs.
Whether our facsimiles belong to
this maverick type remains to be

FOOTNOTES

#Deveria, op. cit., p. 195, and Prof. G. E.
Hughes, op. cit. supra, note 37.

«In the copies at our disposal (see note 54
below) are only two scenes with two birds mn
them, as against seven with three birds, 22
with one bird, and one with five birds.

4Parker, loc. cit. supra, note 23; Budge,
The Gods of the Egyptians (London, 1904),
Vol. 2, pp. 254-58. “Isis and Nephythys were

. associated inseparably with each other . . .
and in all important matters . . . they acted
together.” Ibid., p. 258.

48The reproduction here given, after Lanzone,
Dizionario, Plate CCXC, is the nearest thing to
the Mormon papyrus.

#8aReproduced in Erik Iversen, in Journal of
Egyptian Archaeology, Vol. 46 (1960) pp. 71-
79, Pl. XVI.

9There is one representation, from Denderah,
in which the lower hand is not beneath but
laid alongside the body, but hand and arm
are very clearly depicted, the fingers reaching
well down almost to the knee, in Revue
d’Egyptologie, Vol. 15 (1963), p. 17, Fig. 4.

sCited in Era, Vol. 16, p. 342.

51In Spalding, op. cit.,, p. 30.

s2Hughes, in letter cited above, note 37.

ssHermann Kees, in Zeitschrift fuer Aegyp-
tische Sprache, Vol. 78 (1942), ip. 47f.

54The best source of “lion-couch” scenes is
F. A. F. Mariette, Denderah (Paris, 1875),
Vol. 4, Plates 65ff, most of which is repro-
duced in R. V. Lanzone, Dizionario di Mitologia
Egizia (Turin, 1885), Plates 30, 63, 64, 261
53 scenes), 262, 265, 268, 269, 270, 271

2 scemes), 272 (2 scenes), 273, 2
scenes), 276, 277 (2 scenes), 278, 279, 280,
281, 282 (2 scenes), 284, 285, 286, 287, 288,
289, 290, 291. Sixteen of these are reproduced in

‘A. W. Budge, The Gods of the Egyptians

.(London: Methuen, 1904), Vol. 2, pp. 132-37,

and there are others in his Osiris (New York:
University Books, 1961), Vol. 2, pp. 22-57,
including some not found in Lanzone, i.e., on
pp. 22, 28, 24, 30, 45, 48, 49, 51, 53. More
in A. Moret, Mysteres Egyptiens (Paris, 1913),
pp. 51, 53, 57 (2 scenes), 60, opp. 64. Other
examples may be found in Journal of Egyptian
Archaeology, Vol. 4 (1918), p. 143; Vol 17
, Plates 56, 57 (3 scenes); Vol 24
(1938), p. 30, fig. 9: in Chronique d’Egypte,
Vol. 19 (1943), pp. 195-97, figs. 27, 28, 29,
30 (2 scenes), and Vol. 84 (1959), p. 74,
fig. 5; also in Zeitschrift fuer Aegyptische
Sprache, Vol. 55 (1919), p. 51, and Receuil de
Travaux, Vol. 21 (1899), p. 146, and Vol. 37

seen. But what we have seen is
that one of them, at least, the one
with which we are at present con-
cerned, departs from the standard
patterns in so many particulars as
to render it worthy of closer atten-
tion than anyone has so far been
willing to give it. @)
(To be continued)

(1915), pp. 121, 125; Bibliotheque Eg tologi-
que, Vol. 3 (1894), Plate XI; Bulletin de
PInstitute Francais d’Arch. Orientale, Vol. 28
(1929;, p. 47; Egyptian Religion, Vol. 8
(1935), p. 144; Ancient Egypt, Vol. 1 (1914),
p. 21, fig. 17. Lion-couch scenes are most
easily found in large editions of the Book of
the Dead: R. Lepsius, Das Todtenbuch der
Aegypter (Leipzig, 1842), Plates 8, 33, 74,
75; Edouard Naville, Papyrus Funeraires de
la XXe Dynastie (Paris, 1912), Plate 1, and
Das Aegyptische Todtenbuch (Berlin, 1886),
Vol. 2, Plates 1, 3 (5 scenes), 5, 28 (3 scenes),
173, 174, 187, 207; T. G. Allen, The Egyptian
Book of the Dead (Chicago University, 1960),
Plates 26. 48, 49, 60, 70, 94; E. A. W. Budge,
The Book of the Dead, Papyrus of Ani 4New
York, London, 1913), Vol. 8, Plates 7, 17, 34.
Unusual versions may be found in H. K.
Beugsch, Thesurus Inscriptionum Aegyptiacarum
(Leipzig, 1883-1891), Nos. 749, 750, 784,
789; also in Life magazine, June 7, 1968, two
scenes: one is discussed in E. Otto, Das
Aegyptische Mundoeffnungsritual (Wiesbaden:
Harrassowitz, 1960), p. 74, Abb. 12; and in
Ad. Erman, Religion der Aegypter (1934), p.
293, fig. 121. There is a_small lion-couch
vignette in the “Joseph Smith Papyri” (photo
in Era, Vol. 71 [February 1968], p. 40F ). Other
references will be given in subsequent articles.
An actual lion-couch was found in the Tomb
of Tutankhamon; its ritual significance is noted
by A. Piankoff, The Shrines of Tutankhamon
(Harper Torch Books, 1962), p. 36.

55V, S. Golenischchev, Catalogue General des
Antiquities Egyptiennes du Musee de Caire,
Papyrus Hieratiques (1927), p. 133. Here the
hieroglyph for “couch” is the lion-couch. “It
is difficult to say [writes Golenischchev]
whether the designation of ‘he who is on the
couch’ refers to the dead god Osiris. One could
just as well think of the king (or, less prob-
ably, of some ordinary individual), who was
thus placed while he slept under the protection
of the gods.” On the couch in the Underworld,
E. Otto, Mundoeffnungsritual, Vol. 2, p. 33.

A, H. Gardiner, Hieratic Papyri in the Brit-
ish Museum, Vol. 1 (1935), p. 101.

&G. Nagel, in Bulletin de UInst. Fr. d’Arch.
Or., Vol. 29 (1929), pp. 30-31

8N, M. Davies, in Journal of Egyptian
?{&ﬁflmeology, Vol. 32 (1946), p. 69, cf. Plate
5Ph. Derchain, Revue d’Egyptologie, Vol. 15

(1963), p. 13.

o], Capart, in Chronique d’Egypte, Vol. 19
(1943), pp. 192, 194.

61A. Varille, in Annales du Service, Vol. 53
(1956), p. 110.

A Dream Grown Tall

By Florence Pedigo Jansson

An oak is but a dream grown tall,
An acorn’s upward thrust,

A high resolve that shaped itself
To action born of trust.

An oak is sturdiness endowed
By roots of mighty length
That hold its aspirations high
And give it inner strength.
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A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price -

PART 6

FACSIMILE NO. 1
A Unique Document

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

® Stating the Question: — The two-
page spread in the December 29,
1912, issue of the New York Times,
to which we have often referred in
the course of these articles, finds an
authentic echo in an article by Wal-
lace Turner appearing in the same
newspaper under the dateline of
July 15, 1968. The crux of the arti-
cle is Mr. Turner’s statement
concerning the newly acquired
papyri: “There is no question that
Smith worked from these papyri;
the question is whether his writings
based on them were actual trans-
lations or pure fabrications.” But
what Mr., Turner calls the question
is itself meaningless until we know
exactly what is meant by “worked
from” and “based on,” that is, until
it can be shown whether the Book
of Abraham really depends for its
existence on these papyri, and if so,
exactly how and to what extent
Toseph Smith made use of them.
The evidence in known documents
is entirely inadequate to permit a
definitive answer to these ques-
tions, all answers to date resting on
the capacity of the critics as mind
readers.

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 evi-
dence for or against the authenticity
of the Book of Abraham. Equal
indifference to the so-called Egyp-
tian Alphabet and Grammar springs
neither from misgivings nor in-
dolence, but from a principle which
has been taught in the Church from
the beginning and which cannot be
too strictly enjoined on all stu-
dents of the gospel, namely, that
a Latter-day Saint is bound to
accept as true scriptures only the
standard works of the Church.* The
wisdom of such a rule is readily
apparent to anyone who considers
what endless confusion would
reign without it in a church in
which all are encouraged to seek
and receive personal revelation,
and are also enjoined before re-
ceiving that revelation to indulge
freely in vigorous speculation and
exploration on their own: “. . . you
must study it out in your mind;
then you must ask me if it is
right. . . .” (D&C 9:8.)

One of the standard works is the
Pearl of Great Price, in which the
explanations of three Egyptian
drawings are presented for our ac-
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ceptance as inspired scriptures.
The drawings themselves are intro-
duced as supplementary aids to
the ancient reader, and were not
necessarily inspired. We know
that the Prophet was in possession
of other Egyptian documents as
well, but the fact remains that only
the three facsimiles were published
as ancient records directly relat-
ing to an inspired interpretation.
Whatever use Joseph Smith may
have made of the other manu-
scripts, 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,
not only because he was as free to
speculate and suggest as anyone
else, but also because all these
other writings, ancient and modern,
have been pointedly omitted from
the body of books passing as
scripture.

Accordingly, in the following
articles we are going to discuss
only the facsimiles and the inter-
pretation 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. Like
the Book of Mormon, the Book of
Abraham must be judged on its
own merits, and not on the way
men choose to recreate and inter-
pret the baffling and fragmentary
episodes of its creation. While we
can only encourage those scholars
competent to deal with the Egyp-
tian texts to play to their hearts’
content with those fragments which
give them a specialist’s advantage
over the rest of us, we ourselves
must resolutely resist the allure-
ments of that succulent diet of red
herring which has long been the
staple of those who would discredit
the claims of the Prophet. Unable
to get at him directly, they find
grounds for complaint in all sorts
of interesting if irrelevant things.
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Typical of this has been the re-
action of some of our learned
friends to the crushing discovery
that among the papyri belonging
to Joseph Smith was one document
in Arabic. This was immediately
pointed out to us as another proof
of Smiths imbecility. True, he
never included this Arabic writing
among his Egyptian studies, never
said it was Egyptian or offered to
translate it, nor indeed have we
any record of his ever mentioning
it. Yet somehow the incongruity
of an Arabic text among writings
supposedly connected with Abra-
ham is supposed to discredit Joseph
Smith. In the same spirit snatches
of the Book of the Dead, to say
nothing of the Egyptian Alphabet
and Grammar, are now being
treated exactly as if they were
integral parts of the Mormon
scriptures.

For those who wish to attack
or defend the Pearl of Great Price,
there is quite enough material con-
tained 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 origi-
nals of these three facsimiles ever
used anciently to explain or illus-
trate 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 nega-
tive—an emphatic negative—then it
is discredited.  Either solution
depends upon an affirmative an-
swer to an appalling preliminary
question: Do you know all there is
to know about these three docu-
ments? That admittedly is a poser,
but none should know better than
Egyptologists that where that
challenge of omniscience cannot be
met, almost anything can happen:
He who knows not all things is
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ignorant of all things.

That Fearful Symmetry: The
most obvious thing about the fac-
similes is that they are pictures, but
rather strange pictures. Not many
people in frontier America had
ever seen pictures like these at the
time they turned up in Kirtland.
Laymen like the writer still need
expert instruction on how to view
these quaint vignettes, and when
Mr. Webb protested long ago that
“the known habits of the ancient
Egyptian artists have not been
taken into consideration” by those
who pronounced judgment, he was
well within his rights. For it is
only of recent years that the
“grossly neglected” study of the
canons of Egyptian composition
has begun to receive the attention
it deserves.! Early in the century
Professor Budge could still claim
in all seriousness that “it is pos-
sible that the Egyptians really be-
lieved in the existence of composite
animals such as they depict in their
funerary literature,” the error of
which proposition has been prop-
erly aired in our own day by
Heinrich Schaefer.? It is not that
simple.

As anyone can soon discover for
himself, Egyptian hieroglyphic is
not a naive picture-writing, but a
special code governed by strict
rules, without a knowledge of
which it cannot be read. Not only
must certain conventions, which
some describe as rules of grammar,
be observed in writing and reading
it, but all the little pictures that
convey the ideas and sounds must
be executed according to strict
canons of proportion that remained
unchanged for thousands of years.
From at least the 3rd Dynasty on,
such strict controls “are canonical
for the whole of Egyptian art . . .
from the representation of human
beings in relief and sculpture to
the forms of pottery.”® The general
impression is that everything fol-
lows established rules “from age to

age . . . without the slightest de-
viation.” Because of this system or
convention the carvings and paint-
ings on the walls of temples and
tombs, no matter how vivid and
how familiar they may seem to us,
are, H. von Recklinghausen re-
minds us, “by no means self-
explanatory. . . . one had to be
taught their meaning in order to
understand them, exactly as one
must be taught the alphabet in
order to read a written text.”® This
puts writing and drawing in the
same class, and it has often been
noted that it is impossible to draw
a line between the Egyptian scribe
and the graphic artist: “. . . was
not drawing as much a part of the
training of a scribe as writing
itself?” asks D. Meeks. If Egyptian
writing is a kind of graphic art,
“Egyptian graphic art is also a kind
of writing,” says von Reckling-
hausen, so that “an Egyptian pic-
ture must accordingly be not
viewed but read.”

Even Professor Sethe, who took it
for granted that “pictographs are
the prelude [Vorstufe] to writing
throughout the entire world” (a
proposition by no means confirmed
by the evidence), assures us that
though the Egyptians were the
only people in the world who re-
tained the primitive form of writ-
ing throughout, the oldest known
Egyptian pictographs are already
“firmly established conventional
conceptual symbols,” whose mean-
ing is not to be divined by looking
at them as pictures.® It is a con-
trived system from the beginning,
so that “an Egyptian drawing . . .
is not a picture in the present-day
sense of the word.” “Every figure,”
writes Siegfried Schott, “signifies
more than its appearance would
suggest, and can only be under-
stood when its deeper meaning is
recognized.” Schott regards the in-
genious method of conveying
information by related techniques
of writing and drawing in code as
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[Die Mittetlinie a %
und die vollen Punkte
sind bei Lepsius rot.]

The ;nost famou% exarmple of any Egyptian
canonical drawing is this figure with guide-
lines from the tomb of Ma-nefer at Sakkarah.
(From R. Lepsius, Denkmaeler aus Aegypten
und Aethiopien [Leipzig,1897],Vol.1, p.234.)
one of the sudden and phenomenal
developments that marked the al-
most explosive emergence of a full-
blown Egyptian culture on the
scene.” According to de Roche-
monteix, we must look upon the
figures on the walls of temples and
tombs as “gigantic ideograms”
whose form and meaning were de-
veloped along with and as part
of the concept of hieroglyphic
writing.® Indeed, Schaefer went so
far as to insist that one cannot
understand Egyptian art without
understanding the Egyptian lan-
guage.

By the 5th Dynasty at the latest,
“the many traditional rules had
come to be fused,” observed Eduard
Meyer, “into 4n inviolable canon
of proportions, that had to be
learned in the school and sche-
matically applied to every draw-
ing” Such a conclusion was

iy,

justified by the readily discernible
uniformities of Egyptian composi-
tion, as well as the testimony of
Diodorus (Vol. 1, No. 98, pp. 5-9),
though “the Egyptians themselves,”
as P. Lacau informs us today, “have
told us nothing concerning their
belief in the efficacy of drawing. It
is up to us to understand how their
system of decoration . . . could ex-
press their ideas as well or even
better than a written inscription.”°
Professor Mercer was wrong when
he wrote that Egyptian pictures are
easier to understand than inscrip-
tions—they only look that way.
Many students of Egyptian art have
tried to work out the rules by
which it was constructed, but there
is still little agreement among them.
Peculiarities long attributed to the
primitive or infantile mentality of
the Egyptians, lacking the sophisti-
cation to see things as they are, are
now generally recognized as the
expression of a shrewd and calcu-
lated system of communication.
Lacking an Egyptian thesis on
the subject, the basic issues are
still being debated: What were the
proper proportions? How were
they related to the Egyptian
standard measurements of length?
Do repeated pictures signify re-
peated action (H. Balcz)? Why the
strong predilection for profiles?
Why do the Egyptians always favor
the right profile (Erman’s Law)?
Was the law of frontality (J.
Lange’s Law ) inviolable ( Schaefer)
or could it be broken when neces-
sary (H. Senk)? Did the Egyptians
have a true perspective (L. Klebs)
or not (H. Schaefer)? Why is the
leg opposite the viewer always
thrust forward? Were the canons
of a religious nature (Maspero)?
Why does the Egyptian always
view things either from the front
or the side, never from other angles

Improvement Era
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(Schaefer)? Why did the Egyp-
tians in inscriptions and drawings
not use the guidelines offered by
the joints between buildingstones
and bricks as other ancient people
did (Senk)? Why with a strong
feeling for perspective did the
Egyptians never develop any rules
for perspective (Klebs)? Why
would Egyptian artists sometimes
add the usual grid work of guide-
lines to a composition after the
drawing was completed? Why did
the Egyptians continue to ignore
true perspective after the Greeks
in Egypt had amply demonstrated
its use? Can the peculiarities of
Egyptian art be explained on
psychological grounds (Schaefer)
or not (F. Matz)? Have we a right
to say that the Egyptians were
observing rules when we cannot
agree on what those rules were
and the Egyptians do not mention
them (von Recklinghausen)?. Did
the Egyptians deliberately avoid
drawing true to life (W. van Os)?
Did their canons scorn real ap-
pearances (J. Spiegel)? Was the
geometric style basic or incidental
(Spiegel)? Is the sovereign law
of Egyptian composition Schaefer’s
Geradansichtigvorstelligkeit (Senk.
The word is too good to miss!)?
Did the Egyptians regularly employ
instruments to preserve the ac-
curacy of the canons (R. Hanke)?
Does symmetry of composition indi-
cate regularity of motion (Balcz)?
Why was the height of a man 13
units in the Old Kingdom, 19 units
in the 18th Dynasty, and 22} units
in the 26th Dynasty (F. Petrie)?
Are these units (the grid squares)
measured by the extended five-
fingered hand, the fist, or four fin-
gers (E. Iversen)? Why after
experimenting with naturalistic po-
sitions in the Old Kingdom did the
artists abandon and never return
to them (H. Madsen)? Is the direc-
tion in which figures face originally
determined by the direction of
hieroglyphic writing (Schaefer)? Is

it determined by the medium—the
pen favoring L to R, the chisel
R to L (Recklinghausen)? Are the
standards of length all based on the
human body (Iversen)? Did the
Egyptians fear figures that looked
directly out of the picture at one
(Schaefer)? o

(To be continued)

FOOTNOTES

1The position of the Church was stated offi-
cially by Elder James E. Talmage in 1903 be-
fore a senatorial investigation committee in
Washington, D.C.:

“Mr. Worthington. What are the acce ted

standard works of the church which bind all its
members? Mr. Talmage: The standard works
are four in number—the Bible, King James ver-
sion or translation; the Book of Mormon; the
Doctrine and Covenants, and the Pearl of Great
Price. . . . Mr. Worthington. Now . . . let me
ask you about this work which you ‘are the
author—the Articles of Faith. You say you
were authorized by the high church officials to
prepare such work. Is that work, or any-
thing in it, binding upon any. member of your
church? Mr. Talmage. Oh, in no sense.
Mr. Worthington. Is there any pubhshmg
house authorized to published works and send
them out, which works bind the church as an
organization? Mr. Talmage. No such publish-
ing house could be named, the only super-
vision exercised by the church .+ . is in re-
gard to reissuing standard works—three of the
standard works. Proceedings before the Com-
mittee on Privileges and Elections of the U. S.
Senate in the Matter of the Right Hon. Reed
Smoot, (Washington: U. S. Government Printing
Office, 1905) Vol. 3, pp. 24-26.

180 H, Morant in Chroniques d’Egynte,
Vol. 10 (1934) p. 207, see esp. A. M. Bakir,
in Journal of Egyptian Archaeology, Vol. 53
(1967) pp. 159f,

2E, A, W. Budge, Gods of the Egyptians
(1904), Vol. 1, p. 61; H. Schaefer, Von
aegjptxscher Kunst (4th ed., Wiesbaden: Har-
rassowitz, 1963), p. 36.

8A. Scharff, in Aegypten u. Vorderasien
(Munich: F. Bruckmann, 1950), p. 78.

4So M. de Rochemonteix, in Receuil des
Travaux, Vol. 6 (1885), p. 21.

5H. von Recklinghausen, in Aegypt Ztschr.,
Vol. 63 (1928), pp. 34f.

oK. Sethe, Vom Bild zum Buchstaben (Hx]des-
heim: Olms, 1964), oy

7S. Schntt Hierog yp en (Wlesbaden F.
Steinen, 1950-54), 1pp S1ff.

8In Receuil des Travaux, Vol. 6, p . 23, 29.

"Gesch des Altertums, Vol. 1, 198

Lacau. in Revue dEgypto ogze, Vol. 19
(1967), p.

Time Study

By Betty G. Spencer

My husband, with his day’s work
done,

Said, “You should organize.

Be more effective in your work;

Make plans, dear; visualize!”

I've tried to follow his advice.

I schedule. (He insists.)

And I could be efficient, too—
If T could find my lists!
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A New Look at the

Pearl of Great Price

In the previous installment, Dr. Nib-
ley presented considerable evidence to
suggest that “Egyptian hieroglyphic is
not a naive picture-writing, but a spe-
cial code governed by strict rules,
without a knowledge of which it cannot
be read.” Turning to a discussion of
the three facsimiles of the Book of
Abraham, Dr. Nibley says that these
facsimiles are “strictly ritual,” and that
they are directly related to the theme
of the Book of Abraham—"the transmis-
sion of priesthood and authority. . . "

® Luise Klebs has argued that the
only real rule of Egyptian art was
to make everything as unmistakably
clear and simple as possible. That,
according to her, would explain
Lange’s famous “law of frontality,”
according to which everything is
always drawn in its most readily
recognizable position, so that on a
single figure the eyes and shoulders
are seen from the front—their most
expansive and characteristic image
—while the nose and feet are
drawn in their most striking dimen-
sion—seen in profile. The main
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Part 6 (continued)

FACSIMILE NO. 1
A Unique Document

thing is to show each thing as it
essentially is, and not as it happens
to look at a particular moment from
a particular angle: if you are draw-
ing a square pool or tank in a
garden, you always draw a square
with a water-sign inside and trees
around it, not because the pool
always looks square, but because
it always is square. A distant horse
or ox and one close up are drawn
the same size because they are the
same size; that one of them is
farther away is indicated by plac-
ing it higher up on the scene."
Such arbitrary devices, once under-
stood, make for great simplicity
and clarity of representation, and
require us to view Egyptian pic-
tures as a sort of mechanical draw-
ing, with all the advantages and
disadvantages of such. “This typi-
fication,” writes a modern Egyptian,
“is said to be both the strength and
the weakness of the whole of Egyp-
tian art.” Its weakness, like that of
all mechanical drawing, is its inabil-
ity to grasp “the photographic, the

perceptual, the candid, the real, the
momentary, and the narrative,”
while its strength was (in Professor
Wilson’s words) its genius for con-
veying “the diagrammatic, the con-
ceptual, the ideal, the static.”*
Professor von Recklinghausen
would have us compare a hunting
scene by Rubens with one of
Pharaoh’s royal hunting reliefs: in
the former all is color, movement,
confusion, excitement—one catches
the spirit of the moment and feels
oneself in the midst of the melee,
but one would be at a complete
loss to report just what happened
on the hunt. The Egyptian picture,
on the other hand, shows men and
animals in neat geometrical array,
with an oversized pharaoh (the
exact equivalent, says von Reck-
linghausen, of putting the king’s
name in giant capital letters),
middle-sized officials, tiny servants,
and little stylized lions: it is quite
quaint, but with a little training
anyone can tell at a glance exactly
what took place on the hunt. A
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supposedly childlike and unrealistic
picture is thus far more clear and
informative than Ruben’s inspired
explosion of form and color. “It
is the purpose of such art,” says our
guide, “to present objects more
correctly than they appear to the
passing impression of the senses.”
Or, as Petrie put it, “Thus the
Egyptian was accustomed to see
in one view what we see in different
views, and this prevented his re-
garding such figures as unnatural.
.. . His drawings are a portrayal
of facts and not a perspective
scene.”* The Egyptian was not
depicting but describing; he was
not deliberately making his pictures
as unreal as possible, as some have
maintained, but conveying informa-
tion as clearly, correctly, and
economically as possible. “For the
Egyptian,” wrote ]J. Spiegel, “there
can be only one true representation
of anything; for this it was neces-
sary to have a single standard
symbol for each object and to use
this object in every context,” no
matter how incongruous it might
look in the picture.’ Thus “a fixed
system of symbols was maintained
with marvellous tenacity for 4000
vears,” the Egyptians continuing to
draw things their way even after
they knew all about our modern
Greek canons of perspective.'®

See the Big Picture: All this is
important in viewing the facsimiles
of the Book of Abraham, where
nothing is more incongruous to
Western eyes than the telling of an
intensely dramatic and thrilling
story in dry, stiff, scanty little
sketches borrowed apparently from
the handbooks of funerary art.
Does it disturb us to see a man
supposedly lying on a couch with-
out touching it, or holding out a
vessel that hovers half an inch
above his hand? Or a line of deities
sitting in state without any visible
thrones or chairs to support them?
Here the mere lying, holding, or
sitting position is enough to show
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Prefacing his study of Facsimile No. 1,
Dr. Nibley reviews the Egyptian style of art.

us what is going on.'” A man being
doused with water does not need
to have the water touch him at all
when the position of the vase makes
it perfectly clear that he could not
possibly avoid getting wet. When
mere position is enough to indi-
cate a situation, why clutter up the
scene by insisting on an absolute
fidelity to detail that can never
be attained anyway? “. .. a scene
as represented by an Egyptian
artist,” writes W. S. Smith, “is to be
looked at as a more or less diagram-
matic rendering of the facts as he
knew them to be. . . . he seeks to
portray a generalization of an
action, not its transitory as-
pect. . . "' Only the permanent
and the universal interested him,
all else being mere passing impres-
sions—a trick, a game, an illusion.
In his effort “to represent the
ultimate, the essential, basic nature
of whatever he is drawing,” the
Egyptian artist dispenses with all
needless detail, “striving to give
every body and every situation the
character of a totality.”**

Idealized and generalized types
of things are bound to be imper-
sonal in nature, devoid of individual
quirks and differences. In the
marvelous royal portraits, even, “all
the heads,” according to C. C.
Edgar, “are practically of the same
type. It is not a portrait, but a
rather characterless ideal counte-
nance, which was no doubt used
indifferently for successive kings
as well as various deities.”” As
impersonal as his subject, the
Egyptian artist himself never seems
to expect or seek public recogni-
tion: why should he? For one
thing, he always worked in cor-
roboration with other craftsmen
on any masterpiece (one man drew,

another carved, and another colored
the same relief); and for another
his work was designed from the
beginning to be hidden in dark
tombs and temples and not put on
public display. But, most im-
portant, the Egyptian artist thought
of himself as working in “the sphere
of an eternal order, independent of
time and place and human aware-
ness,” in which “the visual arts,
mythology, and ritual were facets
of one reality.”' His reward was
in the eternities, for his art “em-
braces the great structure of the
cosmic order in the most literal
sense of the word.”? Indeed, his
drawing and carving are, as P.
Derchain puts it, “simply a con-
tinuation of the original idea of
hieroglyphic writing, an applica-
tion of the rules of analogical
thinking to which we owe all the
cosmological systems and pre-
Greek theological systems.”* Egyp-
tian art and writing went forth
together from the great cult centers
of Memphis and Heliopolis as the
means of conveying their inspired
eschatological teachings.

Though we do not know what
the connection was “between the
units of the Egyptian system of
linear measurement and the units
of the canon of proportions,” both
were sacred and of cosmic and
ritual significance.?* The perfect
squares by which every human
figure must be drawn are the
artist’s way of taking his bearing
on the universe, like the guidelines
used in astronomical charts.”® The
basic rule of frontality, we are now
told, “has its origin in the position
of religious worship and is not, as
so often supposed, a heritage of
the archaic period.”*

The Long Tether: Once the set,
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“It must also be borne in mind that not
every object found in a tomb

prescribed, ritual nature of Egyp-
tian art is understood, it is neces-
sary to take the next step and show
how the Egyptian artist was like
every true artist an individualist
after all, for whom the rules served
as a guideline rather than a strait-
jacket. As Professor Wilson puts it,
“a man could roam about at the
end of a long tether, but the tether
was always there.””” Men with real
artistic talents could and did con-
stantly deviate from the set canons
whenever they felt that the ideal
type they sought was not ade-
quately represented in the book of
models. The run-of-the-mill crafts-
men, on the other hand, were only
too glad to have their official books
of models to fall back on and there-
by avoid the risks and pitfalls of
creativity.”® These were “holy
books,” by consulting which the
artist gave his figures that flawless
perfection which things designed
to endure for eternity must have.*
“Everything was fixed in advance,”
writes J. Capart; “the draftsman,
formed by the training of the
school, knew the canonical propor-
tions of the figures by heart; he
leaved through the book of models
in order to extract each element he
wished to employ in the scene he
was about to draw.”*

Yet with their great artistic feel-
ing the Egyptians were bound to be
as offended by mere mechanical
repetition as anyone else. “I was
no mere copier of models,” boasts
one artist, “but followed my own
heart; no director had to give me
instructions . . . for I understood
every aspect of my art” He was
not free of the rules, but free be-
cause he had the rules by heart.
On the other hand, we have the
record of a self-taught scribe of the
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or with a mummy is necessarily a funerary object.”

New Kingdom who developed his
own canons of writing and draw-
ing!® A Middle Kingdom inscrip-
tion praises the prince “who
distinguishes the true artist and
turns his back on mediocrity,”*
and already in the art of the
Pyramid age there is a conscious
avoidance of mere repetition, of
perfect symmetry, of mechanical
reproduction.®® In the use of color
the artist of the Old Kingdom
seems “sometimes actuated by a
perverse and antic impulse” to play
around, so that things are some-
times very oddly colored, and the
three identical pots that make up a
well-known ideogram may as well
as not be each of a different color.*

It is always important to remem-
ber that nearly all the objects and
documents for our examination
come from funerary settings, in
which a rigid conventionality is to
be expected; there is every indica-
tion that the secular everyday art
of the Egyptians was much freer,
more spontaneous and naturalis-
tic.®* It must also be borne in
mind that not every object found
in a tomb or with a mummy is
necessarily a funerary object, and
we have yet to consider whether
the facsimiles are really funerary
or not.

In viewing any Egyptian compo-
sition, such as Facsimile 1, it is
quite natural to pronounce it
“typical,” since in a way every work
of art that is recognizably Egyptian
is by that token typical. But at the
same time, since the Egyptian
draftsman was free to deviate from
the norm in special cases, we
should not be surprised or dis-
tressed by deviation, but we should
be interested. Even minor irregu-
larities, von Recklinghausen ad-

monishes us, are not to be regarded
as mere slips, but as an “avis au
lecteur,” intentionally put in to call
our attention to some unusual
aspect of the situation depicted.*®
It should be clear by now that no
conclusive evidence can be deduced
from the fact that the facsimiles
are typical on the one hand (though
that has ever been the favorite
target of the critics), or on the
other hand that they contain irregu-
larities. The mere existence of
oddities in the drawings means
little until we examine the nature
of those oddities.

At first glance it is obvious that
the draftsman who made Facsimile
1 has observed the canons, telling
his story with strict observance of
the conventions. That is what one
would expect: the great market
for the skill of scribe and artist in
Egypt was the funeral business,
and one of them boasts on a stella
in the Louvre that he controls the
full repertoire of a trained drafts-
man but is especially skilled in
drawing scenes for the Book of the
Dead—naturally, that was what
paid.?” Anyone wishing to pro-
cure the services of an Egyptian
artist-scribe would be almost sure
to get one who was more familiar
with Book of the Dead motifs than
anything else, they being his normal
source of income. And anything
he drew would necessarily betray
his background. But we have also
seen that Egyptian scribes could
use the old familiar school stereo-
types when necessary to convey a
message or tell a story that was
quite different from those to
which the well-known forms usually
applied. That could happen and
did; it was a risky business, we are
told, and could get the artist into
trouble artistically. As M. Baud
explains it, the struggle between
what the eye sees in an object and
what the brain knows about it
leads to a “fierce conflict” between
the two for control of the hand,
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which puts the artist in an em-
barrassing position.”* The eye sees
the plate on the table as an oval,
but the brain knows it is a circle—
which shall it be?

Finding himself faced with a new
and unusual situation, the ordinary
Egyptian artist would naturally try
to play it safe and stick to his book
of models as closely as possible,
“confining his innovations,” as
Spiegel explains it, “to details, such
as the position of an arm or leg, or
an attempt at a complicated cross-
ing of arms or legs, etc.”™® Or, as
von Recklinghausen puts it, the
Egyptian sacrifices common sense
to indicate exceptional situations,
and this often leads to “nasty con-
tradictions (boeser Zweispalt).”*

Isn't this very much the situation
in Facsimile 1, where the artist does
very well until he must indicate the
struggle on the altar, when he
leaves the victim’s legs, the couch,
and the priest hopelessly out of line
without making any effort to cor-
rect them—which could easily have
been done in view of the vacant
spaces left in the critical area?
That he is having trouble with the
legs is further indicated by another
significant anomaly. “The greatest
feature of Egyptian drawing,” wrote
Petrie, “is the beauty of line. There
was no tentative touching and
smudging. Each line was drawn in
one sweep . . . there was never a
quiver or hesitation. The artist must
have had the precise form in imagi-
nation on the surface before him,
and followed with his hand what his
mind already saw in place.”*® Now
when the composer of Facsimile 1
is dealing with familiar and con-
ventional objects, such as the couch
and the bird, that is, when he has
“the precise form in imagination,”
his line is simple and sure; but
when he gets to the figure on the
couch, and especially the legs, he
loses confidence: here we do find
“tentative touching and smudging”
—the lines are heavy and overdrawn
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again and again, almost scrubbed
into the paper. Plainly the artist is
not here tossing off the well-known
scenes that he could do with his
eyes closed.

Solving a Problem: In Facsimile
1 the first problem that faced
the artist-scribe, according to our
text (Abr. 1:15), was to represent
a man who was both “fastened upon
an altar” and praying. He solved
his problem with strict obedience
to the canons of his art in the only
way it could be solved. The man
is supine, to indicate his incapacity
and helplessness; his body does not
touch the altar—its position alone
is enough to show that he is on it;
nor are the binding ropes shown,
tor the supine position tells us,
according to the Egyptian formula,
that he is helpless. So far every-
thing is expressed diagrammat-
ically, not realistically. But even
though the man is flat on his back,
he is taking the correct and con-
ventional attitude of prayer or sup-
plication. We now see why it is
important© to make clear that
Abraham in this scene has both
hands before him, for that not
only makes this particular lion-
couch scene unique, but it also
gives the whole drama its meaning.
M. Korostovtsev has recently
pointed out that the Egyptians
placed peculiar emphasis on hand
positions to convey ideas, and in
Luise Klebs' catalogue of “Formal
Gestures of the Egyptians,” the
“Gesture of Praying”—right foot
forward, hands raised before the
tace—has the honor of being num-
ber one."

From the point of view of
graphic art, this is indeed an
incongruous combination—a man
bound and helpless but at the same
time waving his arms and legs
around—but actually it seems to be
a rather sensible employment of the
canons of a particular art.

Facsimile 1 Is Not a Picture: A
most serious oversight by the critics

of Joseph Smith’s explanations of
the facsimiles has been failure to
read with care what is said in those
explanations. As a rule one glance
at the facsimiles has been enough
to assure any scholar that they are
familiar Egyptian stuff, and a sec-
ond glance has made clear that
the Prophet’s interpretations have
no resemblance to those of modern
Egyptologists. It has never oc-
curred to any of the experts to ask
whether there might after all be
something instructive or significant
in the explanations. Had they taken
the pains to do so, they could have
discovered right at the outset that
Joseph Smith does not describe the
facsimiles as pictures of anything:
they are symbolic diagrams describ-
ing not so much unique historical
occurrences as ritual events. Let
us explain this more closely.

If we follow the official explana-
tions, some of the most important
elements in Facsimile 1, such as
“the angel of the Lord,” “Abraham
in Egypt,” “the pillars of heaven,”
etc., do not have even the remotest
resemblance to what they are sup-
posed to represent; they are strictly
symbolic and cannot possibly be
thought of as pictures until their
meaning has been explained. More-
over, we are explicitly told that
figures in the facsimiles are “de-
signed to represent” such and such
a thing, not to depict it as it ap-
pears, for what it is is apparent only
to the initiated: “. . . as understood
by the Egyptians.” It is an arbitrary
interpretation that is given to these
things, e.g. the hatched lines in
Facsimile 1, Fig. 12, “signifying
expanse, or the firmament. . . .”
One does not draw a picture of
“expanse”—one can only “signify”
it by symbols, whose meaning can
only be understood in the context
of a particular time and culture:
“. .. but in this case, in relation to
this subject, the Egyptians meant
to signify [what we Semites would
call] Shaumau, to be high. . . .”
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The whole thing is culturally con-
ditioned; Abraham is trying to ex-
plain the figures to non-Egyptians
and he tells them that they cannot
be understood unless they are
viewed through trained Egyptian
eyes. There are various levels of
symbolic  representations, since
every symbol necessarily has some
point of visual contact with the
thing it is supposed to represent,
and some of the figures in the fac-
similes are accordingly nearer to
true pictures than others: “And that
you may have a knowledge of this
altar, I will refer you to the rep-
resentation . . ."—here we expect
something like a picture, and get
one. Likewise, “That you may
have an understanding of these
gods, T have given you the fashion
of them in figures . . .” (Abr. 1:12,
14) refers us to the familiar images
by which these particular gods were
identified to their worshippers.
But when we are told that Fig. 1
in Facsimile 2 is “signifying the
first creation,” we are dealing with
the purest symbols; and when we
learn that Fig. 3 “is made to repre-
sent God sitting upon his throne,”
we can be sure that the artist did
not for a moment suppose that God
on his throne really looked like
that, ibis-head and all. If we doubt
it, we are told that Fig. 7, a totally
different image, also “represents
God sitting on his throne,” so that
these two cannot possibly be
thought of as pictures of anything.
Fig. 4 “answers to” whatever is
conveyed in another culture by the
word “Raukeeyang,” yet at the same
time it is “also a numerical figure,
in Egyptian signifying one thou-
sand,” a clear demonstration of the
principle that these figures are not

_supposed to be pictures of anything

but may represent whatever the
Egyptians choose to see in them.

To modern eyes it has seemed
naive and even comical for Joseph
Smith to have Abraham tell a vivid
and exciting story and illustrate it
with doll-like and lifeless little
caricatures of people, making no
attempt at aesthetic or emotional
appeal. But that was the Egyptian
way, as it is the way of Indian
glyphs and of ancient oriental art
in general. The tableaux on the
walls of Egyptian temples, as de
Rochemonteix noted long ago, “are
not real people: one has the im-
pression of having before his eyes
symbolic abstractions rather than
human beings.”*?> Economy is the
watchword: “almost always in his
drawing [the Egyptian] seeks to
portray a generalization of an
action. . . . the narrative element is
conspicuously absent.”® There is
no need to worry about bad drafts-
manship as long as a drawing is
adequate to convey its message. Dr.
Mercer contemptuously observed
that there was nothing whatever
about Fig. 2 of Facsimile 1 or Fig.
3 of Facsimile 2 to remind him of
Abraham. If there had been, the
drawings would not have been
authentic; a real portrait of Abra-
ham or the priest would be as far
from Abraham’s way of doing
things as would be a portrait of
the angel. The meager, stiff, life-
less figures apparently do not dis-
turb Joseph Smith, who goes right
ahead and gives us Abraham’s ex-
planation of the things as purely
symbolic quantities.

It Is All Ritual: What made it
possible and easy to tell Abraham’s
story in formal and conventional
designs is the fact that the scenes
presented and the episodes re-
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makes it perfectly clear that they
are meant as diagrammatic or
formulaic aids to an understanding

discourse on divine authority,
. also the theme of the three facsimiles.”

counted are strictly ritual. This is
an extremely important point that
must never be lost sight of. These
documents are less historical than
ritual, though the two naturally go
together in Egyptian thinking. Thus
it has recently been shown that
while certain important battles im-
mortalized in Egyptian literature
and art really did take place, still
the accounts of them on papyrus
and stone are largely ritualized,
that is, they describe an ideal battle
in which Pharaoh, as God’s rep-
resentative on earth, comports him-
self in a godlike manner and with
a devastating strength and wisdom
that belong to the victory motif of
the year-rites rather than to the cold
facts of history.

The theme of the Book of Abra-
ham is the transmission of priest-
hood and authority—a subject with
which the Egyptians were posi-
tively obsessed and which therefore
lends itself with special force to
Egyptian treatment. The fac-
similes illustrate the most signifi-
cant moments of the patriarch’s
Egyptian career—his confrontation
with Pharaoh as a rival claimant to
the supreme authority of God on
earth. The battle stories just re-
ferred to remind us that there was
no such thing as a secular history
of the doings of Pharaoh—every-
thing he did, from his morning
toilet to victory on the battlefield,
was an act of transcendental im-
portance for the human race; his
whole life from birth to death was
one progressive ritual. Accordingly,
the dealings of Abraham with the
divine Pharaoh could not be of a
wholly temporal or secular nature;
everything about them partakes of
the nature of ritual, as is made very
clear in the Book of Abraham.
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Thus in Facsimile 1 we are in-
troduced first to “the Angel of the
Lord,” then to “Abraham fastened
upon an altar” to be offered up “as a
sacrifice” to gods to whose idols
we are introduced. Abraham is not
simply being executed; he is the
central figure of an extremely im-
portant ritual in which “the idola-
trous god of Pharaoh” figures
conspicuously, and the competing
powers of heaven and hell come
into conflict both in their super-
human and their appointed repre-
sentatives.

Turning to the text of the Book
of Abraham, we find the patriarch’s
whole concern to be with rites and
ordinances: the blessings of the
fathers, the sacrifice of children to
idols, the complicated holding of
priestly offices in the mixed cults
of Egypt and Asia, local customs of
sacrifice: “Now at this time it was
the custom . . . " strange gods,
strange rites, strange names. After
an introduction devoted to briefing
the reader on the ritual practices
of the heathen, Abraham in verse
12 gets down to cases: He, too, was
expected to play the game and
provide a victim for the rites. He
describes the altar, as if that were
very important, and then tells how
he was delivered from the knife,
receiving at the same time the
promise of priesthood for himself.
(See Abr. 1:18.) Then he goes
into a long explanation of Pharaoh’s
rival priesthood.

All this shall be duly considered
in time, but the thing to note here
is that the Book of Abraham, far
from being merely a diverting or
edifying history, is a discourse on
divine authority, which also is the
theme of the three facsimiles. The
explanations to the three plates

of the subject of priesthood on
earth. Awareness of this may help
substantially in understanding the
details of the papyri, to which we
now turn our attention. 2)

(To be continued)
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The Unknown Abraham

A New Look at The Pearl of Great Price
Part 7

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

® Neglected Evidence: Until now, all discussions of
the authenticity of the Book of Abraham have been
based on the assumption that we have to deal with
only two really important sources of information: the
Book of Abraham and the recently published papyri
(Era, February 1968). Everyone, it would seem, has
taken for granted that if we know what the papyri
really say, we are in a position to pass judgment on
the authenticity of the Book of Abraham—a proposi-
tion diligently cultivated by some who have assumed
that a knowledge of Egyptian qualifies one to pass
judgment on matters that lie completely outside the
field. Such a case might stand up if Joseph Smith
had specifically designated particular papyri as the
source of his information; but he never did so. Pro-
fessor Klaus Baer begins and ends his exceedingly
valuable study with the assertion that Joseph Smith
thought he was actually translating the so-called
“Breathing Permit.” Such testimony would not hold
up for three minutes in any court of law. The only
evidence for what the Prophet thought is the arrange-
ment side by side of very brief Egyptian symbols
and some lengthy sections of the Book of Abraham,
which has led some to the hasty conclusion that the
one column is a would-be translation of the other.
But the strange juxtaposition of the two texts is itself
the best refutation of the argument that it is supposed
to present: everyone we know who has ever looked
at the two columns (and that includes many a puzzled
student long before anybody knew what the Egyptian
characters really meant) has been satisfied that the
one could not by any effort of the imagination be a
translation of the other. But what Mormon ever
said it was? The opposition has simply assumed it
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in the face of the clearest evidence to the contrary;
and on their own assumption, to which a knowledge
of Egyptian has no relevance whatever, they have
declared the Book of Abraham a fraud.

Fortunately we have much broader and firmer
grounds for testing the Book of Abraham than para-
psychological reconstructions of schemes and devices
140 years old. Those grounds are furnished by a
wealth of apocryphal sources, mostly Jewish, and an
impressive mass of Egyptian and classical references
and archwological material to back them up. The
nature of these sources will become evident in the
course of discussion, but it will be well to point out
some significant aspects of their study at the outset.

1. It is now fairly certain not only that the Bible
account of Abraham’s life is very sketchy indeed,
but also that there existed anciently much fuller
written records of his activity. As Father de Vaux
noted in a recent and important study, “We could
never write a historical biography of Abraham . . .
nor even write a real history of the patriarchal period”
on the evidence supplied by the Bible alone.> “There
is strictly speaking,” wrote Foakes-Jackson years ago,
“no material for a connected biography of Abraham,
the records being taken from a variety of sources.”
It is those lost sources that make up the records to
which we referred above: Theodor Bochl recently
observed that there is obviously a vast body of source
material behind the history of Abraham, but that it
is nearly all lost.! The discovery of the so-called
Genesis Apocryphon among the Dead Sea Scrolls not
only confirms the existence of a very ancient non-
biblical history of Abraham, but also gives us a peep
into its contents, which present really surprising
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parallels to the Book of Abraham.” The world is now
willing to accept a proposition that it denounced as
blasphemous in Joseph Smith’s day: “We must not lose
sight of the fact,” wrote G. Widengren, “that the Old
Testament, as it is handed down to us in the Jewish
canon, is only part—We do not even know if the greater
part—of Israel’s national literature.”

2. Both the biblical and apocryphal stories of Abra-
ham contain at least kernels of historical truth. The
character of Abraham is so vivid and clear-cut in both
traditions, according to Otto Eisfeldt, that he must
have been a historical personage.” While “the 19th
century excluded the possibility that the man Abram
or Abraham could have been a real historical person,”
wrote Martin Buber, today “everyone sees a living
person,” whose true history, however, “science, lack-
ing other evidence, will only be able to surmise.”™
Gustav von Rad describes this peculiar state of things,
which leaves us in the position of the medieval school-
men, who were ¢ompletely certain that God is, but
completely uncertain as to what he is: so it is with
Abraham today—". . . in spite of the unprecedented
progress of modern archaeology, there is still com-
plete disagreement as to the historical reality under-
lying the patriarchal narratives.™ Yet there is no more
any doubt that there was and is a historical reality. In
a study of “the legend of Abraham,” M. Mauss con-
cluded that “a number of scholars are beginning to
recognize historical foundations to important parts
of the tradition.””® Today there are at last enough
documents in the apocryphal area to be checked
against each other, so that the resemblances and dif-
ferences among them really add up to something. Even
apparent contraditions are now constructive, as Al-
bright has pointed out: “ . . reconstructing history is
quite impossible unless we have different versions
of just what happened at a given time and different re-
actions of contemporaries or successors. . . . Minor dis-
crepancies do mnot invalidate historicity; they are
necessary concomitants of any true history of man.”"!

3. Taken as a whole, the apocryphal accounts of
Abraham, whether in Hebrew, Aramaic, Arabic, Greek,
Old Slavonic, etc., and whether recorded in manu-
scripts of early or later date, agree in telling essentially
the same story. This story is not found in the Bible, but
is found in the Book of Abraham—which means that
our next point is very important.

4. Joseph Smith knew nothing about these extra-
canonical sources for the Life of Abraham. (a) They
were not accessible to him: E. A. W. Budge made the
significant remark that “the letter press [in the Book
of Abraham] is as idiotic as the pictures, and is clearly
based on the Bible and some of the Old Testament
Apocryphal histories.”* But what could Joseph Smith
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“Abraham qualifies to stand as the
most pivotal and strategic

man in the course of world history."”

have known about Old Testament apocryphal his-
tories? Budge was possibly the greatest authority on
apocrypha of his day, but that was because he spent
his days, mostly in the British Museum, among original
manuscripts to which nobody else had access. There
were indeed a number of important apocrypha pub-
lished in Budge’s day—but in the 1830’sP*** Who has
access to the apocryphal Abraham materials even
today? The first important collection of them was
Jellinek’s Bait ha-Midrasch, first published in 1856,
and so rare that we had never seen a copy of it until
its reprinting in Israel in 1967. Many Abraham sources
were first made known to the world in B. Beer’s Leben
Abraham’s, which did not appear until 1859. The
extensive Arabic sources were first studied by
Schuzinger in 1961. Though Hebrew has been taught
on the “graduate level” at the BYU for many years,
until very recently none of the basic sources have been
available there.

(b) The apocryphal Abraham literature was not
read in Joseph Smith’s day: As a specialist many years
later, Budge recognized authentically apocryphal ele-
ments in the Book of Abraham, and duly charged
Joseph Smith with having clearly drawn on them. Yet
those sources were unknown to any of his fellow
critics of the Book of Abraham; for them, Joseph
Smith’s account rang no familiar bells. Over and
over again they declared the history to be nothing on
earth but the purest product of the Prophet’s irrespon-
sible imagination, and repeated with monotonous
regularity that there was “not one word of truth” in
anything he put down. But if the most learned men
in the world detected no other source for the Book
of Abraham than Joseph Smith’s untutored imagina-
tion, what are the chances that the young farmer
himself would have had any knowledge at all of an
obscure and recondite literature never translated into
English? Professor Zucker of the University of Utah
has done us the service of showing that the influence
of Joseph Smith’s Jewish friends and instructors, Seixas
and Alexander Neibaur, came much too late to have
had any influence on the Book of Abraham,'* and that
the Prophet’s knowledge of things Jewish before then
was less than elementary; indeed, as Professor Zucker
puts it, “A Jew was exceedingly rare in northeastern
Ohio in those days . . . before November 9, 1835, few
of the Mormons had ever knowingly beheld a Jew.™

To come down to the present, in 1968 a Jewish
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Herman Witz’s Aegyptiaca (1717) is perhaps the first extensive
treatment of the subject of Abraham and the Egyptians; William
Hales’s Chronology (1830) contained everything available to Western
scholars in Joseph Smith’s time. Neither work would have been of
much help to anyone composing Book of Abraham.

Rabbi wrote A Critical Analysis of the Book of Abra-
ham in the Light of Extra-canonical Jewish Writing,
a BYU dissertation, in which for the Life of Abraham
he draws upon the Talmud, Josephus, Jubilees, and S.
Yetzirah, but makes no mention of any of the sources
noted so far in this article or many to follow."” Even
R. C. Webb, in Chapter 8 of his Joseph Smith as a
Translator, is impressed only by the contrast between
the Book of Abraham and the non-canonical sources
available to him, which do not include those really
important items. So we ask, if rabbis and researchers
in the twentieth century can be excused for not know-
ing about significant writings about Abraham, what
were the chances of Joseph Smith’s knowing anything
about them? They were nil, though we can confi-
dently predict from past experience that as surely as
it begins to appear that the story of Abraham in the
Book of Abraham can be matched even in particulars
by a number of ancient sources, those same critics
who have poured contempt on the total ignorance of
Joseph Smith will join Professor Budge in charging
the Prophet with having lifted extensively from ob-
scure and recondite sources that even the most learned
rabbis had never heard of in the 1830’s.

The Great Debate: The main theme of the drama of
the Book of Abraham is the rivalry between Abraham
and a mysterious unnamed king. The king is of
“Canaanitish” blood, but he also has enough Egyptian
blood to claim the crown of Egypt legitimately.
Though four other gods have precedence over “the
god of Pharaoh king of Egypt,” it is through his Egyp-
tian connections that he “would fain claim . . . the right
of the Priesthood” through the line of Ham. Abraham’s
father was convinced that the claims of the king were
legitimate and followed him and his gods.

The rulers of Egypt from the very beginning rested
their claim to divine dominion in the earth on the
possession of certain documents proving their legiti-
macy. The most important of such documents were
those containing the royal genealogy: it was to
preserve them that the “House of Life” was built, and
Gardiner even suggested that the main purpose of the
Great Pyramid was to house the royal genealogical
records on which rested the authority of the king.'®
A recurrent motif in Egyptian literature is the story
of the king who spends his days in the temple archives
diligently searching for the document that will estab-
lish his sure relationship with the gods. The document
is never found.’” Why not? According to the Book of
Abraham, the Pharaoh did not possess the all-
important papers—because Abraham had them! “But
I shall endeavor, hereafter, to delineate the chronology
running back from myself to the beginning of the
creation, for the records have come into my hands,
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which T hold unto this present time.” (Abr. 1:28.
Italics added.) This, then, was a rebuff and check
to the ambitions of the king: it was Abraham who
actually held the authority he claimed, and the story
in the Book of Abraham tells of the showdown between
these two rivals for the honor of bearing God’s author-
ity on earth.

This brings us to the main theme of the non-
canonical traditions of Abraham, which have become
the subject of special research in recent years. The
theme of these legends is the mortal rivalry between
Abraham and an awesome and sinister would-be cos-
mocrat who is usually designated by the name of
Nimrod. The rivalry begins even before the birth of
Abraham, when Nimrod’s wise men, studying the
stars, foretell the birth of one who will in time com-
pletely overshadow the power of Nimrod and possess
that divine dominion which Nimrod himself has
always coveted.™ “The wise men of Canaan said:
‘Behold, Terah will beget a son who will pervert and
destroy the precepts of Canaan.’ ™ This is an interest-
ing indication that the issue is to be between Abraham
and the people and religion of Canaan, as in the Book
of Abraham account. “On the night of Abraham’s
birth the astrologers at Terah’s feast saw a great star
that came from the East . . . and swallowed up the
four stars at the four corners,” ie. Nimrod’s world
dominion.*® In his eagerness to eliminate the infant
Abraham, Nimrod authorized a “slaughter of the
Innocents” in which, according to some accounts,
70,000 male babies perished.? At once we think of
Joseph’s dream and of the birth of Jesus, and are con-
fronted with the most baffling and fascinating aspect
of comparative religious studies: one sees parallels
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everywhere; what is one to make of them? Each must

be judged on its own merits. History itself is full of
the most disturbing parallels—a new classic example
is that of the tragic deaths of Abraham Lincoln and
John F. Kennedy—which would seem to show that
things do tend to fall into patterns. One does not need
to regard the star in the East at the birth of Abraham
as a borrowing from the New Testament: according
to ancient and established teaching, everyone born
into the world has his tali’, his star in the East; and
at no time or place was astrology more diligently culti-
vated than in Abraham’s world. As we shall see, the
sacrificing of babies on a huge scale was also part
of the picture—no need to trace it to King Herod’s out-
rageous behavior centuries later. Among those things
which fall into well-known historical patterns are the
atrocities committed by rulers determined to secure
their thrones—whole scenes from Macbheth and Richard
III could be switched without jarring the structure
of either play.

In all accounts Terah, the father of Abraham, is
solidly on Nimrod’s side, as in the Book of Abraham
version, and is usually presented as a high official
at the court. According to the Book of Abraham,
Abraham’s family had long been following idolatrous

practices, “My fathers having turned from their righ-
teousness . . . unto the worshiping of the gods of the
heathen. . .. Therefore they turned their hearts to the

sacrifice of the heathen in offering up their children
unto their dumb idols.” -(Abr. 1:5, 7.) There is much
apocryphal substantiation for these statements. “Abra-
ham,” says the Midrash, “had no trust either in the
words of his father or in the words of his mother.”*
“When he said to his father and his people: “What are
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these images to which you are so devoted? they said,
‘We found our fathers worshipping them.” He said:
‘Indeed you yourselves as well as your fathers have
been in manifest error.” "** It was especially in the days
of Serug, Abraham’s great-grandfather, that “the fear
of idols came into the world and the making of idols,”
the people being at that time subjected to the terror
and confusion of the great migrations, “without teach-
ers or leaders.”' And it was especially at Ur that “the
prince Mastemah [Satan] exerted himself to do all
this, to make the people zealous in the business of
idols, and he sent forth other spirits . . . therefore Seroh
was called Serug, for everyone was turned to do all
manner of sin and transgression.’ ">

There is a strange, almost obsessive, concern with
“the fathers” at the beginning of the Book of Abra-
ham: “Tt was conferred upon me from the fathers; it
came down from the fathers, from the beginning of
time . .. [from] our first father, through the fathers
unto me,” etc. (Abr. 1:3-5.) This is just as conspicuous
in our extra-canonical sources, and Theodore Reik
would trace this fervid appeal to the fathers to an
ancestor cult closely resembling the Egyptian system,
which crops up in the earliest Jewish tradition but
has been consistently discredited and suppressed by
the rabbis.*® The Genesis Apocryphon lays great
emphasis on “the line of the fathers” (II, 19ff), and the
Manual of Discipline designates the righteous in
Israel as “those who have a claim on the fathers”
(IQS 2:9). Recent studies of the name of Abraham
point to the dominance of the concept. According to
R. deVaux, Abram is a contraction of Abiram, “My
father is exalted,” the name being found not only in
the Canaanitish Ras Shamrah texts but even in Egypt
and Cyprus.®” Albright sees in it Abam-rama, a West-
Semitic name meaning “He is exalted with respect to
Father,” i.e., “He is of distinguished lineage.”

But “in the case of Abraham,” as Cyrus Gordon puts
it, “there can be no God of the fathers, because his
father Terah is the pagan parent of the first true
believer according to tradition.”™ Recent studies have
placed increasing emphasis on Abraham instead of
Moses as the true founder of the Jewish religion,
but according to the older traditions, he was the re-
storer rather than the first founder of the faith—the
tirst true believer since Noah: “Ten generations from
Noah to Abraham,” said R. Nathan, “. . . and there
was not one of them that walked in the ways of the
Holy One until Abraham our father. . ..” The tradition
is frequently mentioned, making Abraham the founder
of a dispensation, the first man to receive revelation
after Noah.?* Abraham is depicted as Noah’s suc-
cessor, and even as his student, in some of the earliest
sources, which report that Abraham studied with Noah
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and Shem for 39 years.”* Tt is therefore interesting that
Abraham in the Book of Abraham is described spe-
cifically as the successor of Noah, the new Noah: “. . .
I will take thee, to put upon thee my name, even
the Priesthood of thy father, and my power shall be
over thee. As it was with Noah so shall it be with
thee. . . .7 (Abr. 1:18-19.)

Many stories are told of how the infant Abraham
was born in a cave and spent his first days, weeks
and even years still concealed in a cave to escape the
wrath of Nimrod.” At the very first the babe was
saved when a slave child was sacrificed by Nimrod,
who thought it was Abraham, thus introducing us to
the substitute sacrifice, which plays such an important
role in the Abraham epic.”” Being miraculously nour-
ished in the cave, Abraham grew physically and
mentally with supernatural speed, and in a matter
of days or weeks he was searching in his mind to know
who might be the true creator of things and the god he
should worship. He was moved to such contemplations
by the sight of the heavenly bodies that he first beheld
upon coming out of the cave. Nimrod, apprised by his
soothsayers, sent a great army to the cave to destroy
Abraham, but a violent sandstorm screened the child
from their view and threw them into such confusion
and alarm that they retreated in panic back to Baby-
lon—a 40-day march from the cave.®*

All the cave stories—the desertion by father and
mother, visitation and instruction by angels, lone
vigils under the stars, miraculous feeding, and so
forth—aim at emphasizing the all-important point that
Abraham was alone with God, dependent on no man
and on no tradition, beginning as it were from scratch.
Thus, the babe was nourished by sucking milk and
honey from his own fingers, even as he acquired
wisdom: When a Jewish child displays great precocity
or unaccountable knowledge or insight, it is said, “He
gets it out of his fingers, like Abraham.”** Everything
points up Abraham’s complete break with the past;
having no human teachers, he must think things out
for himself, until he receives light from above.*® Intel-
lectually oriented rabbinical Jewry liked to think that
Abraham, by purely rational mental processes, arrived
at a knowledge of the true nature of God in the man-
ner of the medieval schoolmen, and they depict him
demonstrating his wit and his knowledge in formal
disputations in which he confounds Nimrod and his
wise men with all the old familiar chestnuts of the
schools.”” In the older accounts, however, it is by
the light of revelation that he arrives at a knowledge
of the truth.” But all emphasize that sublime inde-
pendence which alone qualifies Abraham to stand
“as the most pivotal and strategic man in the course
of world history.”"
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When Nimrod’s army got back to Babylon, they
found that Abraham had already arrived there before
them, miraculously transported by the angel Gabriel,
and was busy going about preaching the True God to
the people, including his own family, who were duly
shocked and alarmed: “Who rules me?” he asked his
mother. “T do,” she replied. “And who is your lord?”
“Azar [Terah] your father.” And who is the Lord of
Azar?” “Nemrod.” “And who is the Lord of Nemrod?”
“Tt is dangerous to ask more!™ To counteract Abra-
ham’s dangerous influence, which was already under-
mining his authority, Nimrod, on the advice of his
public relations experts, decided to hold a great seven-
day feast at which all were required to be in atten-
dance. The officious Terah brought his son to court
“to worship Nimrod in his palace,” but instead the
youth disputed with the doctors and rebuked Nimrod
for not acknowledging God’s authority, and when he
placed his hand upon the throne of the king, he caused
it to shake violently, so that Nimrod and all his court
fell on their faces in terror. After lying paralyzed for
the space of two hours, the chastened Nimrod raised
his head and asked, “Is it thy voice, O Abraham, or
the voice of thy God?” And when he learned the truth
he declared, “Verily, the God of Abraham is a great
and powerful God, the King of kings.”** So Abraham
was allowed to depart and secretly spent the next 39
years studying with Noah and Shem.**

Thus Nimrod was again bested in his great debate
with Abraham on the subject of divine authority. At
their first face-to-face meeting, Nimrod cried out to
the youth: “My power is greater than that of your
God!” And when Abraham observed that his God
had power to give life or death, Nimrod in reply ut-
tered his terrible and blasphemous boast: “It is I who
give life, and I who take it away!” and demonstrated
to Abraham that he had the power to spare the life
of a prisoner, subject, or any other human being, or
to take it, as he chose. This was the secret of his an-
cestor Cain and was anciently regarded as the ultimate
blasphemy, the unholy power of the man with the
gun (Nimrod’s bow) to take or spare life as he
chooses. The point of the story, as Schutzinger ob-
serves, is that Nimrod is the reverse image of Abraham
in everything, being “a projection of the sins of
Canaan.”"" At their first meeting, Nimrod even offered
to make Abraham his successor if he would only bow
down and worship him—familiar motif!'* And of
course Nimrod is haunted by dreams in which he sees
Abraham push him from his throne.”” According to
the Midrash, Abraham and Nimrod are the arch-types
of the righteous and the wicked in this world.*® The
two wage a whole series of combats, with Nimrod al-
ways the challenger, culminating in his mad attempt
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to fly to heaven (or reach it by his tower) and dis-
patch the God of Abraham with his arrow. But always
his monstrous pretention collapses ludicrously and
pitifully; his flying machine falls, breaking his arms
and legs; his throne collapses; his tower is overthrown
by a wind or an earthquake, and so forth. The classic
conclusion is when God sends a tiny gnat (the weakest
and poorest of creatures) up the mighty Nimrod’s nose
while he is asleep to tickle his brain and so bring
insanity and death.'” Though he must admit Abraham
the victor in the contest, even in his humiliation Nim-
rod stubbornly insists that his opponent has won not
by real divine power but only by trickery and magic—
for that is the issue: who has the real priesthood.*
“I have a better right to the city than you,” Abraham
tells Nimrod in the Antar legend, “because it was the
seat of my father and my forefathers, before Canaan
came and settled here without right.”"” And so the
issue is drawn, each accusing the other of being
false ruler and usurper.

The real showdown with Nimrod began with the
affair of the idols, the most famous episode from the
youth of Abraham. In Jubilees, Terah secretly agrees
with his son in deploring the worship of idols; but like
many another, he is afraid to buck public opinion and
advises Abraham to keep his thoughts to himself
and avoid trouble.” But Abraham was of sterner
stuff and protested in public and in private against the
errors of the time, so that he finally had to leave
home: *. .. thinking of his father’s anger, left him and
went from the house.”™ As long as he was in Meso-
potamia, “the people of the Chaldeans and other
peoples of Mesopotamia raised a tumult against
him”;?% in particular “the wise men of Chaldea attacked
Abraham, our father, for his belief.”” It was Abraham
against the whole society: “When the people of the
land led astray, every man after his own devices,
Abraham believed in me and was not led aside after
them.”!

Archaology has shown in our own day “that Abra-
ham the iconoclast is not merely a children’s tale . . .
the extensive findings of Mari gods and goddesses,
revealing the elaborate and pervasive cult of idol-
atry.” It was indeed a land of “crass polytheism
and demonology, governed by a multitude of priests,
diviners, and magicians under the rule of the great
temples and their hierarchies. There was no room in
that Mesopotamia for an individual who could not
join in the worship and in the magical practices of
his fellows. Abraham must have felt early the press-
ing need to remove himself from a stifling environ-
ment.””® This is exactly the situation when the Book
of Abraham opens: “In the land of the Chaldeans, at
the residence of my father, I, Abraham, saw that it
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was needful for me to obtain another place of resi-
dence.” (Abr. 1:1.) “Abraham was alert to the con-
taminating pagan influence of the ethnic stock from
which he came,” wrote D. M. Eichhorn,”” and Leo
Trepp reflects that “Abraham’s migration established
a great principle: to follow the truth is better than
culture . . . the motto of Jewish history.”” We must
bear in mind in reading the reflections of modern
Jewish scholars on the subject that “nowhere in
Genesis is there reference to a battle with idolatry,
nor do the patriarchs ever appear as reproaching their
contemporaries for idolatry. The tension between
Israel and the pagan world arises first with Moses.”*’
Thus, the opening verses of the Book of Abraham
strike off in a direction completely unfamiliar to

biblical tradition. @
(To be continued)
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21Rev. William Hales, A New Analysis of Chronology and Geography,
History and Prophecy (Lond(m, 1830) in 4 volumes, was the most com-
plete and conscientious work available to contemporaries of Joseph
Smith. None of the Oriental sources of episodes of the Abraham story
appear in this work. It would have been of no help whatever in writing

thc Bonl\ of Abraham.
13, (Summer 1968), p. 44.

. Zucker, in Dialogue, Vol. 3, No. 2

“Ihul pp. 47-48.

‘R'\hbl Nissim Wernick, A Critical Analysis of the Book of Abraham
in the Light of Extra-Canonical Jewish Writings (BYU dissertation in
the Department of Religious Instruction, 1968).

"‘A.4Gardinm', in Journal of Egyptian Archacology, Vol. 11 (1925),
pp. 3-4,

"We discuss this theme later. A classic instance is found at the
beginning of the Neferhotep story, with the king and his court diligently
searching the archives; M. Pieper, Die grosse Imclmﬂ des Koenigs
Neferhotep in Abydos (Lvlpng, 1929). “The impression made on the
modern mind is that of a people searching in the dark for a key to

truth . . . retaining all lest perchance the appropriate one should be
lost”—I. E. S. Edwards, The Pyramids of Egypt (Penguin Books, 1952),
pp. 27f.

ISA useful collection and discussion of this phase of the story in H.
Schiitzinger, Ursprung und Entwicklung der arabischen Abraham-Nimrod
Legende (Bonn: Oriental. Seminar, 1961), p. 23. The most instructive
single source is the Maase Abraham in A. Jellinck, Bet ha-Midrasch
(3rd ed., Jerusalem, 1967), Vol. 1, pp. 25-34; cf. 118-19. The most
valuable Arabic version is Ka‘f al-Akhbar, Qissah Ibrahim Abinu, in
Revue des Etudes Juives, Vol. 7 (1920), pp. 37ff. The completest
collection of Abraham apocrypha is by M. J. bin Gorion, Die Sagen der
]ud(n (Frankfurt, 1919ff.); the Abraham material is mostly in Vol. 2,
191

'Thz Cave of Treasures (by Ephraim the Syrian), 25:7-9, 11-14,

2L, Cln7be|g, Legends of the Jews (Philadelphia, 1908- 938) Vol. 1,
p. 202. This is all from the Ma’ase Abraham.
2Ibid., p. 188.

"‘W'.S G. Braude, The Midrash on Psalms (Yale University, 1959),
118:11.

‘Koran, Sura 21:53-55. Traditions recorded in the Koran often go
back to very ancient independent Jewish sources; G. Abrahams, The
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Jewish Mind (Boston: Beacon, 1962), p. 49, n. 1.

2Cave of Treasures, 25:7-9.

“Book of Jubilees, 11:2-5.

2Theodore Reik, Pagan Rites in Judaism (New York: Farrar, Straus,
1964), pp. 31, 35-39.

2'R. de \'\ux in Revue Biblique, Vol. 72 (1965), pp. 7-8.

W, F. Albright, m Journal of Brbh(ul Literature, Vol. 54 (1935),
p. 179, cf. pp. 193-203.

»C. Gordon, B(’fnn the Bible (New York: Harper & Row, 1962),
p. 257.

A, Wuensche, Der Midrasch Bereschit Rabba (Leipzig, 1881), p.
175. The ten generations of silence followed the first ten generations
of Patriarchs, F. Hommel, in Bibl. Arch. Soc. Proc., Vol. 15 (1893),
p. 243. A much-discussed h’)pl( among the Rabbis was, “When did the
Fathers cease to be worthy?” Sabb., fol. 55a.

#Sefer ha-Yashar, c. 24-27, citing Pirke de Rabbi Eliczer, Ch. 26
(G. Friedlander, PerL de Rabbi Eliezer [New York: Hermon, 1965]).
The Pseudo-Enoch makes Terah a flood-hero, according to S. Kraeling,
in Journal of Biblical Literature, Vol. 66 (1947), p. 292, whose “name
could be an abridgment of Atrabasis or Atarhasis,” the Babylonian flood
hero. In Arabic sources, Terah is regularly called Azar.

#2Cave stories are collected by B. Beer, Leben Abraham’s (Leipzig,

1859), pp. 2ff, 102; B. Chapira, in Revue des Etudes Juives, Vol. 69

(1919), p. 95; B. Heller, Revue des Etudes Juives, Vol. 85 (1928),
p. 117; Noel & Millin, Dizionario, Vol. 1, p. 33. The motif is part
ot the tradition of divine kingship, G. Binder, Die Aussetzung des
Konigskinds Kyros und Romulus (Mvisenhelm/Clm Hain, 1964), p. 27.
Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, Vol. 26, p. 187, says he was hidden underground
fm 13 years without seeing the sun or moon.”

S ha-Yashar, 24-27; Pirke de Rabbi Eliezer, Ch. 26; B. Beer, op. cit.,
by 2,

#HSources in Beer, p. 3 (with notes); B. Chapira, op. cit.,, pp. 94- 96
103; L. Wolf, Falasha Anthology (Yale University, 1951),
Tha’labi, Qissas al-Anbiya (Cairo, 1921), p. 51. On the importance nf
Tha’labi as an early Jewish source, see H. Nibley, in Revue de Qumran,
\ol 18 (1965), pp. 177f.

It is even said that God “appointed the two reins of Abraham to
act as two teachers and that they . . . taught him wisdom every night,”
J. Goldin, The Fathers According to Rabba Nathan (Yale University,
1955); p. 181

3iBereshit Rnbba, 39 1; see E. S. Speiser, in Isracl Exploration Journal,
Vol. 8 (1957

#7A, Cohen, ELL*Y{[Y"{ITI s Talmud (New York: Dutton, 1949), pp. 1-2;
B. Beer, op. cit., p. 86; Tha’labi, op. cit., p. )7 Koran, 6:79f.

#Convinced that his father was in error, “he began to pray to the
Creator of all things that he might save him from the errors of the children

*

Richard L. Evans

The Spoken Word

Some laws too seldom considered

n our concern for liberty, and law, and lawlessness,

and what is or isn’'t legal or moral or permissible,

there sometimes seems to be too much complexity.
The endless process of passing many laws and the
endless legal quibbling and contention suggest the
need for something simpler—something too seldom
considered—even something seldom if ever read or
seldom heard by some: something such as the Ten
Commandments. While they may not cover all the
intricacies of modern life, they do provide the basic
principles. “And the Lord came down . .. and . ..
called Moses up to the top of the mountain.
And Moses went up unto God, and the Lord called
unto him . . . saying:

“Thou shalt have no other gods before me.

“Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven
image. . . .

“Thou shalt not bow down thyself to them nor
serve them. . . .

“Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy
God in vain. . . .

“Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy.

“Honour thy father and thy mother: that thy
days may be long upon the land which the

See Exodus 19, 20.

*‘The Spoken Word” from Temple Square, presented over KSL and the Columbia Broadcasting System October 20, 1968. @1%8.
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Lord thy God giveth thee.

“Thou shalt not kill.

“Thou shalt not commit adultery.

“Thou shalt not steal.

“Thou shalt not bear false witness. . . .

“Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour’s house,

. thy neighbour’s wife, . nor any thing

that is thy neighbour’s.

“And all the people answered together, and said,
all that the Lord hath spoken we will do. .. . And
Moses said unto the people, Fear not: for God is
come to prove you, . . . that ye sin not. . . . And the
Lord said, . Ye have seen that | have talked with
you from heaven.”! It is nowhere written, that we
know of, that these principles have been repealed—
but only added unto, so far as we are aware. And
despite all technicalities, all attempt to dispute, to
dilute, to rationalize the law, these are the com-
mandments God has given—these, with others from
the same source—which would make a good place
to begin to solve our problems, to heal the heart-
aches, to halt the violence, to clean out the clutter
of sin, and to quiet the sorrow in the lives of per-
plexed people. This is the way; this is the counsel
God has given.
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of men,” Jubilees, 11:16f.
are given in
“But how Abraham became a worshipper of
sinz]sd him out . . . is left to surmise,”
p.

The early sources

187. The whole world was in error
the doctrine of immortality,”
“H. Schutzinger, op. cit., pp. 85-87;
in Noel, Dizionario, Vol. 1, p. 33
YMa’ase Abraham, in B. H.
Legends of the Jews, Vol. 1,
P

M., Vol. 1,

G. H. Box, Apocalypse of Abraham (1918), pp. 89-96.
Jewish Encyclopedia, Vol. 1,

S
], M. Adams, Ancient Records (md the Bible (Nashville, 1946), p.
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Nishmat Chayim, fol.
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pp. 24-30; L. Ginzberg,
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the Lord, or why God

Nimrod’s childishness,
(Frankfurt, 1845), pp. 5
D. Sidersky, Origines des Legendes Mussulmanes dans le Coran et dans
les Vies des Prophetes (Paris,

Sidersky, loc. cit.
tricked, in the Biblical Antiquities of Philo, Vol. 61, p. 8 (ed. M. R.
James, London: SPCK, 1917), p. 235. Terrified by Abraham’s challenge,
Nimrod cries, “This man is crazy—take him away!”
crazy one; Schiitzinger, p. 38.

1’ Antar, cited by Schiitzinger, p. 103.

“Jubilees, 12:1ff, 6, 8.

L. Ginzberg, Legends of the Jews, Vol. 1, p. 211.

""-'G. H. Box, Apocalypse of Abraham, p. 88.

. the

. Weil, Biblische Legenden der Muselminner

Sources for the gnat story are given by

1933), p

fallen Goliath’s protest that he has been

though he is the

Eliezer and Jubilees; a twelfth century geniza, cited by B. Chapira, “Rab. S‘mdm, quoted by A. Franck, The Kabbala (Hyde Park, N.Y.,

op. crt, p. 91.

2Beer, loc. cit., citing P. R. Eliezer and S. Hayashar.
'S(.hutzmger, np. cit,, pp. 28, 93f, 113f, 126; Tha’labi, pp. 52-53.
For sources on Nimrod’s boast, Chapira, Rl:_l, Vol. 69, p. 106; discussed
(1949), pp. 339ff. D,
\’Veher System  der

by us in Western Political Quar(PrIJ Vol.
4#Schutzinger, p. 178; cf. F.

1967), p.

. Eichhorn,
altsynagogalen p. 14,

"'Blhhcul Annqum(v of Philo, \ol 23, 5,
“E. Feldman, in Tradition,
M. H Segal, in Jewish Qum’ttrll/ Review, Vol. 52 (1961), p. 45.

Conversion to Judaism (New York: Ktav, 1965/6),

Vol. (1963), p. 72.

I’alashmschen Theologie (Leipzig, 1880), p. 257. L. Trepp, Eternal Father, Eternal Pecople (Prentice-Hall, 1962), p

G. Brml(h, M:(Ir(lsh on Ps. 1, 13.

g 5.
*For the series of combats Schiitzinger, pp. 96-100, 38f, 110f; for A, D. Matthews,

in Church Quarterly Review, 1965, p. 141.

If I were Satan,
I would not need
To be on hand to win

My cause.

If I Were Satan
By S. Dilworth Young

election.

I'd need but to pause

Long enough

To whisper in an ear

Some envious theught,

Or some thin hint

Of greedy gain

From some advantage bought
By bribing men.

I'd hint but once about
seduction,
Or power from a rigged

From then the evil men

Of earth, of their free will—
God’s gift, not mine, perverted
To my purposes—

Would win the world for me,
And circumvent the work

Of God and Christ.
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The Unknown Abraham

A New Look at The Pearl of Great Price
Part 7

(Continued)

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

® Abraham’s particular objections, according to the
Pearl of Great Price account, were to idolatry and
human sacrifice, which went together in the system,
“ .. offering up their children unto their dumb idols,
and hearkened pot unto my voice, but endeavored to
take away my life. . . .” (Abr. 1:7.) According to the
traditions, “in the days of Terah the people began to
sacrifice their children to the Devils and to worship
images.”® In one account Abraham sees a vision of
human sacrifice on an altar and receives the surpris-
ing explanation: “This is God’s temple, but the image
in it is my wrath against the people who sprung from
me, and the officiating priest is he who allures people
to murderous sacrifices.”* The episode might almost
be illustrated by our own Facsimile 1. It was in the
days of Serug, Abraham’s great-grandfather, that the
people “began to look upon the stars, and began to
prognosticate by them and to make divination, and
to make their sons and daughters pass through the
fires.” So here they were, as the Book of Abraham
reports, “offering up their children unto their dumb
idols (Abr. 1:7), with Abraham protesting and thereby
getting himself into serious trouble. Nimrod’s sacri-
fice of 70,000 babies may well be an echo of the
practice, and have nothing to do with the story of
Herod.

A recent study of J. G. Fervier quotes an an-
cient source describing how the sacrificing was car-
ried out, and traces the survival of the atrocious
practices among Semitic peoples right down to the
end of the ancient world. Indeed, there has been
considerable discussion in recent years as to whether
the sacrifice of Isaac is not itself clear evidence of a
custom of human sacrifice prevailing in Abraham’s
time, a custom to which he put an end.” As the rite
is described in the Fervier document, the parents
would “hand the child to a priest who would dispatch
it in a mystic manner, i.e. according to a special rite;
after the child had passed down the length of a special
trench . . . then he placed the victim on the extended
hands of the divine statue, from which it rolled into
a brazier to be consumed by fire,” while the crowd
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went wild.®* Tt is not a pretty picture. Indeed, Albright
finds the picture in Egypt shortly after this time
“singularly repulsive. . . . Ritual prostitution . . . was
rampant. . . . Snake worship and human sacrifice
were rife.”¢*

Abraham’s two attacks on the idols are both very
well attestec' in the documents. In one story the hero
at the age of 10 or 12 or 20 or 40 or 50 or 60 goes
forth to sell the idols that his father and brother have
made, in order to help out the stringent finances of
the family; in discussing things with his customers,
he points out to them the folly of worshiping “dumb
idols™ made by men and ends up converting some of
them and even dragging the idols in the dirt."” In
the other story Abraham arises by night and burns all
the idols in the shop, and even the house and family!
This, according to some, was when the lukewarm
Nahor, the brother of Abraham, who had announced
that he would wait to see who came out on top in
the struggle between Abraham and Nimrod and de-
clare his allegiance to the winner, was burned to
death trying to put out the fire.®* But the most com-
mon version has Abraham plead sickness when the
family goes off to the great festival at Nimrod’s palace;
and being left behind and finding himself alone with
the idols, he destroys them. Terah on his return is
enraged, and Nimrod even more so when he learns
what has happened; but Abraham answers all ques-
tions by insisting that the idols fought among them-
selves and destroyed each other—if the objection to
that is that the idea is impossible and absurd, then
Abraham’s accusers have called the idols helpless with
their own mouths.®™ This is the sort of clever Aggadah
that the schoolmen love; in one tradition Abraham
goes right into the national shrine and smashes
idols;* the soberest version is that of Maimonides,
that Abraham when he was 40 “began to refute the
inhabitants of Ur of the Chaldees. . . . He broke the
images and commenced to instruct the people. When
he had prevailed over them with arguments, the king
sought to slay him. He was miraculously saved and
emigrated to Haran.”®® The stories of selling the idols

Improvement Era

e .



L R e T IR~

P ——

J ATl S s iy R ‘“.—' —
3 )

e

or smashing them in the shop or the shrine may be
regarded as aetological tales (Aggadah), explaining
how it was that Abraham came to argue with the
people, and how he finally came to his dramatic
confrontation with Nimrod. Everything leads up to
that.

At first Nimrod tried to silence Abraham by locking
him up in prison to starve to death. There Gabriel
sustained him for ten days, or an entire year—or for
three years or seven or ten.”” Maimonides says that
Abraham continued to combat false doctrine while in
prison, so that the king finally had to banish him to
Syria after confiscating all his property.” But the
usual story is that Abraham was taken out of prison
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The Metternich Stele, containing dramatic episodes from the childhood of
Horus that closely match legendary accounts of the infancy of Abraham.
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only to be delivered for sacrifice. It is said that with
the aid of Jectan, a sympathetic official in the court of
Nimrod, 12 of Abraham’s companions who were in the
prison with him were able to escape to the moun-
tains, “until the anger of the populace should cool.”
but Abraham refused to escape with them.” Abraham
was to pay for his opposition to the local cult by
himself becoming .a sacrificial victim of that cult.
According to the Book of Abraham, he was not the
first to be punished in such a manner, for “this
priest had offered upon this altar three virgins at one
time . . . because of their virtue; they would not bow
down to worship gods of wood or of stone, therefore

February 1969

they were killed upon this altar, and it was done after
the manner of the Egyptians” (Abr. 1:11); accord-
ingly “the priests laid violence upon me, that they
might slay me also, as they did those virgins upon this
altar. . . .” (Abr. 1:12.) The three virgins, we are
assured, were “of the royal descent directly from the
loins of Ham . . . and it was done after the manner of
the Egyptians.” (Abr. 1:11.) It is necessary to specify
this last point repeatedly, because the drama is unfold-
ing not in Egypt but in Canaan, and indeed the par-
ticular rites we are discussing seem to have been
common to Egypt and Syria if not the whole Near
East.”® What rites? Rites in which young women were
obviously supposed to act as hierodules.

One of the oldest Abraham sources reports that it
was Nimrod’s courtesans who persuaded him to get
the best of Abraham by inviting him to attend a
great year-feast that the king and his court were
wont to celebrate in the territory of Koutha-Rya, but
that Abraham refused to come, pleading sickness.™
This gives us the larger ritual setting of the drama—
the now well-known year-rites in which we are on
more or less familiar ground. Then while Abraham
was in prison for his recalcitrance, the courtesans and
the court again met for the year-feast, and this time
they advised Nimrod to make a sacrifice of Abraham
by throwing him into an immense brazier.™ It is in-
teresting that in the Egyptian royal rites it is the lady
and courtesan Hathor who advises the king to sacri-
fice his enemies: As the throat of the victim is cut,
Horus (the king) says: “I have slain thine enemies
who are massacred by thy knife . . . slain upon thine
altar!” To this the lady replies: “Your Majesty! I
burn . . . thine enemies. This is Hathor . . . the Lady
of Heaven, Wsrt the burning flame against thine
enemies.” ™

Classical writers have described Egyptian sacrifical
rites as witnessed in various lands. In Ethiopia,
Achilles Tatius reports, a virgin with hands bound
behind was led around an altar by a priest chanting
an Egyptian hymn; then “all retired from the altar
at a distance,” the maiden was tied down, and a sword
was first plunged into her heart and then slashed
her lower abdomen from side to side, after which
the remains were burned, cut to pieces, and eaten.™
The Pseudo-Plutarch tells how the first Pharaoh in
bad years was ordered by the oracle to sacrifice his
own daughter and in grief threw himself into the
Nile.”” This may be an indication of the antiquity of
the rite. As Heliodorns explains it, the Egyptians of the
late period selected their sacrificial virgins from
among people of non-Egyptian birth, and so the Greek
heroine of Heliodorus’s romance is chosen to be sac-
rificed to Osiris. The rule was that men were sacri-
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The famous shrine of the sun god Re at Abusir. The sun-stone stands upon an artificial mound

or hill, before which stands an altar.

ficed to the sun (so Abraham, in Abr. 1:9), women
to the moon, and virgins to Osiris. equated here to
Bacchus.™ Here the girls are plainly meant as consorts
of the god. in the usual ritual marriage of the vear-
rite, common to Egypt and Syria.®" Indeed, there is
a legend that Nimrod’s own daughter Radha fell in
love with Abraham and tried to come to him in the
sacrificial fire.s® The name is interesting: since
Rhodha, Rhodopis, a name popularly given the Sphinx
in late times, was the Egyptian sacred hierodule.*
This is a reminder that from the 21st Dynasty on-
wards, the title “God’s Wife,” formerly reserved for
the wife of the Pharaoh, was “transferred to a king’s
daughter who became the consecrated wife of the
Theban god, and to whom human intercourse was
strictly forbidden.™! This was “the line of virgin
priestesses . who enjoyed a position which at
Thebes was virtually royal. . . .”** So here we have
the august virgins of the royal line set apart as spouses
of the god, and as such expected to engage in those
activities which would make them ritual hierodules.
Strabo says that “the Egyptians sanctified the fairest
princess, a virgin of the royal line, to be a hierodule
until her physical purfication, after which she could
marry.”s® Here is plain indication that such princesses
“of the royal descent” as described in Abraham 1:11
were expected to jeopardize their virtue, and if they
refused to do so they could still be forcibly dispatched
in the manner of the hierodules. Herodotus and
Diodorus tell of the king of Egypt named Pheros (here
Pharaoh is actually the name of the king) who exactly
like Nimrod desired to rule not only the human race
but the elements as well, and was chastised for his
presumption with blindness. A seer from Bouto told
the king that his only hope of cure would be through
a woman of perfect and proven virtue. The king’s
wife failed the test and so did many others: only one
woman passed with flying colors and the king married
her, subjecting all the pretenders to a sacrificial death
“in the city of the Red Soil.™"

According to Wainwright, the ladies in the story
represent the “spirit of fertility . . . an adulteress is
one in whom this spirit is emphatically incarnate.””
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The setting is like that described in Abraham 1:8-10.

In the annual fertility rites, Wainwright explains, royal
princesses, even the queen herself, were expected to
function as courtesans.*® The rationale for such be-
havior has become household knowledge since Frazer—
we need not expatiate on it here. An example would
be Nephthys, “a fertility goddess of the Old Religion,
and very reminiscent of [the later] Nitocris, who . . .
accomplished the sacrifice in the fire . . . and was
later thought to have been a courtesan. Seshat [the
king’s private secretary] was one of her forms.” In the
beginning she was no less than the Mother Goddess
herself, and as such, consort to the king.* In short,
“after the manner of the Egyptians” royal princesses
sacrificed both their virtue and their lives on ritual
occasions as indicated in the Book of Abraham.

In the Jewish legends are a number of remarkable
parallels. Thus, a Pharaoli who treats Moses exactly
as Nimrod does Abraham, who builds a great tower,
as does Nimrod, which falls as does Nimrod’s, who is
alarmed by Moses’s preaching against him and puts
to death Moses’s converts, etc., sacrificed his own
daughter “because she no longer honored him as a
god”—again the uncooperative virgin put to death.*”
One thinks here of the daughter of Nimrod with the
Egyptian name of Ratha who fell in love with Abra-
ham, a treasonable virgin if there ever was one, and
sought to join him in the sacrificial flame. Most sug-
gestive is the account of how the three virgin daughters
of Lot were sacrificed (“burnt upon a pyre”) in
Sodom because the eldest of them would not follow
the wicked customs of the land.** The first daughter
was called Paltit, a name that clearly designates her
as set apart to be a ritual hierodule.®” According to the
Book of Jubilees, Tamar (a doublet of Paltit) was
condemned to death by fire for playing the harlot
with Judah, “according to the judgment of Abra-
ham.™® The three virgins remind one of the three
daughters of Minyas who, when they refused to join
in the Dionysian revels, were driven mad, one even
devouring her own son in a cannibalistic rite of human
sacrifice.”!

Diligent research into the pattern of ritual and myth
in the ancient Near East has made it clear just what
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sort of goings on are here indicated; but until the
efforts of the Cambridge School began to introduce
some sort of sense and order into a scene of wild
and meaningless confusion, such passages as those
about the virgins in the Book of Abraham could only
appear as the most wanton fantasy: “Now, this priest
had offered upon this altar three virgins at one time

. because of their virtue; they would not bow down
to worship gods of wood or of stone . . . and it was
done after the manner of the Egyptians.” (Abr. 1:11.)
What nonsense, to be sure—but historical nonsense
just the same.

The ancient and honorable designation of Abraham
as “he who came forth from the fire of the Chaldees”
has been explained by almost anybody who has had
access to a Hebrew dictionary as a misunderstanding
of the expression “Ur of the Chaldees.” Thus, one of
the latest commentators writes, “Ur of the Chaldees,
not then known to be a place-name [!], was translated
by the Rabbis into ‘the fire of Chaldea. .. ™ But
the fiery element is not so easily brushed aside; refer-
ences to sacrificial fires in the Abraham traditions
(such as the Haran episode and the story of the fire-
bricks) are much too numerous and explicit and the
historical parallels too many and too obvious to be
traceable to the misunderstanding of a single mono-
syllable.”* The constant references to both the sacrifi-
cial knife and the fire make no difficulty, however,
since the normal procedure in human and animal
sacrifice in Egypt as elsewhere was to cut the victim’s
throat and then cast the remains on the fire.”* H. Kees
notes that the Typhonian enemy of Osiris is always
slaughtered and then burned, both rites being con-
sidered sacrificial.”” In the Levitical sacrifices, the
zebah (with the knife ) and the kalil or "ola (holocaust)
did not usually go together,”® but then Abraham is
careful to specify that everything he is reporting is
“after the manner of the Egyptians.” There is evidence
that the Egyptians practiced dedicating victims by
passing them through the fire, and even knew the
practice of ritual fire-walking.”” This point deserves
mention because of the peculiar persistence of strange
fire-motifs in the story of Abraham, biblical and
legendary. It is interesting, however, that the Book
of Abraham makes no mention of fire in connection
with the attempted sacrifice of Abraham; the earliest
sources likewise make no mention of it and nearly
all scholars agree that it is a later addition.” O

(To be continued)
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A New Look at The Pearl of Great Price
Part .7

(Continued)

The Unknown
Abraham

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

Potiphar’s Hill: One of the most interesting
aspects of the many stories of Abraham’s narrow escape
from a sacrificial death is the strange and puzzling
setting of the drama. There has never been any agree-
ment among commentators as to just where all this is
supposed to have happened. The Book of Abraham
puts it on Asian soil under Egyptian hegemony. To
Dr. John Peters, who had actually supervised archae-
ological diggings in Babylonia, the overlapping of
Egyptian and Chaldean elements in the Book of
Abraham “displays an amusing ignorance,” since
“Chaldeans and Egyptians are hopelessly mixed to-
gether, although as dissimilar and remote in language,
religion and locality as are today American and
Chinese.” Though Mercer rushed to the defense of
Peters, his unfortunate remark played right into the
hands of the Mormons, for with the progress of
archaeology, the cultural and religious ties between
Egypt and Mesopotamia have become steadily more
conspicuous and significant. Within a few years of
Peter’s pronouncement, Jacques de Morgan entitled
an epoch-making study of the early royal tombs of
Abydos “The Chaldean Origin of Pharaonic Culture in
Egypt.* In this vast field of comparative study, all
that concerns us here is the situation depicted in Fac-
simile No. 1, the location of the story being pinpointed
for us in graphic detail in Abraham’s account.

First we are taken to the far-flung area known as
Chaldea (see Abr. 1:20, 30; 2:1), and then to what
would seem to be a more limited territory designated
as “the land of Chaldea” (Abr. 1:8). The common
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expression “the land of So-and-so” nearly always
limits an area to the region around a particular re-
ligious or political center, and this would appear to
apply in the present case as the camera brings us
closer to a still more limited area within the land of
Chaldea, namely “the land of Ur, of Chaldea.” (Abr.
1:20.) This is not the well-known city of Ur, for what
we see is an open plain, “the plain of Olishem” (Abr.
1:10), and as the camera zooms in still closer we are
swept to one end of the plain and our attention is
directed to a hill; finally at the foot of the hill we are
brought to rest before an altar at which a priest is
in the act of making a sacrifice. (Abr. 1:9-11.) Ac-
cording to the other accounts, the plain was full of
people at the time, and Abraham was the victim.

Of recent years attention has been drawn increas-
ingly to the significant fact that all the main events of
Abraham’s life seem to take place at ancient cult-
centers.” The patriarchs, O. Eissfeldt observes, “seem
to have worshipped at established cult-places, where
they set up their own altars,” and though many prob-
lems are raised by this strange situation, the study of
those cult places and their activities offers “a great
deal that gives the authentic picture of the Patriarchal
Age.” J. C. L. Gibson suggests that Abraham’s family
probably only visited Ur as pilgrims, and observes that
such a world-famous center of pagan worship offered
a peculiarly “appropriate setting . . . for Abraham’s
confrontation by a God who was greater than Sin. .. .”
Professor Albright has pointed out that in all the
wanderings and vicissitudes of Abraham’s career, “only
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The painting ‘‘Abraham,” by Harry Anderson, is one of several paintings of Old
Testament prophets used for display purposes at the Church’s visitors centers.

places are mentioned which are known to have been
important in the donkey caravan trade of that age.”
These would also be cult places. But one must dis-
tinguish between the daily liturgies of local shrines
and temples and the great year-rites at which vast
‘numbers of people assembled. According to all the
traditions, it was at the latter type of celebration that
Abraham was offered up, and the legends throw some
light on the kind of place chosen for the rites. The
main fixtures are a plain and an elevation.

In one account we learn that the King of Sodom and
the other kings round about used to repair “to the
valley of Sava, the place where all the star-wor-
shippers were wont to assemble,” and that there on
one occasion Abraham was honored by being placed
upon a high tower-like structure made of cedar while
the people hailed him as “their king, a lord and a
god”; Abraham, however, refused to play the game,
telling the people that they should take God for their
king instead of a mortal.” The fact that the people
already had kings presiding at the ceremonies, and the
ritual setting of the event, including the cedar tower,
which ample parallel instances show to be a sacrificial
pyre, make it quite clear what kind of king Abraham
was expected to be—a substitute and sacrificial king.
We are reminded of Abraham the royal victim in
Facsimile No. 1, followed by Abraham on the royal
throne in Facsimile No. 3. Even more striking is the
resemblance to King Benjamin on his tower at the
great year-rite of Zarahemla, laying down his office
and telling the people that instead of him they should
take God for their king.® This is another reminder
that there are probably far more authentic Hebrew
traditions in the Book of Mormon, including extensive
quotations from ancient writings (Benjamin’s speech
is full of them ), than anyone has so far suspected.

Another report of what seems to be the same tradi-
tion tells us that south of Sodom and Gomorrah there
was a broad plain half a day’s journey long, where
every year the people of the whole region would gather
at a spot marked by green meadows and a spring to
indulge in four days of promiscuous and orgiastic rites
during which every young woman was expected to
make herself available to any who approached her.”
This is the well-known fertility aspect of the year-rite,
not overlooked in the Book of Abraham, which tells of
princesses being sacrificed “because of their virtue” as
part of the ceremonies. (Abr. 1:11.)

In these accounts the setting is typical of the an-
cient cult-places with their broad “plain of assembly.”
the elevated mound, hill, or tower (hence pyramid and
ziggurat), and the altar for sacrificing. As we have
noted, the legends emphasize the importance of hav-
ing the sacrifice of Abraham take place at the great

March 1969




New Year assembly, with Abraham as a more or less
routine victim, a situation clearly reflected in the
Book of Abraham. (Abr. 1:10-12.)

But why Potiphar’s Hill? As Richards Durham ob-
serves, “this would indeed seem (at least in the think-
ing of a good many adverse critics of Joseph Smith)
to be a highly unsophisticated borrowing from Genesis
37:36 . . ."—a desperate attempt to fill up the story
with something that sounds Egyptian.’® But the name
is not confined to the Bible and seems to have definite
ritual associations.’* It is found on a small limestone
stele of the early 21st Dynasty belonging to one
Putiphar and containing also the names of his sons
Petusir and Petuneit.**

This illustrates well the nature of those names be-
ginning in Petu- Puti- Poti- (eg., pa-di-) meaning
“given of” or “appointed by” such-and-such a god.
Putiphar means “The one whom the god Re has given,”
or has appointed, while his sons Petusir and Petuneit
are the gifts of Osiris and Neith respectively.'*

Scholars have not been able to agree as to whether
the Potiphar who bought Joseph (Gen. 37:36, 39:1)
has the same name as the Potiphara whose daugh-
ter he married (Gen. 41:45, 40; 46:20). F. Cook sug-
gested that the last syllable of the latter name may
refer not to Re but to Pharaoh, “if we take pr here in
the meaning of the Palace or metaphorically the
Sovereign.”"* But it is agreed that the name of Joseph’s
father-in-law should be “Given of Re” because he was
the high priest of Heliopolis or On, the center of pre-
historic Egyptian sun worship.'* The cultic signifi-
cance of the name is also indicated by its appearance
on a sacred wdat-eye amulet, cut in Aramaic letters
which date it to the end of the seventh century B.c..
about the same time as the Ptuiphar stela.’”

Potiphar’s Hill would be “the hill of the one whom
Re has given, or appointed,” which makes good sense
since Re is the sun and we are explicitly told that
Potiphar’s Hill was a sun shrine, the “god of Pharaoh”
being worshiped there in company with a god who
definitely was the sun. (Abr. 1:9.) Classical historians
have recorded that the Egyptian name of Joseph, son-
in-law of the priest of On, was Peteseph,'® and that
Moses not only went by the name of Osarsiph but was
himself “a priest of Heliopolis.”" Peteseph, plainly
suggested by Io-seph, could mean “He (God) has
given increase,” while Osarsiph would be “Osiris is
increase.” What is noteworthy here is the intimacy
between the family of Abraham and the Potiphar com-
plex. We must not overlook the fact that the name
Iwnw or Heliopolis, occurring twice in the inscription
around the rim of Facsimile No. 2, definitely associates
the facsimile with the Heliopolitan cult.

80

The Jews and early Christians alike had a special
reverence for Heliopolis. When the Jews in Egypt
under the leadership of Onias undertook to fulfill the
prophecy of Isaiah 19 by building a temple in Egypt
after the pattern of that at Jerusalem, the spot they
chose for the sacred edifice was the site of the ruined
temple of Heliopolis.’* And the early Christian
Clementine writings go to “the altar of the sun” at
Heliopolis to find their most compelling illustration
and proof of the reality of resurrection in the tradition
of the Phoenix bird."

Heliopolis (“Sun City”), the On of the Old Testa-
ment (eg., [wnw), was “the most important cult-center
of Egypt.”>® A great “Megalithic” complex of prehis-
toric antiquity, it was the model of the “normal pyra-
mid complex” of later times, though instead of the
usual pyramid at its apex, it had “a rather squat

obelisk perched on a square base like a truncated-

pyramid. The obelisk recalled a very ancient stone at
Heliopolis known as bnbn, etymologically perhaps
‘the radiant one,” which undoubtedly symbolized a ray
or rays of the sun.”** This monument stood on a raised
platform, and directly before it stood “a large ala-
baster altar.”?' Here at “the periodic renewal of the
kingship . . . the gods of the two halves of the country
assembled to honor the Pharaoh,” their images taking
up their positions in a row before the altar in the
“vast Jubilee court,” the place of assembly.*

The great central stone and its bases, from which
the later pyramids were derived, “was the specific
Heliopolitan form of the Primeval Hill,” either resting
on or representing the “High Sand,” the first solid
ground to emerge from the waters of the flood on the
day of creation.”” Though the design of this monument
differs from place to place, it is always the Primeval
Hill from which the sun arose on “that momentous sun-
rise of the First Day.”** The common Egyptian verb
khai, used to signify the appearance of the King in
glory, “is written with a hieroglyph depicting the sun
rising over the Primeval Hill,” for “the concepts of
creation, sunrise, and kingly rule are continually
merged.”™” Not only was the hill the central object
of every solar shrine, but “each and every temple was
supposed to stand” on the Primeval Hill.*

Nothing of the old Heliopolitan complex has sur-
vived, and its reconstruction is based on copies of it
(as Gardiner calls them) in other places. But Egyp-
tian ritual and literature often give us fleeting
glimpses of the setup at On. Thus a late Egyptian
romance tells of a fierce contest between the cham-
pions of Pharaoh and the ruler of Ethiopia, both rivals
bearing the name of Hor, in which the false pretender
from the south is “cast down from upon the hill on the

Improvement Era



“The mixing of gods and nations,
especially those of Egypt and
Canaan, was the order of the day
in Abraham’s time”

east of On” to sink into the waters of death at its foot.*”
The losing ruler must in the end submit to a terrible
beating, which was originally meant for Pharaoh
himself, i.e., the King’s rival is sacrificed in his place
after a ritual combat at the Sun-hill of On.>” We see
the same motif in the Metternich Stele, which tells how
“Hor was pierced in the field of On on the north of
the altar,” but was miraculously healed. This refers
to the New Year’s combat between Horus and Seth
for the rule of the world, only instead of the hill, it
is the plain and the altar which receive mention.**

If Heliopolis was the most venerable of sun shrines,
it was by no means the only one; at least six kings
of the 5th Dynasty are known to have constructed
their own complexes, “each with its own name, like
‘Pleasure of Re, ‘Horizon of Re, ‘Field of Re.’”
Note that all the names end with Re. So does the
name of Potiphar, “Given of Re.” The predominance
of the name of Hor or Horus in the stories (Horus
being the type of the living Pharaoh mounting the
throne) suggests another cult-place and one closely
tied to Abraham. For Phathur or Petor, if it is not
actually a corruption of Potiphar, means perhaps
“Given of Horus,” and was originally the name of
Aram Naharaim, Abraham’s native city, when it was
first settled by Aram and his brother Rekhob—there
is much in the story to indicate that Phathur was an
old cult-place.** If the story shows a fine disregard of
chronology, we must remember that nothing makes a
hash of chronology like ritual does, since ritual deals
with real but repeated events.

It is clear enough that Abraham’s escape from the
altar took place on Asiatic soil, which was at the time
under Egyptian domination. The officiating priest,
though properly “the priest of Elkenah,” was “also the
Priest of Pharaoh.” (Abr. 1:7.) This was only a tem-
porary state of affairs, however, for Abraham’s “now
at this time it was the custom . . .” definitely implies
that at the time of writing it was no longer so. Theodor
Boehl’s observation that when the curtain rises on the
patriarchal dramas “Egypt no longer rules Canaan”
suits well with the picture in the Book of Abraham
where Pharaoh rules in Canaan only at the outset.”
Also consistent with the modern reconstruction of the
picture is the mixture of outlandish “strange gods”
(Abr. 1:5-6, 8), among whose number was counted “a
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god like unto that of Pharaoh” (Abr. 1:13), a clear
implication that Pharaoh’s authority is being honored
on non-Egyptian territory. We are reminded of the
situation in Byblos, where Pharaoh’s god and glory
came and went in the temples, depending on whether
Egypt had power locally or not.

That we have to do with an overlapping of Egyptian
and Canaanitish or Amorite customs is apparent from
the double nomenclatures used in Abraham’s story.
The holy place was “called Potiphar’s Hill,” a very
proper designation for the indispensable central object,
the sun hill, of a shrine operating on the pattern of
Heliopolis under the auspices of Pharaoh. But the
plain itself, having existed from time immemorial, bore
its local Semitic name, “the plain of Oli-shem.” (Abr.
1:10.) But since Oli-shem can be readily recognized
by any first-year Hebrew student as meaning some-
thing like “Hill of Heaven,” “High-place of Heaven,”
or even possibly “Sun-hill,”* the Plain of the High
Place of Heaven was probably a holy center before
the times of Egyptian influence. This is borne out by
Abraham’s careful specification that the sacrifices
were made “even after the manner of the Egyptians”
(Abr. 1:9), clearly implying that there was another
tradition. We learn in verses 8 and 9 that “at this
time” two deities shared the honors of the great shrine,
the one “the god of Pharaoh” and the other “the god
of Shagreel,” who, we are flatly told, “was the sun”
(ibid.).

Note, however, that it was not Shagreel who was
the sun but “the god of Shagreel.” And who was
Shagreel himself? Another happy guess: The old
desert tribes, whose beliefs and practices, as A. Alt
has recently demonstrated at length, are of primary
importance in understanding the background of the
Abraham traditions,** worshiped the star Sirius under
the name of Shighre or Shaghre, and Shagre-el in their
idiom means “Shagre is God.” Sirius is interesting in
ritual because of its unique association, amounting at
times to identify, with the sun. Shighre, according to
Lane’s Dictionary, designates whatever star is at the
moment the brightest object in the heavens, and it
has recently been discovered, as R. Anthes notes, that
“the heavenly Horus was a star as well as the sun . . .
whatever body happens to be presiding over the sky.”*
The King of Egypt in the rites of On is able, “with
the Dog Star (Sirus) as guide,” to find the place of
resurrection at “the Primeval Hill, an island . . . pre-
eminently suitable for a resurrection from death.”
The most important event in the history of the uni-
verse, according to the Egyptians, was the Heliacal
Rising of Sirius, when Sirius, the sun, and the Nile
all rose together on the morning of the New Year, the
Day of Creation, as officially proclaimed from the
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great observatory of Heliopolis.** Without expanding
on the theme, it will be enough here to note that the
sun, the hill, and Sirius are inseparably connected in
the rites, as they are in the Book of Abraham, where
we find “the god of Pharaoh, and also . . . the god of
Shagreel . . . the sun” receiving sacrifices side by side
at Potiphar’s Hill. (Abr. 1:9.)

If we have not yet located the site of the doings
indicated in Facsimile No. 1, we have at least been
given a pretty good idea where to look and an even
better idea of what to look for. “Much careful thought
has of late been devoted to . . . questions connected
with the sun-temples,” wrote Gardiner, “but only with
limited success through the lack of positive evi-
dence.” Certain main features stand out clearly,
however, and if we are not obliged to leap to conclu-
sions, we are obliged by what little we have seen to
look further. At the great complex of Niuserre, exam-
ined by Burchardt, we see all the gods “from all over
the land” standing in order before the altar that stands
at the foot of the Hill of the Sunrise.”® Is that not
much the situation that meets us in the Abraham
story? In both cases there is a shrine devoted to the
worship of the sun, entirely under the auspices of
Pharaoh, held at a sacred Hill of the Sun whose
theophoric name ends in Re, which stands at the
head of a vast flat assembly place, by a sacrificial
altar, before which stand the images of the deities of
the whole land. (Fac. 1, Figs. 5-8, Abr. 1:13; Fac. 2,
Fig. 6.) All such holy places have their origin and
prototype in Heliopolis, and that goes for Abraham’s
shrine as well, as the name Potiphar makes clear; as
at On, so at Potiphar’s Hill, the sun and Sirius were
worshiped side by side.

Only recently has the common meeting ground of
Mesopotamian and Egyptian religion become vaguely
discernable—in Canaan. Until 1929 no direct connec-
tion was known between the cults of Mesopotamia
and Egypt, but in that year was discovered at Tel-el-
Ghassul in what was once Canaan the now famous
mural with its eight-rayed disk representing either the
sun or Sirius in an impressive cult scene.”” M. H. Segal
suggests that it was the Israelites, and Abraham in
particular, who furnished an important link between
the great year-rites of Babylonia and Egypt, since
“it may be conjectured that the principal beliefs asso-
ciated with these two festivals [the principal year-
rites] in Judaism were already well-known to ancient
Israel in Egypt from their Mesopotamian heritage.”"
Abraham, Cyrus Gordon reminds us, “was not an
isolated immigrant, but part of a larger movement
from Ur of the Chaldees [and similar communities]
into Canaan,” which carried strange gods to Ugarit
on the Syrian coast “and even penetrated through

Canaan into Egypt.”** The mixing of gods and nations,
especially those of Egypt and Canaan, was the order
of the day in Abraham’s time, and nowhere is the
phenomenon more clearly in evidence than in the
Book of Abraham.* o
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A New Look at the
Pearl of Great Price

Part 7

(Continued)

The
Unknown
Abraham

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

® Which Ur?—But we have still to deal with Ur of
the Chaldees—where was that? It is interesting that
the Book of Abraham only speaks of “the land of Ur.
of Chaldea,” as if to distinguish it from other Urs, and
takes us not to the famous city or to some great temple
for the sacrifice, but to a typical panegyris in an open
plain. Though the Bible does not tell us where “Ur of
the Chaldees” was, commentators ancient and modern
have generally agreed with Beer’s dictum that “the
sense of the biblical information definitely points to
Abraham’s birthplace in northern or northeastern
Mesopotamia.”™* Today H. C. L. Gibson concludes
that Genesis 24:4, 7 “seems unmistakably to imply
that the place of Abraham’s nativity was Aram Naha-
raim,” in northern Mesopotamia.’' A famous commen-
tary of “Eumolpus” states that Abraham was born “in
Kamarina, which some call Uria, meaning City of the
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Abraham, from an etchmg by the Dutch painter
Rembrandt (1606-1669), ‘‘Hagar leaving Abraham."’

Chaldeans,” following which many scholars have
sought the prophet’s birthplace in Urfa, once called
Urhoi, near Edessa.'”
place

“The learned disagree as to the
Abraham was born,” wrote Tha’labi,
following the learned Jewish informants of his day.
“Some say it was in Susa in the land of Ahwaz [Ahwaz
in Kusistan, ancient Susiana], while some say it was
in Babylon in the land of Suwadi in the region called
Kutha; and some say it was in Warka [Uruk, Erech].

. Others say he was born in Harran, but that his
father took him to Babel.” While some have located
his birthplace at Kamarina in Armenia or Asia Minor,
others have found it at the other end of the world in
distant Suza.'" Maimonides read in the books of the
Sabaeans that Abraham grew up in Koutha, which
some locate just south of Baghdad and others in the
heart of Iran.'s

where
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What adds to the confusion and the license of
speculation is the high mobility of Abraham’s people.
Habiru, meaning “ ‘Refugees’ or ‘displaced persons, ™
as Gibson notes, for which reason he would view
them either at Ur or Harran as mere temporary resi-
dents—campers, in fact.”” Typical of the confusion is
the momentous debate about the young Abraham’s
ten-year imprisonment: one school says that he was
in jail seven years in Kardi and three in Kutha, and
the other that it was three years in Kardi and seven
in Kutha.” Tt is interesting that the youthful Abraham,
like the youthful Joseph Smith (and even the youthful
Jesus),”* seems to have been in trouble with his society,
and though today the legends reach us only through
the pro-Abraham channels, it is obvious that he caused
a great stir and annoyance in his society. When we
read of an obscure and innocuous young man exciting,
general uproar throughout the length of Mesopotamia
or causing a mighty monarch to spend sleepless nights,
we smile and brush the thing aside as the stuff of
legend; the overwhelming verdict of scholarship for
the past century, in fact, has detected in the name of
Abraham only a code word to designate a large tribal
movement. Such things, we say, just don’t happen in
real life. Only oddly enough, there is an exception—
in the case of real prophets they do happen, as modern
history attests. What would students say 3,500 years
from now to the proposition that thousands of years
before there lived a naive, uneducated, and guileless
country boy in a small village somewhere in the woods
beyond what were known as the Allegheny Mountains,
who by a few tactless and unbelievably artless remarks
created the greatest excitement in the large seaboard
cities of the continent, was hotly denounced in thou-
sands of pulpits throughout the civilized world, and
was given front-page coverage in the major news-
papers of the capitals of Europe? Could a less plaus-
ible story be imagined? Abraham probably had a
much smaller and more compact population to impress,
and in the great cult-places he had a perfect means
for spreading his teaching throughout the world.

Nachmanides and Tha’labi report respectable tradi-
tions that Abraham was born in southern Mesopo-
tamia, but that his family moved north immediately
after his birth.”* Another tradition, reported by
Tha’labi, reverses the order: . . . some say he was
born in Harran, but that his father took him to Babel.”
Still other traditions have it that for fear of Nimrod
the family took the newborn Abraham south and
settled at Warka.”> The very old Book of Judith
5:6-8 supports the story of a flight to the south after
a birth in the north. A common legend is that Nim-
rod’s army, after failing to catch young Abraham at
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home, returned to Babylon by a march of 40 days, a
march which Ka’b al-Akhbar describes in terms of a
genuine migration of Nimrod’s people, “with their
goods and their families and their children . . . to the
land of Iraq,” i.e. from the north.”® In all accounts
the journey between Abraham’s childhood home and
Babylon is a long one. Just as there are episodes and
aspects of early Latter-day Saint history which may
never be cleared up because of the individual and
collective mobility of the people, so, Theodore Bohl
reminds us, “we must not underestimate the great
mobility and historical memory of the Patriarchs.”

At the same time Bohl observes that “the key figure”
to the patriarchal history is Nimrod™—and in the his-
tory of Nimrod two things are outstanding, M. Gemoll
discovers: (1) “he always turns up as a contemporary
of Abraham,” and (2) his activities take place in the
north countries.”” This is a reminder that “the valley
northward” from the Plain of Shinar in very early
times was called “Nimrod . . . after the mighty hunter,”
in all probability an ancestor of our friend. (See Eth.
2:1.) Most commentators in the past identified Ur of
the Chaldees with Babel simply because Nimrod, who
plays such an important role in the early life of Abra-
ham, ruled at Babel;” but he ruled there only after
having conquered the land and added it to his empire,
his home base being to the north.”” Micah 5:5 places
“the land of Nimrod” in Assyria, and the Sibylline
writings say that he built his famous tower in Assyria.™
His original kingdom was Shinar (Sinear), and there
are a number of very old traditions that after the
generation of Noah the people deserted the inspired
leadership of Shem, “migrated east to the land of
Sinear, a great plain, and there threw off the govern-
ment of heaven and made Nimrod their king.”™
“Tradition has it,” writes Beer, “that Shinear is the
plain of northern Mesopotamia, ruled over by Nim-
rod.”™ Though H. Altmann maintains that the name
Shinear designates Babylonia in general whenever it
appears in the Bible, he goes on to point out that “the
classical Singara, Gebel Singar was in northeastern
Mesopotamia,” being in the time of Abraham “an
integral part of the kingdom of Mitanni.”*" Nachma-
nides says that when Terah left the “Hamitic™ land of
Shinear, he went south to Mesopotamia, and again
after the birth of Abraham he returned to “the land
of the Chaldees in the north.”* Bohl says that in
Abraham’s day Sinear denoted not the Babylonian
plain but a city-state on the middle Euphrates.*

One may hold with T. E. Peet. that there may origi-
nally have been separate Ur and Haran traditions
about Abraham that have nothing to do with each
other,”* but none may deny the importance of Harran
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Every city labeled at the southern and northern extremities of Meso-
potamia has been claimed by scholars as the authentic birthplace
of Abraham. All are agreed that he sojourned at the places indi-

and the north country in the early family background

of the patriarch. Haran and Nahor are twin cities in
the north, and Haran was the name of Abraham’s
brother while Nahor' was his grandfather; Terah,
Serug, and Peleg are all names of towns near Haran.*
However dubious the status of the southern Ur, “there
can be little doubt,” Gibson reminds us, “concerning
the authenticity of the tradition connecting the Patri-
archs with the Harran district.” Kordu-Qardi, where
Abraham was imprisoned, has been identified with
Hatra and with a place called Ur near Nisibis; Moses
Landau said it was Kardi in Bythinia, and others
identify it with the Kurdish country.” Indeed.
Tha’labi insists that Nimrod was a Kurd.®® Though
from the Cassite period on all of Babylonia was known
as Karduniash, which is also the rendering of Chaldea
in the Amarna Tablets,”” “the appearance of the
Kaldu in southern Babylonia is considerably later than
the vaguely accepted but unprovable dating of Abra-
ham,” according to C. J. Gadd, who points out that
“if Abraham lived about the time of the Ist Dynasty
of Babylon, the Babylonian Ur was not then ‘of the
Chaldees,”” while on the other hand “if his time was
later, the Babylonian Ur was . . . of little importance,
and the northern orientation of the Abraham stories
would then correspond better with the historical situa-
tion.””® That is, any way we look at it, Abraham’s
“Ur of the Chaldees” was not the great city of the
south identified in the 1920’s by Sir Leonard Woolley.
As Gordon points out, “there are two Chaldean locali-
ties quite distant from each other,”™ and while the
northern Chaldea seems to go back to prehistoric
times, the “Chaldees” held sway in the south of Sumer
only in later times—long after Abraham.”> The Chal-
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cated in Palestine. The relationship between the three areas in the
life of Abraham has proven as devious and complicated as the
astronomical problem of three bodies.

deans are designated as Kesed in the Hebrew Old
Testament, and that name also points to the north,
where the descendants of Kesed “established them-
selves opposite to Shinear, where they founded the
city of Kesed, the city whence the Chaldees are called
Kasdim.”™ Gensenius identified Ur of the Chaldees
with the northern Assyrian province of Arpakshad —
Arpa-kesed or “Chaldean Country.”™

The Genesis account, according to Kraeling, has
the line of Shem begin in upper Mesopotamia and
pass through Eber and his son Peleg to Terah and
his son Haran.”” The “Cave of Treasures” recounts
that in Terah’s time the black arts appeared “in the
city of Ur, which had been built by Horon, the son
of Eber.” A “Sabaean” source reports that it was
Noah who built the city of Harran upon leaving the
Ark, and that “near Harran is the Sabaean temple on
the hill which was raised by Abraham”—another early
high-place connected with Abraham.”™ Though the
name of Jacob is at home in northern (not southern)
Mesopotamia, that of Abram “is commoner in the
Phoenician than in the Aramaic group,”™ and in one
of the oldest Abraham stories the two counselors of
Nimrod are Jectan of the line of Japheth (a humane
person and the friend of Abraham) and Phenech, a
Phoenician,™ putting the story in the Syro-Phoenician
area. Terah’s second wife and the mother of Sarah
was Nahariath, “the Naharaim woman”*—wherever
we look the family names take us to that part of
western Asia from which the blood of the Pharaohs
was replenished from time to time.

There have always been arguments for placing
Abraham’s Ur both in the south and in the north;
“traditions of respectable antiquity exist in favor of
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both places,” as Gadd puts it, both in the Ur of south-
ern Sumer and “in the northwest, the neighborhood
of Harran.”®* E. G. Kraeling, H. W. F. Saggs, E. M.
Speiser, R. de Vaux, and W. F. Leamans are among
the defenders of a southern Ur** while H. Gunkel,
W. F. Albright, M. Parrot, C. Gordon, and Z. Mayani
are for the north, as were formerly B. Beer, M. Gemoll,
and F. Oppert.®* As to the meaning of the word Ur,
“modern opinion is equally divided,” according to
B. Z. Wacholder, between the Sumerian (southern)
uru, “city,” and the Babylonian uru-uniki, “the seat of
light” (cf. Olishem and Potiphar’s Hill).** One may
realize how foolish it is to dogmatize at this point when
one considers that while Thebes was the capital of
Egypt for 200 years, the great city of Tanis, which may
have been Abraham’s Egyptian residence and which
was the capital for 350 years, has to this day never
been located.*?

What leaves the door wide open to discussion is
the existence in western Asia of a number of different
Urs. Ur in the south was a great trade center once,
and since Abraham was a merchant, one should expect
to find him there. But on the other hand that same Ur
had founded merchant colonies far to the north and
west at an early date, and some of those settlements,
as was the custom, bore the name of the mother city.*
Hence, C. S. Gordon maintains that “the Ur of the
Chaldees where Abraham was born seems to have
been one of the northern Urs,” “a commercial settle-
ment in the general area of Harran,” founded by the
mother city about 2000 B.c.*” That would explain
Abraham’s association with a city of Ur as well as
the inescapable northern affinities of the Abraham
traditions. What suggested a northern Ur in the first
place was the impossible detour of a route from Ur
in Sumer to Canaan via Harran.** The best-informed
scholars of Joseph Smith’s time thought of Ur as lying
about 150 miles due east of Harran.*® The legends
also have the young Abraham living on the northern
route: the best customers for his father’s idols, we
are told, were caravaneers on their way from Fandana
in Syria to Egypt to barter Syrian goods for papyrus.”
According to the Pseudo-Philo, Abraham migrated
directly west from the scene of Nimrod’s tower into
Canaan,” and Jubilees (12:12) reports that when
Abraham had to get out of the country in a hurry
after destroying the idols, he fled directly to Lebanon.
All of which puts Abraham’s home squarely on the
northern route. Even in the Bible, Gordon insists, “all
the connections of the Patriarchal narratives are
northern, with no trace of direct contact with Sumer
and Akkad,” and the accumulation of new documents
tends ever more to favor the northern Ur.’
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Nimrod-Pharaoh: In getting Abraham onto
Egyptian territory, we have also to consider the ques-
tion: What can Nimrod the Asiatic terror possibly
have to do with Pharaoh? A good deal, to judge by
the legends, in which the two are constantly confused
and interchanged. In the Clementine Recognitions

*
The Spoken Word

Richard L. Evans

To see something get going

ife,” said Benjamin Disraeli, “is a tumble-about
thing of ups and.downs,”—with its sick hurry,
its divided aims,” Matthew Arnold added. There
are times when all of us feel overburdened, with
debts, with obligations, so many things undone, so
many undone things to do—worries, problems, and
sometimes our share, it seems, of sorrows. And we
wonder how we can be everywhere we ought to be,
do all we ought to do, meet the obligations, and
carry the weight of our worries, as we seem to divide
ourselves in too many different directions, too many
ways at once—not feeling that we are completing
or disposing of or quite in control of anything—
just a reshuffling of papers, a reshuffling of problems.
To all of this, some gentle advice from an unnamed
source proposes the “one-at-a-time” approach:
“Mountains viewed from a distance,” it says, “seem
to be unscalable, but they can be climbed, and
the way to begin is to take the first upward step.
From that moment the mountains are less high.
The slopes that seem so steep from a distance
seem to level off as we near them.” Any task in life
is easier if we approach it with the one-at-a-time atti-
tude. One step—a beginning: doing something about
something, beginning to see something get going—
gives assurance that we are on our way and that
the solving of problems is possible. To cite a whimsi-
cal saying: “If you chase two rabbits, both of them
will escape.” No one is adequate to everything all
at once. We have to select what is important, what
is possible, and begin where we are, with what we
have. And if we begin—and if we keep going—the
weight, the worry, the doubt, the depression will
begin to lift, will begin to lighten. We can’t do
everything always, but we can do something now,
and doing something will help to lift the weight and
lessen the worry. “The beginning,” said Plato, “is
the most important part.”
*‘The Spoken Word” from Temple

Square, presented over KSL and the Columbia Broadcasting System
January 26, 1969. Copyright 1969.
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... the Pharaohs really were
concerned with the validity of

their claim to divine authority...”

(3:61) the dispensations of the gospel, following an
ancient Jewish formula, are given as ten, each being
established by a prophet and revelator who finds
himself opposed by a satanic rival and pretender;
when we get to Abraham (the third dispensation),
we expect his opponent, in view of the rabbinic tradi-
tions, to be Nimrod, but it is not: it is Pharaoh. Why
is that? In the legends, B. Chapira notes, “Nimrod has
become the equivalent of Pharaoh,” yet he is already
Pharaoh in the oldest of the legends, the one edited by
Chapira himself.”** Wacholder has noted that while
Nimrod is indeed the archenemy in the rabbinical ac-
counts, in the older “Hassidic” versions he is Pharaoh, a
clear indication that the original stories go back to a
time “when Egypt was a major power,” when “the en-
counter between Pharaoh and the traveler from Ur of
the Chaldees seemed a crucial event in the history of
mankind”; only later, “in the rabbinic sources, Abram’s
journey to Egypt is relatively ignored.” W. Foerster
has observed that “the highlights of . . . divine action”
in the history of Israel are “firstly, the basic event of
Abraham’s call, God’s covenant . . . secondly, the de-
liverance from the ‘furnace of Egypt.” ' The furnace
of Egypt is here the equivalent of the “furnace of
the Chaldees,” the most venerable epithet of Abraham
being “he who was delivered from the furnace of the
Chaldees.”™> Of the moment of delivery a very old
account says, “From that day until today it is called
Kaladwon, [signifying] what God said to the children
of Israel: ‘It is I who brought you forth from Egypt!” ¢
The confusion of Egypt and Chaldea in the Abraham
story is typical.

The legends make Hagar an Egyptian woman of
the royal court and even a daughter of Pharaoh,’’
so that when the old Jerusalem Targum on Jeremiah
says that Hagar belonged to those very people who
threw Abraham into the furnace, we are obliged to
view his attempted sacrifice as an Egyptian show.’s
Even more specific is the Pseudo-Jonathan, which re-
ports that Hagar was “the daughter of Pharaoh, the
son of Nimrod,” which makes Nimrod, if not a
Pharaoh, the father of one.”s It is interesting that
there is no sign of Pharaoh on the scene in Facsimile
No. 1, while in Facsimile No. 3 the royal family fills
the stage: it is quite possible that after overcoming
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the antipathy of the father in Asia, Abraham should
sometime later have been royally received by the son
in Egypt—but this is the merest speculation. In one
of the better-known stories, when Sarah lost her tem-
per with Hagar (and it is significant that we have
here the same sort of rivalry between Sarah, the true
“princess,” and Hagar the Egyptian woman as we do
between Abraham and Nimrod), she complained to
Abraham, accusing her rival of being “the daughter of
Pharaoh, of Nimrod’s line, he who once cast thee into
the furnace!™® Having Pharaoh as a son or descendant
of Nimrod neatly bridges the gap between Asia and
Egypt: one of the most famous foreign potentates to
put a son on the throne of Egypt did in fact bear
the name of Nimrod—we shall have more to say of
him later.

The sort of thing that used to happen may be
surmised from an account in the Sefer ha-Yashar,
according to which “at the time Abraham went into
Canaan there was a man in Sinear called Rakion [also
Rikyan, Rakayan, suggesting the famous Hyksos ruler
Khian]. . . . He went to King Asverus [cf. Osiris] in
Egypt, the son of Enam. At that time the King of
Egypt showed himself only once a year.” In Egypt
this Rakion by trickery raised a private army and so
was able to impose a tax on all bodies brought for
burial to the cemetery. This made him so rich that
he went with a company of a thousand richly dressed
youths and maidens to pay his respects to Asverus,
who was so impressed that he changed the man’s name
to Pharaoh, after which Rikian judged the people of
Egypt every day while Asverus only judged one day
in the year.”" This would not be the first or the last
time that a usurping Asiatic forced a place for himself
on the throne, but the ritual aspects of the tale—the
annual appearance of Osiris, the rule over the necropo-
lis, the 1,000 youths and maidens (as in the story of
Solomon and Queen Bilgis)—are also conspicuous.
We are also told that that wily Asiatic who came to
the throne by violence and trickery was the very
Pharaoh who would take Sarah to wife.’"* Since the
Pharaonic lines all went back to Asiatic or Libyan
families, the question of legitimacy could be handled,
and no one disputes that Nimrod was of the blood
of Ham through Canaan, or that the Pharaohs were
also of the blood of Ham—on those points all sources
agree.

The close resemblance between Nimrod’s treatment
of Abraham and Pharaoh’s treatment of Moses has
often been noted.’"* And just as the careers of Abra-
ham and Moses can be closely and significantly
matched (which is not surprising, since the founders
and makers of dispensations of the gospel necessarily
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have almost identical missions), so in the Koran, Nim-
rod and Pharaoh represent a single archtype—that of
the supremely successful administrator who thinks he
should rule everything.'** Likewise in the Koran (Sura
40:37) it is not Nimrod who builds the tower to get
to heaven, but Pharaoh—a significant substitution.
Even in the Jewish accounts, Pharaoh and Nimrod
are like identical twins: both call themselves “the
Great Magician,”"! try to pass themselves off as God,
order all the male children to be put to death, study
the heavens, pit the knowledge and skill of their wise
men against the powers of the prophet.’” The palace
in which Nimrod shuts up the expectant mothers has
conspicuous parallels in Egyptian literature, and is
designated in the Jewish traditions as the Palace of
Assuerus—the Osiris or King of Egypt in the Rikan
story above.’”® When the young Moses refuses to wor-
ship Pharaoh as the young Abraham does Nimrod,
the idolatrous priests accuse both heroes of magic and
trickery, the converts of both are put to death by the
king, the subjects of both rulers offer up their children
to idols, and Pharaoh like Nimrod finally declares war
on God and builds a great tower, which falls.’'7

One can appreciate the wisdom of the rabbinic
distinction between Pharaoh and Nimrod, without
which the wires would be hopelessly crossed between
a Moses and an Abraham who go through identical
routines with the same antagonist—Pharaoh. Yet in
the original versions it was Pharaoh in both cases:
the Nimrod who calls his magicians and wise men to
counter the claims of Abraham, who loses the contest
and ends up bestowing high honors on his guest, turns
up as Pharaoh in the Genesis Apocryphon, the oldest
known version of the story. But we have to do here
with a characteristic and repeated episode—this repe-
tition of motifs does not begin with Jewish specula-
tions. The Battle of the Magicians, in which Pharaoh’s
authority is defended against the pretensions of a dark
adversary, is a favorite theme of Egyptian literature
and goes back to the prehistoric ritual rivalry of Horus
and Seth. It also happens that the Pharaohs really
were concerned with the validity of their claim to
divine authority, so that the actual history of Egypt
can be partially interpreted in terms of Pharaoh’s
dealings with those who presume to challenge his right
and power—the documents of Ramses II are eloquent
on this subject, but no more so than those of the kings
of Babylon and Assyria, so that we need not assume
that the stories of Abraham are simply borrowings
from late Egyptian romances. Kings have always been
hypersensitive to the operations of rivals, pretenders,
relatives, and popular religious leaders.

More in the nature of myths are the extravagant
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infancy stories of Abraham and Moses, parallels of
which may be found in India and Java, though the
Egyptian versions are the oldest known.’"® There are
close resemblances between the infancy tales of Moses
and the infant Horus,’"” but even closer between the
latter and the infancy stories of Abraham: Horus’s
mother, like Abraham’s, hides the newborn child in
a cave and goes about “as a vagabond and beggar for
tear of the Evil One, seeking support for the child.”""
Both babies are sustained in the cave by being given a
finger to suck,”’* and it is common knowledge that the
baby Abraham was miraculously supplied with milk
and honey either from his own fingers (and the infant
Horus is commonly represented sucking his finger),
those of an angel, or from the dripping stalactites of
the cave.'™ Now, though Abraham’s mother goes by
many names, the commonest one is Emtelai, which
scholars early recognized as a form of Amalthea,
Amalthea being the goddess who took the form of a
goat and suckled the infant Zeus with milk and honey
in the Dictaean Cave.'” Though the mothers of Horus
and Abraham both fear that their child has expired
of hunger in the cave, they find the babes filling the
place with a miraculous radiance shining from the
infant faces.””" Heller noted that while the stories of
the infant Jesus are also very close to those of Moses
and Abraham, they come closest of all to the cycle
of the infant Joseph.''” In every case the tales point to
Egypt—even Jesus immediately after his birth is taken
to Egypt, which is the scene of the infancy gospels.'"

Where we get these characteristic and repeated
stories, the ritual element is not far from the surface.
Thus, when Abraham is washed, anointed, clothed in
a garment, and fed with bread and wine and/or milk
and honey in the cave, we cannot escape reference
to the basic ordinances of temple and church.”'” Or
when Abraham, after escaping death on the altar, an
event which he is said to have considered as the
equivalent of his own resurrection,’* goes to his eleven
companions who are hiding out in the hills and there
instructs them for 40 days in the mysteries, who can
fail to recall the “40-day™ accounts of the resurrected
Lord?"? And what are we to make of it when we
find the completest version of the story of the at-
tempted sacrifice of Abraham in an early Eastern
Christian tale in which the hero is not Abraham but
St. Elias?'*" The fact that the St. Elias story turns up
in the very place where Abraham is supposed to have
suffered offers another illustration of the astounding
survival of very ancient history in local legends
throughout the Near East. But the ritual infancy
stories? There is no reason in the world why we
should regard them as originating with Abraham or
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Moses, to whose biographies they have been con-
veniently annexed. Such doublets and repetitions are,
as Gordon reminds us, “typical of Near Eastern litera-
ture . . . the taste of the Bible world called for duplica-
tion,” as when Joseph and Pharaoh have identical
prophetic dreams’*'—to say nothing of Nephi and Lehi.

However annoying we may find it, it is important
to realize that we are dealing here with neither pure
history nor pure myth—indeed, in the strictest sense
neither history nor myth is ever completely pure. How
the two may be mixed is dramatically illustrated in
the case of Nimrod’s notorious boast: It was when
Abraham called upon Nimrod to acknowledge God as
the giver of life that the latter intoned what has ever
since been his slogan and device: “It is I who give life
and I who take it away!” The historical part of the
thing is that this actually was the slogan of the
Pharaohs from the earliest times. When the king first
appears in the Pyramid Text as the conquering hero

from the East spreading terror before him, his heralds’

announce to all the world: “If he wants you to live,
you live! If he wants you to die, you die!”*** And at
the coronation of later kings the Pharaoh was intro-
duced to his subjects as “the Merciful One who gives
you back your heads!”** Finally, in the silver sar-
cophagus of Sheshonki I, the founder of the 22nd
Dynasty, is a cryptogramatic inscription in which the
king boasts that (as Horus) he slays the slayers of
Osiris and also is “the Great One who grants life
as the Living One.”*** This particular Sheshonk was
the son of a great warlord named Nimrod, whom
Petrie believed to be an Elamite from Asia, the leader
of a band of warriors, who made himself useful to
Pharaoh and finally seized the throne; he was noted

his piety, and in founding a new dynasty also
restored the old rites of human sacrifice; he also was
the one Pharaoh most closely tied to Israel, marrying
his daughter to King Solomon and later conquering
Palestine and financing his empire with the plunder
of the Temple of Jerusalem. It is an interesting coinci-

dence that the name of Sheshonk (or Shishaq) is the

one hieroglyphic word readily identified and unani-

mously agreed upon by the Egyptologists who have

commented on Facsimile No. 2, where the name ap-

pears as Figure 8. How all this fits into the picture

remains to be seen. o
(To be continued)
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The ““lion couch’ scene from the Temple of Opet, discussed in this article. (After
M. de Rochemanteix, in Bibliotheque Egyptologique, Vol. 3, [1894].)

A New Look at the
Pearl of Great Price

Part 8

(Continued)

The
Unknown
Abraham

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

—

e ~—ay

‘“Abraham’s Offering,”” a painting by Jan I. Levens

® The Paradox of Abraham and the King: In a recent ‘Facsimile No. 3" reproduces a part of the same manu-
translation and commentary on the so-called “Sensen” script that ‘Facsimile No. 1’ does,” and that No. 3
papyrus of the Joseph Smith collection (Era, Feb. follows No. 1 in normal sequence.! This is very im-
1968, p. 40-H), Professor Klaus Baer of the Oriental portant in view of the wondrously strange interpreta-
Institute at the University of Chicago pointed out “that tion given to both vignettes in the Book of Abraham,
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“A growing number of studies
show that '‘Egyptian art is not
essentially a funerary art"”

the equally strange turn of events in Jewish Abraham
traditions, and the peculiar way in which “lion-couch”
scenes of the type of Facsimile 1 are regularly followed
by a coronation scene in the Egyptian record In the
Pear]l of Great Price version we first find Pharaoh’s
agents somewhere in Canaan trying to sacrifice Abra-
ham on an altar, and in the next scene we see the
hero not only safe and sound but actually sitting on
Pharaoh’s throne in Egypt, wearing his crown and
bearing his royal insignia!

Here, if ever, is a paradox. And yet the same paradox
meets us in the old stories of Abraham’s dealings with
Nimrod and Pharaoh. In one scene we find both Nim-
rod and Pharaoh doing their level best to put Abraham
to death, and in the very next scene, behold, Nimrod
and Pharaoh are loading their erstwhile victim with
royal gifts and honors! In the Egyptian presentations
(to be considered below) we are shown the king
and/or god lying helpless upon the lion-couch, beaten
by his cruel rival and at the very point of death,
praying desperately for deliverance: and in the very
next scene, the scene that always follows, the same
king is sitting safely restored and triumphant on his
throne.

What has brought about this miraculous turning of
the tables? In every case it is the same thing—the
direct intervention of God, who sends a delivering
angel in response to the prayer of the man on the
altar. The reader can study the story for himself in
the Book of Abraham; now let us see what happens
in the Nimrod legends and their predecessor, the
Genesis Apocryphon.

Briefly, this is the story. Abraham is bound on a
specially constructed altar .(to be described herein-
after) and raises his voice in prayer to God. As the
priest brings the knife near to the victim’s throat, God
sends an angel who offers to rescue him from his dire
predicament; but Abraham refuses the proferred help,
saying that it is God and God alone who will deliver
him. At that moment God speaks to Abraham, the
earth trembles, fire bursts forth, the altar is over-
thrown, the officiating priest is killed, and a general
catastrophe fills the land with mourning. All this is
so close to the Book of Abraham story, in which we
are even told how “the Lord broke down the altar
of Elkenah, and of the gods of the land, and utterly
destroyed them, and smote the priest that he died;
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and there was great mourning in Chaldea, and also in
the court of Pharaoh . . .” (Abr. 1:20), that one is
tempted to play a game with the reader: we have
deliberately omitted all footnotes at this point—they
will come later—so that the reader can amuse himself
by locating sources for the story just told among writ-
ings available to Joseph Smith. We know of none.

But back to our tale of wonder, for what happens
next is stranger yet. Nimrod, baffled in every attempt
to dispatch his arch-rival, is convinced at last that
Abraham possesses a power greater than his, and
suddenly turns from cursing the prophet to honoring
him, humbly soliciting the privilege of personally
offering sacrifices to the God of Abraham. More
surprises: Abraham refuses the astonishing offer, say-
ing, “God will not accept from thee after the manner
of thy religion.” To this Nimrod replies, “O Abraham,
I cannot lay down my kingship, but I will offer oxen,
and after that time [he] left Abraham, whom God
had delivered from his power, in peace.”> Here we
have the strange paradox of a king who was, as the
Book of Abraham puts it, blessed in the kingship “with
the blessings of the earth, and with the blessings of
wisdom, but cursed . . . as pertaining to the Priest-
hood.” (Abr. 1:26.) This puts everybody in an em-
barrassing wsituation: the proud monarch has made an
unheard-of concession to Abraham, but Abraham
refuses to meet him half way—he cannot give him what
he wants. It was a painful and awkward impasse to
which there was only one solution: Nimrod loaded
Abraham with royal gifts and ordered his entire court
to pay obeisance to him, after which “the king dis-
missed Abraham.”® In the oldest version of the story,
Pharaoh, after being rebuffed and offended by Abra-
ham, whom he had “sought to slay,” swears a royal
oath to him, loads him with the highest honors, and
orders him out of the country.*

We can appreciate the king’s position, which is well
explained in an apocryphal story of Joseph in Egypt.
Pharaoh complains to Joseph that when the two of
them ride out together in the royal chariot, the king
cannot tell whether the people are cheering him or
Joseph. This is an impossible situation, since there can
be only one king in Egypt; and so the Pharaoh regret-
fully orders Joseph to descend from the chariot. Even
so, Nimrod-Pharaoh cannot deny that Abraham’s power
is superior to his own, yet he cannot give up his king-
ship, nor can he take second place to any man in his
own kingdom. And so he does that strange and
paradoxical thing: he bestows the highest honors—
kingly honors, including a purple robe and a royal
escort—on his guest, and then banishes him from the
country. Abraham must leave, even if he leaves with
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the honors of victory and the trappings of a king. Such
was the equivocal position and baffling behavior of a
ruler who was, according to the Pearl of Great Price,
both blessed and cursed.

O, Dry Those Tears: But what about the Egyptian
sources? After all, the facsimiles are Egyptian. First
of all, we look, of course, for lion-couch scenes, and
soon discover that they are available in quantity. We
also discover that there is quite a variety of such
scenes, of which only a few resemble our Facsimile
No. 1. It is these that interest us particularly, and it
is gratifying to learn that a number of highly quali-
fied Egyptologists have recently turned their attention
to just these particular items and discovered first of
all that they are not properly funerary. Indeed, a
growing number of studies are now correcting the
“other-worldly” myopia of Egyptological thinking in
general, showing us that “Egyptian art is not essen-
tially a funerary art” but is “entirely oriented towards
the living,”® that rites performed for the dead king
were really “a replica of the daily ceremonial toilet
of the living king,”® that even such thoroughly funerary
stuff as the Coffin Texts were largely “of a non-
funerary character,” and that “many, if not all, of the
Coffin Texts were primarily used in this life. . . .7

These non-funerary materials turn up in graves and
coffins only because they have been adapted to the

funerary situation. Sethe explains how an old Helio--

politan coronation text could be converted into a
“typical text for the dead” by describing the king’s
ascension to heaven in terms of his coronation,® and
notes that though the Pyramid Texts are all found in
tombs, many of them are not Totentexte at all but
describe birthday celebrations, royal banquets, royal
progresses, etc.’ The freedom with which the Egyp-
tians borrowed texts and pictures originally describing
one situation to illustrate a totally different situation
provides the student with unlimited opportunities for
speculation and reconstruction,’® in which, to quote S.
Schott, “it is often difficult to distinguish pictures of
this world from those of the eternal world, since death
itself passes as ‘repetition of life’ and the dead partici-
pate actively, especially in the great festivals, just as
they would during their earthly existence.”* Of par-
ticular interest is the recent study of A. Bakir, who
after examining the early tomb-pictures in general
comes to the surprising conclusion that “there is no
evidence that a connection is intended with the here-
after. What is intended is rather a record of the
deceased’s activities in this world, the purpose clearly
being to establish the identity of the owner of the tomb,
and to provide a biographical survey of his achieve-
ments.”** It was considered especially important to
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record “activities connected with the deceased’s office
in this world,”* in particular (as we learn from numer-
ous funerary steles and biographical tomb inscrip-
tions) those occasions which brought him into
proximity with the Pharaoh—always the height of
human bliss and attainment.

Now according to the Book of Abraham and the
legends, the Patriarch enjoyed at least two significant
contacts with Pharaoh, and that is the sort of thing
that no Egyptian would fail to immortalize in some sort
of biographical text—funerary or otherwise. We learn
from Jubilees (39:6) that the descendants of Abra-
ham living in Egypt used to read his story to their
children, and there is no reason to deny the many
reports that Abraham did write a biography—a number
of early apocryphal writings claim the honor of being
that book, which is now lost. Could the facsimilies be
biographical in nature? If so, their obviously ritual
“canonical” appearance would effectively obscure the
fact. Gardiner is suspicious of all “hackneyed repre-
sentations” put forth by the Egyptians as historical
pictures, because they “may merely belong to the world
of imagination and make-believe.”** By the same
token, however, they may be authentic history; the
great battle and festival reliefs, no matter how hack-
neyed and unreliable in their details, are at least the
best evidence that certain important battles and festi-
vals really did take place. For all their stereotyped
monotony, they are recollections of actual historical
events. Likewise, if our facsimiles seem rather con-
ventional and unimaginative, it is because, as we have
insisted all along, the events they indicate are (aside
from the restricting conventions of Egyptian art) of a
strictly ritual nature, but that does not prevent their
being historical as well. The long-established article
of faith, that pictures found in tombs represent “never
the real world, but only the Other World, the land of
religious imagination,”* must now be abandoned in
favor of the proposition that most of those pictures
show things that really took place in the world of the
living.

The “Lion-couch” Museum: It is a happy coincidence
that leading Egyptologists should very recently have
chosen the lion-couch motif as a specific lead to ‘ex-
ploring the baffling relationships between history,
ritual, and myth in the Egyptian record. Let us imagine
that the most important lion-couch scenes have all
been gathered together in a single hall of the museum,
where we have gone to view them. Dick and Jane
are being conducted through the museum by the
curator, Mr. Jones, who shows them things and tells
them stories. Mr. Jones has a handbook that tells
him everything.
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To help readers understand
the complex issues, the author
gives explanatory dialogue

Dick: Look, Jane, look! Here is a wonderful picture
of a man on a bed that looks just like the man and the
bed in Facsimile No. 1.

Mr. Jones: That is a famous relief, found in the
temple of Opet at Luxor.

Jane: But why is it in this dark room?

Mr. Jones: This is one of three chambers, arranged
(according to the infallible handbook) “like three
stations in the divine epoch.”*

Jane: What's an epoch?

Mr. Jones: An important story. These pictures tell
a story. If you will come here to the opposite chamber,
the one on the south side, after passing through the
middle room (which has a special meaning of its
own), you will notice that it is a counterpart of the
first room; only here, instead of lying on a bed, the
man is sitting on a throne. This is the happy ending of
the story that seems to be going so badly in the other
room. Let us go back there again: According to
Professor Varille, “a famous scene in the sanctuary
shows ‘Osiris who is in the midst of Thebes’ [that’s
what he is called in the inscription] in the aspect of a
young man stretched on a bed which had the form
of a lion; he is in the act of reviving.” You can tell
that, because he “begins to bestir himself, bending his
right arm and raising his left foot.”®

Dick: Why does he hold his hand like that?

Mr. Jones: Because he is praying as well as waking
up. In a little while we shall read his prayer. Notice
also that the position of the hand and even the feet,
according to the handbook, is “the position of prayer.”*®
Prayer is indicated whether the hands are turned in or
out; the accepted way is to show both hands in the
same position.’®

Jane: This is much nicer than the Abraham pictures.
The hands there are a mess.

Mr. Jones: Yes. In Egyptian pen-pictures “the hand
is rarely drawn true to nature. . . . In hasty drawings
... many times . . . there is no means of distinguishing
a right hand from a left hand”—it is that bad.”®

Jane (pointing to figures in the forecourt): The
ladies are raising their hands like that, too. Are they
praying?

Mr. Jones: Some have suggested that the hands of
the man in Facsimile No. 1 are in the position of “be-
reavement,” but that is silly, since the dead person is
never the bereaved. Look, sometimes they’re weeping
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but not always: at Denderah the lady standing by the
couch with her hand in the same position says, “I raise
my hand to protect thy members.”® Sometimes the
ladies are neither praying nor weeping but making
magical passes to restore the dead.

Dick: Is the man dead?

Mr. Jones: He is and he isn’t; that’s just the wonder
of it. It says here that the death chamber is also the
birth chamber, or rather “the place where Osiris is
begotten . . . where he dies to be reborn.” Here
“death is conceived as the beginning of a new life.”
In other words, the man on the couch is both the dead
king, Osiris, and the living king, Horus.**

Jane: How can he be both? Who is he, anyway?

Mr. Jones: Perpend. “The temporal father of the
young Horus is Osiris who revives in his son, whose
spiritual father, however, is the life-giving Amon.”**

Dick: So he’s three people at once?

Mr. Jones: He’s more people than that—he’s the king,
too!2?

Jane: That’s silly.

Mr. Jones: No. The picture is telling us more than

_ just what happened at one moment. This one picture

recounts a whole series of events. The man on the
couch is in great distress, he has been beaten by his
enemy, he is on the point of death; he cries out to his
father Amon to come to his aid, and sure enough, there
is Amon, the bird flying above him. Some say it is
his own soul returning to him, and it can be that also.
That is the nice or annoying thing about Egyptian, as
Professor Speleers says: one thing can be a number of
different things at the same time—which doesn’t make
very good sense to us. But the man’s return to life is
only part of the answer to his prayer: notice that just
behind the lady Isis, a real fight is going on. A man
with the head of a hawk is about to club the daylights
out of a contemptibly small long-eared creature whose
arms are tightly bound to his sides. He is the Typho-
nian beast, the Seth animal, Death, the arch-enemy of
the man on the couch, and he is now about to get the
same type of punishment he handed out—the tables
have been turned, the prayers have been answered, the
hawk Horus has come to rescue his father from death.
It is very much the same drama that meets us in
Facsimile No. 1.

Dick: How do you know all that?

Mr. Jones: Because this is not the only lion-couch
picture. If you will step over here, you will notice a
number of reliefs in which the lion-couch appears not
just in one scene but in a number, and also that these
scenes go together and show the unfolding of some
sort of ritual or drama. Here is the most famous of
all, the series discovered by Mariette at Denderah,*
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and here are others from the tombs of nobles at
Thebes, and more from the tombs of Rameses IV and
Rameses IX.*” This should teach you when you have
seen one “lion-couch” scene not to take it for granted
that you have seen them all. Any one of them can be
understood only as part of a longer story. Look, here
is a coffin with three lion-couch scenes on it, and here
is another with the same three scenes. Notice how
different the episodes are: in one the mummy simply
lies in state; in the second, Anubis is working busily
over it; and in the third, the lion has started to walk
with bold strides; the figure on the couch is also
walking, and grain is springing up exuberantly all
around him—a very different story from pictures one
and two!*°

Jane: 1t looks dark and scarey.

Dick: This Opet room is dark and scarey too!

Mr. Jones: It is supposed to be. It “represents the
western heaven in which the god is supposed to die
and which will also be the tomb in which he will
Test: o e 2

Dick: That’s gloomy enough.

Mr. Jones: But that isn’t the whole story—let us read
on: “But he only dies in order to be reborn; he falls
beneath the blows of his enemles only to triumph with
greater splendor.”’

Jane: But are these real people?

Mr. Jones: This one is: come over here to this other
temple, the Temple of Seti I. Here you see the very
same lion-couch scene, only in this case we know that
the man on the couch is a real person; it is King Seti I
himself. “Seti I,” says the handbook (1965), “dressed
in a shroudlike garment . . . stretched out on a bed
ornamented with lion heads.”*

Jane: Why is his face green?

Mr. Jones (reading): “The king’s face is shown
painted green because he was considered dead.”

Dick: So he was dead after all.

Mr. Jones: Not so fast! That one word written above
the bed is “Awake!” And the man is doing just that.
Here in the lower register “the king has turned from
his back, and the posture resembles that.of a sphinx
rather than a mummy or a dead person.”* He is just
about to get up and dress, in fact, look how “below
the bed there are spread out the royal regalia .
of which the king would presently take possession
after his rebirth.”2® And what do you think he is going
to do after he puts on all that royal regalia?

Dick and Jane: Sit on the throne.

Mr. Jones: Right. That is the next act. Now look
at this scene. It is the same thing again, this time
much older, from the great shrine of Niuserre. Remem-
ber that was a center of Sun-cult, with its imposing
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Hill of the Sunrise, and its altar of sacrifice and all
the rest.*

Dick: Just like “Potipher’s Hill,”
Abraham, eh?

Mr. Jones: It certainly looks like it.** Do you see
what that suggests? That this lion-couch business took
place on just such a great ritual occasion and at just
such a place as that described in the Pearl of Great
Price. The guidebook says this relief of Seti I show-
ing the king on his back represents nothing less than
“the supreme moment of the Sed-festival . . . the
climax of the festival. ...’ o

in the Book of

(To be continued)
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A New Look at the Pearl of Great Price, Part7
(Continued)

The Unknown Abraham

By Dr. Hugh Nibley

(Editor's Note: Continuing his imaginary discussion
between two students and a museum curator, in order
to help readers better understand the complex issues
of the case, the author has just established “that this
lion-couch business” takes place on “great ritual occa-
sions” as described in the Book of Abraham; such an
occasion was “the supreme moment of the Sed-festival.”)

® Dick: If it was so important, why don’t we find it
everywhere?

Mr. Jones: We do, if we know what to look for, but
they deliberately covered it up; our guidebook says
the event “was perhaps rarely illustrated.”® It is only
found in royal tombs and shrines that were strictly
closed to the public.

Jane: What is the Sed-festival?

Mr. Jones: It was the greatest of all the Egyptian
celebrations, “the great national Panegyris,” when men
and gods met at the sun-shrine of Memphis to renew
the corporate life of the nation and the world.?> It
was the year-rite, beginning on “the first day of the
first month of the year,”®® and the most ancient and
venerable of rites, amply attested to in prehistoric docu-
ments;** it celebrated the founding of the kingdom and
the creation of the world.** It was also the most per-
sistent of traditions, and though, of course, during the
many times it was put on, the five-day show was bound
to undergo many alterations and adjustments,*® by
virtue of deliberate archaistic revivals based on the
study of old records it was possible to celebrate the
Sed-festival in the very last dynasties of Egypt in a
manner “astoundingly” like that of the very first
dynasties.*” It was the king’s own show: “For the
nature of kingship in Egypt, it is, above all, the Sed
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festival which is instructive,” writes H. Frankfort;
everything centers on “the solitary figure on the throne
of Horus.”*® As “the founding of the kingdom, in which
all the gods and potentates of the land participated,”
it corresponded, of course, to the coronation rites.*
Every coronation could not be expected to fall smack
on the 30-year Jubilee of the rule, but that was the
sort of problem that gave the Egyptians no trouble."”

Dick: Thirty-year Jubilee?

Mr. Jones: Yes, that is what the Sed-festival was. You
will notice that Bonnet in the handbook lists it only
under that title: Thirty-year Festival.** The usual
explanation is that originally, since the prosperity of
the land in every sense depended on the king, he could
not be allowed to become weak, so that when he
showed signs of running down at the end of 30 years
of rule, it was necessary to renew his powers, and so
he was “ceremonially put to death.”**

Dick: That’s a funny way to renew anybody’s powers
—to kill him!

Jane: Yes, what could he do if he was dead?

Mr. Jones: Well, he would just get up again, renewed
and invigorated, succeeded by himself in the person
of his son, in whom he was reembodied. It was “abdica-
tion followed by replacement . . . a renewal,” says
Professor Moret.** According to Professor Frankfort,
we should not even use the word succession. “It is not
a succession,” he said, “but a renewal . . . a true re-
newal of kingly potency, a rejuvenation of rulership.”**

It was especially the occasion on which the king’s
divine authority was proclaimed, “a periodic com-
memoration festival,” as H. Kees puts it, “in which
special rights were conceded and energetically brought
to mind for the benefit of the ruling house.”*® Author-
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ity is the big thing; the king always appears as a victor
in the rites, and many scholars believe that the Sed-
festival was, in fact, a prehistoric celebration of victory
over the rebels of the North, with the king as the con-
quering Horus.** The other theory is that the Sed-
festival originally belonged to Osiris, the king of the
dead, which of course complicates things.

Dick: Why do they always have to drag that old
Osiris into the picture?

Mr. Jones: Nobody drags him in—he is always there.
But, as H. Schaeffer says, Egyptologists don’t need to
go overboard and think he is the whole show just be-
cause of that.*” Some, like Moeller and Helck, think
that the Sed originally belonged to the king alone and
that Osiris later moved in on him: the king’s rites were
“reinterpreted in terms of Osiris.”** Yet Moret saw
in the Sed-festival nothing less than the “Osirification
of the King.”*® The trouble is that in the earliest
representations of the rites the king wears exactly the
same festival costume as Osiris.>

Dick: So the king is Osiris after all.

Mr. Jones: That is what Professor Frazer thought,
of course, but Gardiner and Kees and Wainwright and
others thought it was just the other way around—it is
Osiris who is borrowing the king’s costume; he came
late and took it over. But there was nothing wrong
with that, because as a king Osiris would have a per-
fect right to the royal duds as well as the privilege of
“having ‘countless Sed-festivals’” of his own.™

Dick: What difference does it make which comes
first?

Mr. Jones: Bravo! That is just what an Egyptian
would say. After all their arguing, the same experts
agree: “Yet it seems likely that the accession of Horus
was equivalent to renewal of the reign of Osiris him-
self, since . . . every Horus-king was a potential
Osiris”;* Osiris and Horus, the royal funeral and the
royal succession “coalesced into a single celebration,”*
even though the king is no Osiris, “the two are thought
of as equivalent [entsprechend]” in this particular
operation.®* King, Horus, Osiris—all the same. And
you can see why, if you just think about the meaning
of the rites. A Sed-festival had to be immediately
preceded by a funeral: “The old king must be buried
so that the new king’ can mount the throne.”>® They
had to come so close together as to belong to the same
celebration.

Jane: Why so close? Couldn’t they wait awhile after
the funeral?

Dick: “Thrift, thrift, Horatio!”

Mr. Jones: No, it wasn’t that. During the transition
from one reign to another, there was always a moment
during which the throne was empty, when the world

June 1969

was without a ruler; it was, as H. Altermueller says,
“the moment of utmost danger” to the whole world
order, and so it had to be made as short as possible.?®
So the funeral impinges on the rites from the first, and
that led scholars to confuse the Sed-festival with the
mysteries of Osiris: From the very first, says Dr. Helck,
“the old prehistoric mysteries of Abydos necessarily
included both the funeral of the dead king and “the
installment of his successor.”®” It was always assumed
accordingly that the Osirian mysteries originated as
prehistoric royal funeral rites, but “more recently,” ac-
cording to Professor Kemp, “connection with the Sed-
festival has been suggested.””® This is a recent develop-
ment, as the man says, and it is an important one.

Dick: Why important?

Mr. Jones: Because it explains the lion-couch. To
be renewed instead of succeeded, the king had to do
two things. One, he had to stay alive, and two, he
had to get a transfusion from somewhere. Remember,
there had to be a funeral as part of the show, and it
had to be his funeral: how do you think he could
manage that and still stay alive?

Jane: By having a make-believe funeral. Kids like to
play that.

Dick: By getting a substitute to get killed for him.

Mr. Jones: You are both right. Here we see King
Seti I on his lion-couch; what the whole scene suggests
to Professor Uphill is “that there was a mock funeral
and burial, followed by a reawakening ceremony, tak-
ing place after the king had entered the tomb.”* Even
earlier, Dr. Edwards, the great authority on the pyra-
mids, suggests, a special tomb-chamber connected with
“the earliest stone building in the world” may have
contained “a dummy, designed for use in the sym