Ham & Egyptus 

Here are claims often stated as foregone conclusions –

1. Egyptus was the literal daughter of Ham.

2. A second woman named Egyptus was Ham’s wife.

3. Ham’s wife was not from an approved lineage.

4. Ham’s wife was a descendant of Cain who slew Abel.

While these may all be true, our concern is that they are not solid conclusions, yet are often stated as such.
Abraham 1:23,25 are the only verses in the standard works containing the word “Egyptus”.  The entire block of relevant verses (Abraham 1:21-27) is -
21 - Now this king of Egypt was a descendant from the loins of Ham, and was a partaker of the blood of the Canaanites by birth.

22 - From this descent sprang all the Egyptians, and thus the blood of the Canaanites was preserved in the land.
23 - The land of Egypt being first discovered by a woman, who was the daughter of Ham, and the daughter of Egyptus, which in the Chaldean signifies Egypt, which signifies that which is forbidden;

24 - When this woman discovered the land it was under water, who afterward settled her sons in it; and thus, from Ham, sprang that race which preserved the curse in the land.
25 - Now the first government of Egypt was established by Pharaoh, the eldest son of Egyptus, the daughter of Ham, and it was after the manner of the government of Ham, which was patriarchal.
26 - Pharaoh, being a righteous man, established his kingdom and judged his people wisely and justly all his days, seeking earnestly to imitate that order established by the fathers in the first generations, in the days of the first patriarchal reign, even in the reign of Adam, and also of Noah, his father, who blessed him with the blessings of the earth, and with the blessings of wisdom, but cursed him as pertaining to the Priesthood.

27 - Now, Pharaoh being of that lineage by which he could not have the right of Priesthood, notwithstanding the Pharaohs would fain claim it from Noah, through Ham, therefore my father was led away by their idolatry;
Daughter

The words “father”, “mother”, “son” and “daughter” are much more problematic in ancient language than we would at first suppose.  They can be used in the literal sense but the words “father” and “mother” can also mean an ancestor of an unspecified number of generations back, and “son” and “daughter” can mean a descendant somewhere down the line.  Hugh Nibley wrote –

As in the Old Testament, "father" can mean ancestor, or "son" or "daughter" can mean "descendant"; this is clear from Abraham 1:26, where Noah is called Pharaoh's father.  (Abraham in Egypt, p. 188)
Further insight comes from Eleanor A. Chaffee –

The ancient Hebrews knew perfectly well when to make the distinction: like the Arabs and Maoris they kept their records in their heads, and the mention of a particular patriarch assumed that the hearer was familiar with his line down to his next important descendant, the written lists being a mere outline to establish connections between particular lines - the name of a patriarch was enough to indicate his line, which did not have to be written out in full.  (“Country Doctor for My Grandfather”, Improvement Era, 1951)
Not only is this a potential problem throughout scripture but in the very passage above (v. 26) the counterexample of Noah being the “father” of pharaoh appears.

“Forbidden”

Verse 23 says that “Egypt” means “forbidden”.  The passage does not define what “forbidden” relates to, and we are not informed as to why Egyptus has that meaning as a part of her name.  Hugh Nibley wrote -

What about the name Egyptus?  Verses 21 through 25 in Abraham 1 must be read carefully to get straight a number of specific propositions:

Egypt is the "Chaldaean" name for the land: "Egyptus, which in the Chaldean signifies Egypt." (Abr. 1:23.)  Here the Book of Abraham is right: Egypt is not the Egyptian name for the land (54:146), but was first applied to it by the Canaanites ("in the Chaldaean") …

The name Egypt is a title, as was Pharaoh ("which signifies king by royal blood"— Abr. 1:20), and was given to the land, just as the title of Pharaoh (like that of Caesar) was given to all who ruled after him. (Abraham in Egypt, p. 188)

The book of Moses speaks of Noah’s granddaughters (or female descendants) failing in their covenants –

And Noah and his sons hearkened unto the Lord, and gave heed, and they were called the sons of God.

And when these men began to multiply on the face of the earth, and daughters were born unto them, the sons of men saw that those daughters were fair, and they took them wives, even as they chose.

And the Lord said unto Noah: The daughters of thy sons have sold themselves; for behold mine anger is kindled against the sons of men, for they will not hearken to my voice.  (Moses 8:13-15)
Elder Mark E. Peterson comments –

The daughters of Noah's sons, however, were wicked and "sold themselves" to the apostates, the scriptures say.

It should be noted here that Ham, who often is spoken of as an errant one, was fully faithful, and as other references show, he walked with God, as did Noah and the other sons.  When Noah and these three sons, and the wives of all four, entered the ark, nothing is said about any children going in with them.  Evidently none of their posterity was worthy of being saved from the flood. (Noah and the Flood, p. 23)
This is evidence against Ham or his wife being unrighteous.
Canaanites

Verse 21 says that the king of Egypt was (at least in part) a descendant of the Canaanites.  Were they descendants of Cain?  Here is what the LDS Bible Dictionary states about them -
“Canaanite” - Canaanite refers to land of origin or lineage through Canaan, son of Ham, as in Gen. 10: 6-19; Gen. 12: 5-6; Abr. 1: 21.

Canaan was not Cain.  He might be a descendant of Cain through his maternal line, but the scriptures do not say so.  The Bible says of Canaan –

And Noah awoke from his wine, and knew what his younger son had done unto him.  And he said, Cursed be Canaan; a servant of servants shall he be unto his brethren.  And he said, Blessed be the LORD God of Shem; and Canaan shall be his servant.  (Genesis 24:23-26)
Joseph Smith affirms the story with this comment –

… For [Noah] retained all the power of his priesthood, and when he was accused by Canaan, he cursed him by the priesthood which he held, and the Lord had respect to his word, and the priesthood which he held, notwithstanding he was drunk, and the curse remains upon the posterity of Canaan until the present day.  (History of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, v. 4, p. 445–446.)
Canaan therefore was cursed for a specific act of his own.  Perhaps he already was restricted from the priesthood but the scripture does not say so, while at the same time providing a separate, independent source for him and his descendants being cursed.  There may be much missing from the biblical account, for as it is written, it doesn’t tell us why only one of Ham’s sons was cursed.  If Ham had been the one offending, why wasn’t he cursed, or his other sons?
Patriarchal Priesthood

Verse 25 states that the government of Egypt “was after the manner of the government of Ham [whatever that means] which was patriarchal.”  

The Lord described the ancient priesthood thus –
The order of this priesthood was confirmed to be handed down from father to son, and rightly belongs to the literal descendants of the chosen seed, to whom the promises were made.  (D&C 107:40)
If the ancient order of the priesthood was what was meant by “the government of Ham”, or if the two were related in structure or principle, then the Egyptian method of government had a major problem due to their unworthy ancestor Canaan.  It need not have gone any farther back than that – although it possibly could have.
Ham’s Wife
The reference work Guide To The Scriptures is available at lds.org in the “Study Helps” section.  It states –

Noah, his sons, and their families entered the ark, Gen. 7: 13.  Canaan, Ham’s son, was cursed, Gen. 9: 18-25.  The government of Ham was patriarchal and was blessed as to things of the earth and wisdom but not as to the priesthood, Abr. 1: 21-27. Ham’s wife, Egyptus, was a descendant of Cain, the sons of their daughter Egyptus settled in Egypt, Abr. 1: 23, 25 (Psalms 105: 23; 106: 21-22).  

There is a problem with the italicized sentence, and that is that the verses cited do not say that Egyptus was a descendent of Cain, neither do any other scriptures.   

It is also possible that Egyptus was not Ham’s wife.  Abraham 1:23 states that the discoverer of Egypt , “was the daughter of Ham, and the daughter of Egyptus.”  Possibly that means that the discoverer’s literal father and mother were Ham and Egyptus, i.e. that Ham and Egyptus were husband and wife.  But it could also mean Ham was in her ancestry and so also was a woman named Egyptus, but at different levels.  The wording of the verse seems to support that view:  “the daughter of Ham, and the daughter of  Eqyptus” – instead of simply “the daughter of Ham and Egyptus”.  [We’re not skilled with Hebrew phrasing, but the phrase “and also of Adam and Eve” 1 Nephi 5:11 appears to be evidence for it.]  
Besides Abraham 1:23 and 25, Guide to the Scriptures refers to two other passages - 
Psalms 105:23 - Israel also came into Egypt; and Jacob sojourned in the land of Ham.

Psalms 106:21-22 - They forgat God their saviour, which had done great things in Egypt; Wondrous works in the land of Ham, and terrible things by the Red sea.

Neither of these support the idea that Ham’s wife was named Egyptus, nor do any of these passages state that Egyptus was a descendent of Cain.  Elder McConkie wrote to the same unsupported end - 
“Egyptus” - Two women of note, a mother and her daughter, both carried the name Egyptus. The mother, a descendant of Cain, was the wife of Ham; the daughter was the mother of Pharaoh, the first ruler of Egypt.  Abraham says that in the Chaldean tongue Egyptus "signifies that which is forbidden," meaning apparently that Ham married outside the approved lineage.  (Abraham 1:20-27; Genesis. 6:2)  (Mormon Doctrine, 2nd ed., p. 214)

Besides the verses in Abraham, he referred to one other passage -
Genesis 6:2 - That the sons of God saw the daughters of men that they were fair; and they took them wives of all which they chose.

This does not specifically state that Ham’s wife was not from the approved lineage.  If the “sons of God” is indeed interpreted to include all the righteous men of the time then it would have to include Noah’s other two sons, Shem and Japheth – and thus all of Noah’s post-flood descendants could not possess the priesthood.  While Elder McConkie relies upon Genesis’ wording “sons of God”, the book of Abraham states it as “sons of men”.
It’s important to note what the scriptures DO say about Noah’s sons:  Moses 8:27 “…for Noah was a just man, and perfect in his generation; and he walked with God, as did also his three sons, Shem, Ham, and Japheth”.  Men who are that righteous probably don’t marry outside the covenant.
Also the conclusion can be tenuous that there was a mother and a daughter both named Egyptus.  As already stated, we must use caution with the words “son” and “daughter” in ancient language.
Inconclusive Evidence

If this was a case in court, the evidence would not establish beyond reasonable doubt the validity of any of the four points at the beginning of this essay.  The British have a common expression, “It’s early days yet.”  It simply means that there is not yet sufficient evidence to support a conclusion.  Such is the case here.
Speculation
Opinion is a valid part of pondering and studying and feasting on the word.  However it must always be carefully expressed and dutifully noted as such.  To do otherwise is reckless and at the very least incredibly sloppy.  It is well beneath the integrity expected of the saints.  Alma set the example by specifically stating (regarding an aspect of the resurrection) “but behold, I give it as my opinion” (Alma 40:20).  John Taylor did likewise by couching his words so that it was clear he was not speaking based upon direct revelation to himself -
And after the flood we are told that the curse that had been pronounced upon Cain was continued through Ham's wife, as he had married a wife of that seed.  (The Gospel Kingdom: Selections from the Writings and Discourses of John Taylor, p. 103, emphasis added)
Regarding the very issues in this essay Elder McConkie stated (after the revelation on the priesthood in 1978) –

There are statements in our literature by the early Brethren that we have interpreted to mean that the Negroes would not receive the priesthood in mortality.  I have said the same things … Forget everything that I have said, or what President Brigham Young or President George Q. Cannon or whoever has said in days past that is contrary to the present revelation.  We spoke with a limited understanding and without the light and knowledge that now has come into the world. 

It doesn’t make a particle of difference what anybody ever said about the Negro matter before the first day of June 1978.  (Doctrines of the Restoration, p. 164-165, emphasis added.)
A reappraisal of the material surrounding Ham and Egyptus yields a deeper appreciation and reverence of what the Lord has and has not actually said.  As usual, the Book of Mormon says it best – 

Now these mysteries are not yet fully made known unto me; therefore I shall forbear. (Alma 37:11)
(Essay by Zan and Misty Larsen)

Extra Material
Juan Henderson - Still others have reasoned that blacks were denied the priesthood because they were “less valiant” in the premortal life.  Following the announcement of the revelation on priesthood Elder LeGrand Richards of the Quorum of Twelve Apostles said, “Some time ago, the Brethren decided that we should never say that.  We don’t know just what the reason was.”  And he further stated, “The Lord has never indicated that … black skin came because of being less faithful.”  (From his chapter in Out of Obscurity, The Church in the Twentieth Century, p. 154.  According to his footnotes on p. 159-160, Elder Richards’ quotes are from an “interview with Wesley P. Walter, Church Office Building, 16 Aug. 1978, Special Collections, Harold B. Lee Library, BYU.)
Eleanor A. Chaffee (the quote used earlier in full) - … In Hebrew and other languages "son" and "descendant" are both rendered by one very common word.  One and the same word describes a modern Jew and Father Isaac as "sons" of Abraham - the word is understood differently in each case, but is not written differently.  A person confined to a written text would have no means of knowing when ben should be taken to mean "son" in a literal sense and when it means merely "descendant.”  The ancient Hebrews knew perfectly well when to make the distinction: like the Arabs and Maoris they kept their records in their heads, and the mention of a particular patriarch assumed that the hearer was familiar with his line down to his next important descendant, the written lists being a mere outline to establish connections between particular lines - the name of a patriarch was enough to indicate his line, which did not have to be written out in full.  Sir Leonard Woolley has some interesting things to say on this subject in his book Abraham.  Now Ether proves, at least to Latter-day Saints, that "son" and "descendant" were both used in the ancient genealogies, which thus do not present an unbroken father-to-son relationship.  We are told that the genealogy in Ether belongs to the second part of a record and that "the first part of this record ...  is had among the Jews.”  (1:3).  So we may regard the Old Testament genealogies as the earlier part of this same list and are thus faced with the possibility, long suspected by many, that in Biblical genealogies ben must sometimes be read "son" and sometimes "descendant," though men have long since lost the knowledge that enabled the ancient ruler to make the necessary distinction.  The result is, of course, that our Biblical genealogies as we read them today may be much too short.  (“Country Doctor for My Grandfather”, Improvement Era, 1951, emphasis added)
Draper, Brown & Rhodes - There is a common belief among members of the Church that denial of the right of the priesthood to the Canaanites is the result of the curse God placed on Cain. This assumption, however, is not supported by the scriptures. Abraham 1:26-27 is the only passage that explicitly mentions denial of the right to the priesthood and associates that with Ham because of his marriage to Egyptus, a “partaker of the blood of the Canaanites” (Abraham 1:21). No mention is made of Cain or any genealogical connection with him. JST Genesis 9:25 states that Canaan was cursed and that “a veil of darkness shall cover him [Canaan], that he shall be known among all men.” This darkness is assumed to refer to skin color. However, the Canaanites of ancient Palestine were Caucasian, not black, and had no connection with Africa, where the black race seems to have originated. Moses 7:8 says that “a blackness came upon all the children of Canaan.” That these people of Canaan were descendants of Cain is not explicitly stated, though it is often assumed. It is also not clear whether these antediluvian Canaanites are the same people as the Canaanites found much later in Palestine. The Lord pronounced two curses on Cain because he murdered his brother, Abel. The curses were (1) that when he tilled the earth, it would not yield its strength, and (2) that he would be a fugitive and a vagabond (see Moses 5:37). No mention is made of a loss of priesthood or that the curse will be passed on to his posterity. In Moses 5:40 the Lord places a mark on Cain to identify him so others will not attempt to slay him. It does not say what this mark is, although it is generally assumed to be a dark skin, and again, there is no implication that this mark is to be passed on to his descendants.

In this dispensation, blacks were not allowed to hold the priesthood until the revelation received by President Spencer W. Kimball in 1978 (see D&C Official Declaration 2). The Church has never given any official doctrinal statement as to why the priesthood was temporarily denied to blacks. The speculation that it is because they are the descendants of Cain is unsupported from the scriptures. In reality we do not know why God denied blacks the priesthood for a time. All we know is that He did [or allowed it to be denied], later making it available to them through a living prophet.  (The Pearl of Great Price, A Verse-by-Verse Commentary by Richard D. Draper, S. Kent Brown and Michael D. Rhodes, p. 256-257)
Gregory Prince and William Robert Wright - [David O.] McKay's first step was to obtain a copy of the book [Mormon Doctrine] and study it. One of his secretaries noted, "He went through the whole thing. He had paper clips [on the pages where he had a question], and there were hundreds of them there." Then he summoned two senior apostles, Mark E. Petersen and Marion G. Romney. "I asked them if they would together go over Elder Bruce R. McConkie's book, Mormon Doctrine and make a list of the corrections that should be made preparatory to his sending out an addendum to all members of the church who have purchased his book."

...  Peterson and Romney took ten months to critique the book and make their report to the First Presidency. Romney submitted a lengthy letter on January 7, 1960, detailing what he felt were the most egregious errors in the book and noting: "Its nature and scope and the authoritative tone of the style in which it is written pose the question as to the propriety of the author's attempting such a project without assignment and supervision from him whose right and responsibility it is to speak for the church on 'Mormon Doctrine.' " 

On the same day, Petersen gave McKay an oral report in which he recommended 1,067 corrections that "affected most of the 776 pages of the book." (David O. McKay and the Rise of Modern Mormonism, as quoted in The Salt Lake Tribune, “McKay vs. Publication of 'Mormon Doctrine'”, 7 May 2005, emphasis added.)
Salt Lake Tribune -  In the first edition, [author Gregory] Prince said, [Mormon Doctrine] was [Elder McConkie’s] “diatribe against the Roman Catholic Church that did the most harm, but subsequently, the real damage has been his statements about blacks.”

After the LDS Church opened its all-male priesthood to blacks in 1978, McConkie deleted his previous statement predicting that never would happen.  Even in the most recent edition, though, McConkie wrote that God cursed Cain with “a mark of a dark skin, and he became the ancestor of the black race.”

… “Elder McConkie was an apostle and a good man but a man of his times,” said Darius Gray, former president of the Genesis Branch for black Mormons.  “Sadly his times included a period in this nation when not all men were judged by the content of their character but rather the color of their skin.”

The gospel of Jesus Christ never has been a respecter of persons, said Gray, co-producer with Margaret Blair Young of a documentary film, “Nobody Knows: The Untold Story of Black Mormons.”

“The LDS Church is a young church,” he said, “and, as it has grown, it has become more inclusive, embracing of all God’s creations.”

The continual publication of Mormon Doctrine seemed to suggest an approval of the concepts and attitudes of a former time, Gray said.  By not reprinting it, “a weight will have been lifted off the body of the church.  We have thankfully moved on.”  (“Landmark ‘Mormon Doctrine’ Goes Out of Print”, by Peggy Fletcher Stack, The Salt Lake Tribune, May 22, 2010.)
See also -http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mormon_Doctrine_%28book%29
“…There is no exclusive equation between Ham and Pharaoh, or between Ham and the Egyptians, or between the Egyptians and the blacks, or between any of the above and any particular curse.  


“What was denied was recognition of patriarchal right to the priesthood made by a claim of matriarchal succession.”  


- Hugh Nibley


(Abraham in Egypt, p. 219–220)
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