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Scripture 22/2 (2013): 66-83.

1948-7487 (print), 21677565 (online)

This article discusses possible explanations regard-
ing the procedures Joseph Smith and his associates
used in mounting the Joseph Smith Papyri fragments
and their reasons for doing so. The backing materi-
als, some of which contain drawings of a temple plan
and plat sketches of northeastern Ohio townships,
provide a valuable historical artifact that helps histori-
ans answer questions associated with the papyri. The
dimensions, gluing techniques, and cutting patterns
of the backing paper and papyri also help explain

the mounting process, as does an examination of the
handwriting on the backing paper. Careful analysis
suggests that a portion of the backing material came
from several sheets of paper glued together to make a
large sheet on which plans for a temple were drawn.
Historical evidence suggests that in late 1837 or early
1838, pieces of papyri were glued to this and other
papers and cut into smaller pieces, some of which
were put under glass to preserve the papyrus frag-
ments from further deterioration.
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KERRY M. MUHLESTEIN AND ALEXANDER L. BAUGH

uch research has been conducted regarding

the papyri once owned by Joseph Smith, es-

pecially the fragments that still exist today."

One aspect of this research that has not received
very much attention is the paper on which the ex-
tant papyri were glued or mounted.” Those papers
are interesting in and of themselves since these ma-
terials also cast light on the attempt made by Joseph
Smith and his associates to preserve the papyrus
fragments. In this article we will examine the back-
ing material of the papyrus fragments and discuss
some historical connections that stem from analyz-
ing the backing as well as when and why it was used.
In 1967, the New York Metropolitan Museum

of Art transferred eleven papyrus fragments once
owned by Joseph Smith to The Church of Jesus
Christ of Latter-day Saints.> These fragments had
originally been glued to paper, and some were
framed under glass. The backing paper used for each
of the papyrus fragments is thicker than normal
writing paper and served as good mounting material.
In 1856, Abel Combs purchased the Egyptian antiq-
uities, including the framed fragments, from Emma
Smith and her second husband, Lewis Bidamon.
Sometime later, Combs gave the papyrus fragments
to his housekeeper, Charlotte Weaver, whose de-
scendants sold them to the Metropolitan Museum in
1947. About twenty years after the museum acquired
the papyri, arrangements were made to transfer
ownership to the LDS Church.* The collection was
named the Joseph Smith Papyri, and each fragment
was numbered with Roman numerals. The abbrevia-
tions for these fragments are JSP I, JSPII, . . . JSP XI.
While we will use this established numbering sys-
tem to designate which papyrus fragment we are

Joseph Smith Papyrus llla © By Intellectual Reserve, Inc.

FROM THE EDITOR:

analyzing, for the purposes of this article we will
discuss them in the order of how they seem to have
been grouped together on the backing papers.’

JSP 1

The backing paper used on JSP I is largely blank.
The edges were cut quite cleanly, although one side
wanders a little and the others have straight portions
interrupted only by an occasional small snag. These
snags suggest that after the papyrus was mounted,
the papyrus and its backing paper were cut together
with scissors. The person doing the cutting does not
appear to have been attempting a careful, straight
cut. A note regarding the method used for cutting
the papyrus and backing paper is in order. Although
it is often difficult to tell what method was used for
cutting, we will note the method that seems most
likely for each fragment, whether with scissors or
with a straight edge and a blade. However, it is quite
possible that they were always cut using the same
method, in which case it appears that cutting with
scissors was the method.

When JSP I is viewed from the papyrus side, the
top is 19 cm at its widest point, while the bottom is
18.3 cm. The left side is 12.1 cm, and the right side is
11.6 cm. The backing paper of JSP I, XI, and III con-
tains schematic drawings of the interior of a temple,
including pews and pulpits. The backing of JSP I
displays what appears to be two partial squares, one
inside the other. The paper was cut in the middle of
these squares. Inside the small square, some writing
was also cut in half.® The remains of the abbreviation
“No” and the numeral “1”
tion of the drawing on the backing of JSP I and of
the configuration on the backing of JSP XI (discussed

are visible. An examina-

It appears that some of the papyri that came into the possession of Joseph Smith and that are associated, in

debatable degrees, with the Book of Abraham were cut and pasted onto repurposed nineteenth-century paper.

Though not their main concern, Kerry Muhlestein, an Egyptologist, and Alex Baugh, an LDS historian, have

used the nineteenth-century paper backing of the papyri to reconstruct the original relationship of the papyrus

pieces, thus confirming previous suggestions.
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below) indicates that the two fragments were once
part of the same original backing document that
contained a schematic floor plan of a temple. This
inspection also leads to the conclusion that JSP I and
JSP XI were originally mounted together, an infer-
ence supported by the fact that the papyrus text on
these two fragments is contiguous. Furthermore, on
the papyrus side of JSP I, the left sides of the paper
and papyrus match perfectly with the right side of
JSP XI. The angle of the cut, the papyrus text, and
the drawings on both the front and back of the back-
ing paper all correspond perfectly. Though largely
covered by JSP I, the front side of the backing paper
features another rendition of the plan that is also on
the back side of the backing paper of JSP I and XI,
with parts of several pews visible. This drawing con-
tinues for seven more full rows plus another partial
row on the front side of the backing paper of JSP XI.
On the back side of the backing paper of JSP I and
XI, the squares align and face rows of pews. The “No
17 is completed in the smaller square. The continuity
of both the papyrus and the drawings on the paper
indicates that the papyrus was originally glued to the
paper in one piece and later cut.

JSP XI

The left side and bottom of JSP XI have fairly
clean cuts, while the top and right side are cut at
angles and wander. It is difficult to tell what cutting
method was used, although it seems most likely it
was cut with a straight edge (such as a ruler); how-
ever, the person doing the cutting was not able to
prevent the straight edge from moving as the cut was
made.” As previously noted, both the papyrus and
the backing paper of JSP XI are contiguous with JSP
I, which means that the temple plan depicted on the
backing of JSP I continues on the backing of JSP XI.
Several aisles and pews are depicted on this part of
the plan, one section of which is labeled with a “No
4” written in an aisle space. This labeling is similar
to JSP III, which is discussed below. To one side of
the aisle space, two full pews are depicted. When
the paper was cut, it went through a third pew, now
only partially portrayed. On the other side of the
aisle, four full corner pews are situated perpendicu-
lar to the other pews.

On the lower side of these pews, the paper is
cut at an angle, but the partial remains of “No 1” are
still visible. As was mentioned previously, the other
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half of this number is present on the backing of JSP
I, indicating that JSP I and JSP XI were originally
mounted together as part of the same document. That
said, the similarities of the temple drawings (includ-
ing the dimensions of the pews), the texture of the
paper, and the blotching on JSP I and JSP XI also cor-
respond with that of JSP III, confirming that all three
were part of the same document before it was cut.
A careful reconstruction makes it possible to view
the full original temple drawing that served as the
backing paper for JSP I, XI, and III. Erasures of pew
lines that span across the backing of JSP XI and III
further confirm that they were once the same sheet.®
The papyrus fragments were apparently glued to
this large sheet and then cut.

Significantly, drawings of pews also appear on
the upper portion of the papyrus side of JSP XI’s
backing paper. The beginnings of eight rows of pews
and perhaps part of a ninth are visible. This side also
exhibits more signs of damage after the papyrus was
mounted. Moreover, both short edges of the paper
show that the papyrus was cut after mounting be-
cause the cut wanders at an angle that includes the
paper and the papyrus together. JSP I was on one
side of this fragment. We do not know what hap-
pened to the portion of papyrus that was cut from
the other side. As noted, JSP I and JSP XI were origi-
nally on one piece of paper and then were separated.
The reason for creating the smaller pieces may have
been to fit them into framed glass for additional pro-
tection. The plan drawn on the front, or papyrus
side of the backing paper, is so close to the top that
it seems unlikely the draftsman would have drawn it
that close to the original edge. This suggests that the
paper was cut after the drawing was made,’ an idea
strengthened by the fact that the cut along this edge
wanders. The backing paper is 17.1 cm at the top, 16.3
cm at the bottom, and 12.2 cm on both sides.

JSP I

The drawings on the backing of this paper are
part of the same temple plan that is on the back of
JSP I and XI. This papyrus fragment was cut on all
sides, indicating that a larger piece of papyrus was
glued to the paper and then later cut. The backing
paper was originally two pieces of paper spliced to-
gether by abutting the two papers and then gluing a
strip of paper across them. The top of the backing
paper with the temple plan is 25.9 cm by 14.4 cm.
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Figure 1a. Original placement of Joseph Smith Papyri I,
XI, and Il on the single paper used for the backing which
appears on the next page. Joseph Smith Papyri © By
Intellectual Reserve, Inc. Redrawn by Michael Lyon.
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fragment patch
from JSP IV, back

JSP XI, back

JSP |, back

:-;__";_ PR LR No. 1
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L RECONSTRUCTED KEY

left-hand vestry in entry foyer

right-hand vestry in entry foyer

main top-to-bottom aisles

unknown symbol (used on all four plans) ==
semicircular center pulpits, top and bottom
elevated side pews, top and bottom
stairwells between pulpits and pews

lower side-to-side aisle

upper side-to-side aisle

swing table for sacrament (as in the two
later plans)

Figure 1b. Backing paper repurposed from the reconstruction of a temple floor plan by Frederick G. Williams. Joseph Smith
Papyri la, Xla, and llla © By Intellectual Reserve, Inc. Missing portions of plan reconstructed by Michael Lyon.
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The paper on the bottom is 24.5 cm by 17.5 cm, mak-
ing it 1.4 cm narrower than the paper above it. The
strip of paper that glues the two sheets together is
24.4 cm long, 1.4 cm wide at the top, and 1.6 cm at the
bottom. The cut wanders slightly along both of the
long edges, exhibiting both straight and jagged cuts
that suggest scissors were used, although with more
care than with JSP 1.'° The back of these sheets con-
tains a preliminary temple floor plan. In the process
of splicing the two pieces of paper, the lines of the
temple plan were slightly misaligned at the joint. It
seems the papers were originally spliced together to
make sheets large enough for the plan and then were
later cut into smaller pieces after the papyrus was at-
tached. The papyrus has a crack at the natural bend
of the joint, indicating that it was handled substan-
tially after being attached. One possible explanation
for this crack is that this fragment was rolled in
modern times and smashed flat, resulting in breaks
about every 3.8 cm. The mounting paper was split,
rejoined, and recut along one of the papyrus breaks.
Then the top of the right-hand piece was trimmed."

A portion of the backing paper has been torn off
in one corner; thus we are missing part of the tem-
ple schemata. Moreover, the tear of the paper also
creates a missing portion of the papyrus glued to it,
suggesting that the papyrus had been whole when
it was first mounted. The paper has been cut so that
it ends in the middle of the plan. The edges of the
paper are cleanly cut for the most part, although two
of them wander a little, and one ends at an angle,
indicating that these portions had been cut freehand.
A few holes have been worn in the paper.

The temple plan depicted on the JSP III back-
ing paper is divided into sections, each with its own
number. For example, the most detailed portion of
the drawings shows facing pulpits for the quorum
presidencies (both Aaronic and Melchizedek, based
on parallels) that are labeled “No 5.” A “swing” (drop-
leaf) sacrament table attached to the top end of the
lowest pulpit is labeled “No 10.” The stairwells for the
pulpits are marked with a “7,” with slightly smaller
adjoining pews (obviously elevated) labeled “No 6.”
An aisle running the entire length of the room is la-
beled “No 3,” while the perpendicular aisles located
in front of the tiered pulpits are marked respectively
“No 8” and “No 9.”

Frederick G. Williams (1787-1842). Courtesy Church
History Library.

JSP III also shows two sets of four rows of pews
in the corner sections perpendicular to and facing
each of the pulpits of the priesthood. The aisles
adjacent to these sections are labeled “No 4.” This
material corresponds with the material on the back
of JSP XI, which has a picture of this same area that
is also labeled “No 4” and clearly corresponds to
the area on JSP III since it was cut from the same
backing paper. An unknown symbol appears in the
center of each side aisle.

Identifying the Drawing on the
Back Side of JSP |, 111, and XI

The temple floor plan on the backing material
comprising JSP I, III, and XI corresponds closely with
a detailed set of interior drawings by Frederick G.
Williams of the temple planned for Independence,
Missouri, that was sent to church leaders in Missouri
on 25 June 1833."> A close examination suggests that
the drawing on the backing material may possibly
have been a preliminary plan or perhaps a copy
from which the June plan was made. A second set
of Independence Temple plans drawn up and signed
by Williams was sent to Missouri in early August

JOURNAL OF THE BOOK OF MORMON AND OTHER RESTORATION SCRIPTURE
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Frederick G. Williams. “Plan of the House of the Lord” for the Independence temple, 25 June 1833; note the text on the far
left in Oliver Cowdery's hand. These images are rotated 180° to match the orientation of the earlier plan on p. 70, as noted by
the location of the swing table for the sacrament below the pulpits at the top. MS 2568 FD. 1. Courtesy Church History Library.
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Frederick G. Williams. “Plan of the House of the Lord,” for the Independence temple, ca. August 1833.
MS 2568 FD. 2 Courtesy Church History Library.
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1833. They called for an expansion of the building,
although the interior design remained much the
same.” Since no drawings or plans of the Kirtland
Temple are known to exist, we conclude that the
temple plan that appears on the backing material of
JSP I, III, and XI consists of a preliminary or addi-
tional drawing of the Independence Temple made by
Frederick G. Williams. However, the plans may have
served an additional purpose in connection with the
Kirtland Temple. Elwin C. Robison, an architectural
historian, surmised: “It is entirely possible the Kirt-
land Temple was built using only some written notes
and perhaps a sketch taken from the Independence
drawings, supplemented by verbal instructions.”** If
this were the case, the temple plan on the backing
of JSP I, III, and XI may have served as a blueprint
in the construction of the Kirtland Temple. Once
the building neared completion or was finished, the
temple plan was no longer needed and the paper was
“repurposed” as mounting paper for the Egyptian
papyrus.

It should also be remembered that the front side
of the backing of JSP I and JSP XI also contained a
plan for the temple. Because JSP III also came from
this same sheet of paper, it follows that the front of
JSP III also contained a drawing of a temple plan that
is no longer visible because the papyrus fragment
covers the entirety of that side of the paper. We must
further remember that JSP III originally consisted of
two sheets of paper joined together by a small strip
of paper with glue. This method must have been
what created the large sheet of paper that contained
the drawings on both sides of JSP [, III, and XI. It
is also reasonable to suppose that when a draftsman
first started to draw on this large, spliced sheet, he
would have preferred to draw on the side that did
not have the strip of splicing paper glued to it since
it would be easier to draw in the spliced gutter of
the joint than on the spliced bump of the joint. This
suggests that the temple plan on the same side of the
backing paper as the papyrus fragments predates the
drawing on the back side of the backing paper."”

JSP I

The top, left-hand corner (when viewed from
the papyrus side) of JSP II has been torn off, which
likely happened some time after the papyrus was
mounted. Measuring the papyrus and backing paper
as if this tear had not taken place, JSP II measures

VOLUME 22 « NUMBER 2 » 2013

26.4 cm on the top and bottom and 12.9 cm on
both sides. Similar to JSP III, JSP II was cut on all
its sides, indicating that it was glued to the paper
before it was cut.'® A township grid of eighty-two
northeastern Ohio townships (including two par-
tial townships) has been drawn on the back side of
the mounting paper. Above the township grid is a
wide, gray-colored swath, probably made using a
thin, translucent wash, representing the Lake Erie
shoreline. The grid system is a typical style for draw-
ing townships at that time. In the region of Ohio
known as Connecticut’s Western Reserve, town-
ships measured five-by-five square miles, although
the townships bordering the Lake Erie shoreline are
irregular and slightly larger or smaller depending on
the geographic curvature of the lake."” As indicated,
a total of eighty-two townships are represented on
the grid, with two townships (Troy and Ridgeville)
only partially depicted because of cutting (see JSP IV
backing). Names of seventy-five of the eighty-two
townships as they were known or identified in the
1820s and 1830s are inscribed in ink in each respec-
tive township. The entire township grid includes all
of present-day Ashtabula, Lake, and Geauga Coun-
ties, and portions of Trumbull, Cuyahoga, and
Lorain Counties. The writing identifying the town-
ships (as they then existed) is clearly legible and is
in slanting manuscript (noncursive) form. The town-
ships are represented in a total of fifteen complete
vertical columns, a partial sixteenth column, and
nine horizontal rows.®

A small part of this backing paper is missing
at the center of the top, but it appears that nothing
was drawn or written on that portion of the paper
since no drawings appear on either side of the small
tear. The edges of this paper were cleanly cut for the
most part, although one of the clean cuts has since
deteriorated. On two edges the cut wanders just a
little, suggesting that it was possibly cut freehand
with scissors and that it is not the original size of
the paper. This is confirmed by the facts that only
partial names of two townships (Troy and Ridgeville)
are preserved on the left side of the grid system and
that the wandering portion of the cut goes through
the middle of the grid system.

Below the ninth row of the grid are additional
vertical column lines indicating that the grid contin-
ued. An examination of the backing material of JSP
IT and JSP IV indicates that they were joined together
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Figure 2a. Original placement of Joseph Smith Papyri Il and
IV on the repurposed paper backing. Circled areas on JSP
IV indicate fragments from other papyri that were pasted
over missing areas. Joseph Smith Papyri © By Intellectual
Reserve, Inc. Redrawn by Michael Lyon.
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JSP I, back

Figure 2b. Repurposed paper
backing showing Ohio townships,
including Kirtland, on the southern
s shore of Lake Erie. Township
Jdod names written by Wilford Woodruff.
s S e, 5| ' Joseph Smith Papyri lla and IVa ©
= By Intellectual Reserve, Inc.

JSP IV, back

paper backing with partial
pews from temple floor plan
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before being cut. The backing of JSP IV clearly indi-
cates that the grid originally included five additional
township rows.

The grid drawing also includes three meander-
ing lines, two of which represent sections of the
Cuyahoga River and several of its tributaries. The
river actually originates in Leroy Township (current-
day Geauga County), where it flows south (illustrated
on the grid map in Hampden, Clarydon [sic], Bur-
ton, and Welshfield Townships) through Portage
County (not shown on the map), turns north, and
then reemerges in Cuyahoga County (depicted in In-
dependence, Newburgh, and Brooklyn Townships)
before emptying into Lake Erie. Another, smaller
river, Rocky Creek and its tributaries, is shown in
Kingsville, Middlebury, and Rockport Townships.'?

JSP IV

When JSP IV came into the possession of The
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints in 1967, it
was still inside a frame.?® It is possible that all these
fragments had been framed at one point, although
we can no longer be sure.”’ The cuts wander a bit,
again giving the impression that a straight edge was
used but did not stay in place during the cutting, al-
though carelessly used scissors could also account
for this look. The wandering gives the paper a
slightly irregular shape, and the fact that it was cut
on all sides suggests it was originally the center of a
much larger piece of paper.”* The top and bottom
edges measure 20.2 cm, but the left side is 29.2 cm
and the right 28.7 cm.

The paper backing was at some point torn or
cut on the top corners and had other papers spliced
into place to make it whole by gluing paper strips
to hold them in place. The top right-hand addition
is squarely cut and contains a piece of papyrus that
does not belong in that position.”> The backing of
that small piece contains drawings from a temple
plan. Only three partial pews are visible. This piece
was clearly cut from a larger drawing of the temple
plan and was originally part of the same backing ma-
terial as that of JSP I, I1I, and XI since it is in the same
scale. The top left-hand addition seems to have been
irregularly torn and then reattached and is blank on
the back. The bottom left-hand portion of the papy-
rus and backing paper began to crack or tear and was
then reinforced by gluing a large strip of paper to the
back. The paper backing of JSP IV is badly damaged

and contains two different drawings a temple plan
and the township grid. A sizable portion of the paper
is blank.

A major section of the backing paper includes a
township grid of all of Lorain and formerly Huron
Counties (now also Erie County), and a portion of
Medina and Wayne (now Ashland) Counties.”* As
noted in our discussion of JSP II, the grid pattern,
the handwriting, and the gray, water-colored area
depicting Lake Erie of the JSP II backing material
correspond with the backing material on JSP IV,
indicating that the two pieces were originally one
document.

It Is reasonable to conclude that the town-
ship grid was drafted during this time since
Woodruff is likely the person who inscribed

the township names.

The township grid contains eight complete ver-
tical columns, a partial column (due to the cut), and
seven horizontal rows. A total of sixty-one town-
ships are represented on the grid. However, only
fourteen of the sixty-one township names as they
were known or identified in the 1820s and 1830s are
inscribed in slanted manuscript (noncursive) form
in the respective townships, three of which, Troy
(now Avon), Ridgeville, and Holbrook (now Eaton),
are only partially depicted because of cutting (see JSP
11).>> Three major rivers and four creeks (and their
tributaries) are also represented, each of which flows
into Lake Erie. Viewed from left to right they include
the following: Pipe Creek, the Huron River, Old
Woman Creek, an unidentified creek, the Vermilion
River, Beaver Creek, and the Black River (including
both west and east branches).*®

Identifying the Drawing on the
Back Side of JSP Il and IV

As noted previously, the Ohio township grids
that appear on the backing material of JSP II and
JSP IV correspond with each other and at one time
were one document. The names written in the
townships appear to be in the handwriting of Wil-
ford Woodruff. It cannot be determined whether or
not Woodruff drew the township grid, rivers, and the
Lake Erie shoreline as shown on the separated maps,

JOURNAL OF THE BOOK OF MORMON AND OTHER RESTORATION SCRIPTURE
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Wilford Woodruff (1807-98) in the 1830s, around age 21.
International Society, Daughters of Utah Pioneers,
Salt Lake City, Utah.

but the written text is most likely his.”” The iden-
tification of Woodruff’s handwriting is significant
since it provides a possible timetable for when the
township grid map(s) were drawn. Woodruff came
to Kirtland, Ohio, for the first time in April 1834. He
remained in Kirtland only a few days before leaving
with the main company of Zion’s Camp to march to
Missouri. At the conclusion of Zion’s Camp, Wood-
ruff remained in Clay County, where he worked for
Michael Arthur, a non-Mormon, for nearly seven
months. Then, beginning in January 1835, he served
a twenty-two-month mission in Arkansas, Tennes-
see, and Kentucky before returning to Kirtland in
late November 1836. Woodruff spent the next six
months in Kirtland (25 November 1836 to 31 May
1837), the only period during which he spent con-
siderable time in the area.”® Given this chronology,
it is reasonable to conclude that the township grid
was drafted during this time since Woodruff is likely
the person who inscribed the township names. It is
difficult to determine why the township map was

VOLUME 22 « NUMBER 2 » 2013

made and why it later was no longer needed. For
unknown reasons, Joseph Smith and his associates
clearly considered the document more useful as
backing material for the papyrus fragments. Regard-
less, we conclude that the final version of township
map was drafted sometime between late November
1836 and late May 1837; therefore, the JSP II and JSP
IV papyrus fragments could not have been mounted
to Woodruft’s township grid before that time.

JSPVandVi

JSP V and VI seem to have been glued to the
same piece of paper, which was cut at some point
and later taped together again. They were joined by
what appears to be scotch tape, which did not exist
in Joseph Smith’s day. Thus we can conclude that
it was one of the later owners who rejoined these
fragments. Part of the backing paper for JSP VI was
also cut at the seam, leaving a rectangular gap that is
between 1.7 cm to 1.9 cm wide and 10.3 cm in length.
The papyrus also shows this gap.”’ The lower cor-
ner of JSP V and its backing have been torn. Since the
backing is torn in the same way as the papyrus, the
papyrus apparently had not been torn at that place
when it was mounted. Both of these fragments are
fairly complete, and no drawings can be seen on the
side of the paper to which they were glued. The left-
hand side of the paper and the JSP VI papyrus glued
to it has a series of notches cut into it. The backing
paper for JSP VI is 29 cm long and 14.1 cm wide at
its widest point, although with notches cut in vari-
ous points on both sides, its width constantly varies.
The paper on the right to which JSP V is attached is
28.6 cm long and 14.7 cm wide at its widest point.30

JSP VII-X

The backing of JSP VII, not pictured here,
is also completely blank,>" although it has a small hole
in the center. The cut of three of the edges wanders,
and the fourth is worn with a small tear in the corner.
The cutting looks like poorly executed scissor-work,
although it is so irregular it is hard to explain with
any cutting method. Thus the shape of the paper is
irregular. At the center, it is 15.9 cm in length and 15.4
cm in width. The fragments glued to this paper have
been damaged. Under one of the missing portions of
the papyrus, glue marks and small flecks of papyrus
show on the backing, indicating that this portion of



JSP VI

JSPV

Reading right to left, JSP Vis on the right and JSP VI on the left. Redrawn by Michael Lyon.

the papyrus fragment was lost after it was glued to
the paper backing.

The paper attached to JSP VIII is also blank;>*
the papyrus has a few holes that are larger than those
in JSP VII. The top edge of this paper curves, dem-
onstrating that it was cut through the papyri at some
point. The bottom edge is cleanly cut for most of its
length but suddenly extends out farther on the left in
an irregular shape; these rough edges suggest that it
was torn rather than cut for that section. The cutting
looks like it was done with scissors. The front of the
mounting paper, which exhibits no signs of draw-
ings and has broken pieces of papyrus remaining in
the middle of glue marks, again indicates that more
of the papyrus was present when it was first glued
to the backing paper. Moreover, the cleanly cut bot-
tom line that extends out into the torn section cuts
through the papyrus, and the papyrus is on the ex-
tended torn section as well. This suggests that the
papyrus was mounted to the backing paper before

it was cut and that the incision went through both
paper and papyrus when it was made. At its great-
est dimensions, the paper is 20.5 cm long and 12 cm
wide.

The backing of JSP IX appears to be two papers
attached together. A visual examination makes it
appear that it was folded, but a careful tactile exami-
nation of the line demonstrates that there is indeed
a splice. The backing is blank® and has two cleanly
cut edges and another that shows signs either of
wear or of being ripped. The top edge is cut with
jagged notches in it. The cutting was most likely
done with scissors. The front side has a few papy-
rus fragments attached with enough flakes left to
indicate that much more was originally present on
the paper. The notched cuts go through the papy-
rus, again indicating that the papyrus was glued to
the paper before it was cut to its present shape. It
is not apparent how the two sheets of paper were
joined together. It is possible that glue served as the
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Alex Baugh, Glenn Rowe, and Kerry Muhlestein examining
the Joseph Smith Papyri, 4 April 2012. Photo by Alex Baugh.

splicing agent, although the papyrus does not ex-
tend across the two papers now, so glue would no
longer serve this function. The backing paper’s back
and front sides, which are largely visible, are blank.
There are some figures on the front side that appear
to be attempted reproductions of ancient Egyptian
characters and drawings.

The paper attached to JSP X seems to be one
blank piece of unaltered, narrow paper. It has a tear
in one edge, and one of the edges wanders in its cut.
A hole has also been worn through the paper. The
papyrus again shows signs of damage that probably
occurred after it was glued on, and both sides of the
papyrus were cut after it was mounted. No signs of
drawings are visible on either side of the backing
paper. The paper is generally 16.2 cm by 30.5 cm,
although the cuts wander enough that these dimen-
sions vary depending on where the measurement is
taken. Either a poorly held straight edge or poorly
executed scissor-cutting was employed to cut the
paper.>*

JSP X has an interesting story that we cannot
fully recover. The papyrus text is part of the same
text present on JSP I and XI. However, part of the
column of text that would go between JSP XI and X
is missing. Additionally, JSP X seems to be mounted
on a different piece of paper than the large set of
drawings on which JSP I and XI were mounted.
Furthermore, some of the fragments that are miss-
ing from the papyrus text show up as patches pasted
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onto some of the other papyrus fragments. In other
words, it appears that when JSP X was mounted,
some of it was cut off, divided into smaller pieces,
and then used to make other papyrus fragments
look less broken. This may also have happened with
some of the papyrus cut from the edge of JSP XI. Per-
haps this portion of the papyrus was so broken that
it was deemed unfit for framing and display and was
therefore used to make other pieces more aestheti-
cally pleasing for display purposes. Whatever the
reason, the differences between the backing papers
of JSP X and XI show that while the Egyptian text
is almost contiguous, the fragments were not glued
to the same paper and some of the missing text was
cannibalized.

When Were the Papyri Mounted?

While mounting the papyri could have taken
place anytime after Joseph Smith acquired them
in July 1835, it seems most likely that the Prophet
and his colleagues would have mounted them either
while they were consistently engaged in work-
ing with them or soon thereafter. According to the
Prophet’s journals, the period in which they were
most consistently working with the papyri was
from 19 to 26 November 1835.>> We have no other
reference to working with the papyri again until the
1840s. However, considering the fact that the town-
ship grid that was used as backing material for JSP
II and IV was produced no earlier than November
1836, and surmising that all the papyrus fragments
were mounted at the same time, we suggest the
mounting did not take place until after late 1836.

Having concluded that the mounting of the
eleven fragments likely took place all together but
no earlier than November 1836, we now turn to the
latest time it could have happened. One historical ac-
count may cast further light on the timing. William S.
West visited Kirtland sometime before the end of
1837. While there, he saw the papyri and recorded
that “these records were torn by being taken from
the roll of embalming salve which contained them.”
West’s statement suggests the possibility that by the
end of 1837 the papyrus fragments had been delib-
erately cut from the long scroll, were at least in the
process of being mounted, were perhaps already
glued to their backing material, and were even possi-
bly under glass by that time. These assumptions are
somewhat corroborated by another account given



in December 1837 in which the writer speaks of the
size of some fragments, describing them as about 8
by 12 inches.?” If this made reference to the framed
fragments, the mounting must have occurred at least
by then. If so, we have a smaller window during
which the mounting could have occurred, a period
somewhere between the creation of the township
maps made by Woodruff between late November
1836 and late May 1837, and the account of the frag-
ment sizes in December 1837. Because it is unlikely
that Woodruft’s township maps were repurposed as
backing paper as soon as he finished creating them,
the mounting most likely would have happened in
late 1837.

Increasing hostilities and threats of lawsuits
compelled Joseph Smith and Sidney Rigdon to leave
Kirtland on 12 January 1838 and take up permanent
residence in Far West, Missouri. Because of their
hasty departure, many of the Prophet’s important
records, including the Egyptian artifacts, were left
in the care of family members and close friends.
Lucy Mack Smith reported it was at this time that
the enemies of the church vowed to destroy the pa-
pyri, necessitating that they be moved from place to
place in an effort to keep them hidden.3® For a short
time, the mummies and papyri were temporarily
sequestered in William D. Huntington’s home at
New Portage, Ohio, and hidden under the bed of his
seventeen-year-old daughter, Zina Diantha Hunting-
ton (later Young), with the hope that the antagonists
would not likely look for them under the bed of a
teenage girl.>® Still later, the artifacts were moved to
Edwin Woolley’s home in Rochester, Ohio. Then in
the spring of 1838, Edwin, his brother Samuel Wool-
ley, and Joseph Smith Sr. made arrangements for
the Egyptian artifacts to be transported to Missouri;
they arrived at Far West in June or July.*® We know
that the Saints had a difficult time keeping important
papers and documents safe when transporting them
from Ohio to Missouri and eventually to Illinois.*'
Therefore it seems unlikely that they would bring
paper that was not seen as absolutely necessary.
Most likely the mounting had been done (and also
the papyri possibly placed under glass) by Decem-
ber 1837, or at the latest, in the early spring of 1838
before being packed and transported to Missouri.**
This is somewhat corroborated by the eyewitness
accounts cited earlier that speak of fragments of pa-
pyri separately from the scrolls.

Conclusion

In summary, the backing material on JSP I, III,
and XI contains a schematic temple floor plan by
Frederick G. Williams. The plan is associated with
similar and more detailed drawings he made in con-
junction with the Independence Temple plans sent
by church leaders in Kirtland to church leaders in
Missouri in June and August 1833. The backing ma-
terial on JSP II and IV includes a township grid of
northeastern Ohio townships transcribed by Wil-
ford Woodruff sometime between late November
1836 and late May 1837. Although in theory the pa-
pyrus fragments could have been mounted with
the backing paper as early as July 1835, the backing
paper itself demonstrates that it far more likely took
place sometime after November 1836 but before the
Egyptian artifacts were transported to Missouri in
the early spring of 1838. The most likely time period
seems to be late 1837 or early 1838.

Presumably, Joseph Smith and his associates felt
that mounting the fragile papyrus fragments on stur-
dier paper and putting at least some of them under
glass would help preserve them from additional wear
and deterioration. The fact that the eleven mounted
fragments are the only papyri known to exist from
the Prophet’s original collection is at least a partial
attestation to that effort. H
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