Race in Gospel History

Introduction

1. Terminology - Race in gospel history is surprisingly difficult subject to study.  Switching to words like “lineage”, “tribe” and “family” makes everything much simpler and easier to understand.

2. Lineage and the past - In present western society, race is a concept that mostly applies to the present.  In contrast, lineage is inescapably tied to the past.  A good example is that Pacific islanders, some of whom have very dark skins,  were not denied the priesthood in the restored gospel.  So, technically speaking, the priesthood was not denied to blacks but to blacks of African descent.  This point is difficult to grasp in terms of race alone, but is simpler within a framework of lineage.  As another example the book of Ether never names the brother of Jared, despite him being a major prophet.  It is because the book is a lineage history of Jared’s descendants only.

3. Patriarchal - In the modern times we forget that anciently the priesthood was a patriarchal order.  Possessing the priesthood was primarily a function of lineage, frequently with most lines excluded.  For example, in the days of Moses in the Middle East worthy male members of the tribe of Levi were given authority in the lesser priesthood. 

4. Occidental versus Oriental - Occidental means European or “western” culture.  Its way of thinking stresses literal and technical aspects.  Oriental means Middle Eastern or Asian.  Its way of thinking stresses poetic and inner meanings.

Gerald N. Lund - Sidney B. Sperry noted some years ago that this penchant for figurative language is partially due to the fact that the Bible is the product of Oriental or Eastern peoples—and Eastern peoples are much more prone to use imagery than are the Occidentals or Western cultures:  “We ofttimes read our Bible as though its peoples were English or American and interpret their sayings in terms of our own background and psychology. But the Bible is actually an Oriental book. It was written centuries ago by Oriental people and primarily for Oriental people… It may be of interest to contrast the speech of modern and ancient Palestinians with our own. In thought and speech the Oriental is an artist; the Occidental, on the other hand, may be thought of as an architect. When speaking, the Oriental paints a scene whose total effect is true, but the details may be inaccurate; the Occidental tends to draw diagrams accurate in detail.” (Sperry’s quote is from Ensign, May 1972, p. 29, Lund’s article is “Understanding Scriptural Symbols,” Ensign, Oct. 1986, p. 23)
New light

We can reread scripture in the light of the 1978 revelation, gaining understanding that corrects previous interpretation or adds new meaning.  The following are excerpts from Doctrines of the Restoration by Elder Bruce R. McConkie - 

I would like to say something about the new revelation relative to our taking the priesthood to those of all nations and races.  “He [meaning Christ, who is the Lord God] inviteth them all to come unto him and partake of his goodness; and he denieth none that come unto him, black and white, bond and free, male and female; and he remembereth the heathen; and all are alike unto God, both Jew and Gentile” (2 Ne. 26:33).  These words have now taken on a new meaning.  We have caught a new vision of their true significance.  This also applies to a great number of other passages in the revelations.  Since the Lord gave this revelation on the priesthood, our understanding of many passages has expanded.  Many of us never imagined or supposed that they had the extensive and broad meaning that they do have. (p. 162)
We get our truth and light line upon line and precept upon precept.  We have now added a new flood of intelligence and light on this particular subject, and it erases all the darkness and all the views and all the thoughts of the past.  They don’t matter anymore.

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, and people write me letters and say, “You said such and such, and how is it now that we do such and such?”  All I can say is that it is time disbelieving people repented and got in line and believed in a living, modern prophet.  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.  It is a new day and a new arrangement, and the Lord has now given the revelation that sheds light out into the world on this subject.  As to any slivers of light or any particles of darkness of the past, we forget about them.  We now do what meridian Israel did when the Lord said the gospel should go to the Gentiles.  We forget all the statements that limited the gospel to the house of Israel, and we start going to the Gentiles. (p. 164-165)

Ham’s Descendants

(Except for the quotes cited, this section is by Zan and Misty Larsen)

The first mention of any restriction on the priesthood is with Ham’s descendents.  Why were they so denied?  The common response is that Ham’s wife was a descendant of Cain and that his descendants were denied it.  However, there is no hard scriptural reference or solid statement by modern prophets establishing this.   Because they destroyed the people of Shum the Canaanites were cursed with blackness (notice they apparently were not already black) and a land of great heat, but nothing is said of the priesthood.  According to ancient tales Ham and a few of his descendants might have done things to warrant severe cursings including the loss of the priesthood among them.  In the following paragraphs Hugh Nibley shares some of the legends - 

Why was Pharaoh, "a righteous man, ... blessed ... with the blessings of wisdom" (Abraham 1:26), denied that priesthood which he "would fain claim from Noah, through Ham" (1:27)? Certainly not because of Ham, "a just man [who] walked with God" (Moses 8:27), but rather because he claimed it through the wrong line, "that lineage by which he could not have the right of Priesthood" (Abraham 1:27). What was wrong with it? Simply this: it was not the patriarchal but the matriarchal line he was following. Even while "seeking earnestly to imitate that order established by the fathers in the first generations…, in the days of the first patriarchal reign" (1:26), he nonetheless traced his descent and his throne to "a woman, who was the daughter of Ham, the daughter of Egyptus" (1:23); this woman "discovered the land" and "settled her sons in it" (1:24). Her eldest son became the first Pharaoh, ruling "after the manner" of the patriarchal order (1:25), which the King sought earnestly to "imitate." Thus the government of Egypt was carried on under the fiction of being patriarchal while the actual line was matriarchal, the Queen being "the Wife of the God and bearer of the royal lineage." But however noble it may be, a matriarchal line cannot claim patriarchal authority, even though all the parties concerned are sympathetically portrayed. In all of which there is no mention of race, though enemies of the Church have declared with shock and outrage that these passages are proof of Mormon discrimination against blacks. (Abraham in Egypt, p. 133)
It's the famous story of the stolen garment. The priesthood garment of Adam was stolen. It should have belonged to the other brethren. They all had an equal claim, but when they were coming out of the ark, Ham stole the garment, made a copy of it, and claimed he had the priesthood. For that reason he was denied the priesthood until all the others should have it first. But this says he would fain claim it from Noah. (Ancient Documents and the Pearl of Great Price, p.13)
Ham organized secret combinations "to work iniquity and to shed blood... and after that, they sinned against the beasts and birds, and all that moves and walks on the earth."  Next Ham's son Nimrod, the mighty hunter who boasted that no animal could escape his bow, turned that bow against men as well as animals and so subdued all things to his will, ruling all the earth with his inspired violence. He was the mortal enemy and rival of Abraham and whereas Abraham gave Adam's blessing to the beasts, "Nimrod assembled all the animals and slaughtered them."  This he was able to do through possession of the garment of the priesthood that had once belonged to Adam and that Ham had stolen from Noah. Seeing him in this garment, all creatures willingly came and submitted to him, mistaking the dominion of Cain for the dominion of Adam.  From Nimrod, Esau, another hunter, inherited the garment but lost it to Jacob from whom it passed down to Moses, who when it wore out replaced it with a garment of cotton or hair rather than skins to avoid the shedding of animal blood.  (Nibley on the Timely and the Timeless, p. 95)
The Church’s online reference work called Guide To The Scriptures’ has the following entry titled “Ham” – 

Ham’s wife, Egyptus, was a descendant of Cain, the sons of their daughter Egyptus settled in Egypt, Abr. 1: 23, 25 (Ps. 105: 23; 106: 21-22).

Our concern is with the statement “Ham’s wife, Egyptus, was a descendant of Cain”.  Three references are cited -

Abraham 1:23,25 - 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 … 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.

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.

All three passages support the second part of the sentence, which is “the sons of their daughter Egyptus settled in Egypt.”  None of the references support the issue of Ham’s wife’s lineage.

The first mention of any restriction on the priesthood in the scriptures is with Ham’s descendents.  Why were they so denied?  The common response is that Ham’s wife was a descendant of Cain and that his descendants were denied it.  However, there is no hard scriptural reference or solid statement by modern prophets establishing this.   Because they destroyed the people of Shum the Canaanites were cursed with blackness (notice they apparently were not already black) and a land of great heat, but nothing is said of the priesthood.  According to ancient documents Ham and a few of his descendants might have done things to warrant severe cursings including the loss of the priesthood among them. 

Here is the passage that is the core of the issue -

Abraham 1:27 - 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;

An alternate explanation is that Ham’s daughter’s husband was not worthy.  Because the priesthood was patriarchal that would be a big problem for Ham’s daughter’s posterity.  There is apparently room for this or some other explanation in President Joseph Fielding Smith’s mind -

Now, why is it that the seed of Ham was cursed as pertaining to the Priesthood?  Why is it that his seed "could not have right to the Priesthood?"  Ham's wife was named "Egyptus," which in the Chaldean signifies Egypt, which signifies that which is forbidden; * * * and thus from Ham sprang the race which preserved the curse in the land." Was the wife of Ham, as her name signifies, of a race with which those who held the Priesthood were forbidden to intermarry? Was she a descendant of Cain, who was cursed for murdering his brother? And was it by Ham marrying her, and she being saved from the flood in the ark, that "the race which preserved the curse in the land" was perpetuated? If so, then I believe that race is the one through which it is ordained those spirits that were not valiant in the great rebellion in heaven should come; who, through their indifference or lack of integrity to righteousness, rendered themselves unworthy of the Priesthood and its powers, and hence it is withheld from them to this day.  (Contributor 6:297, quoted in The Way to Perfection [1949], p. 105)
President Smith was quite outspoken, yet he includes the “if so”.  It appears he was not certain on the issue.  Here is another statement by him –

It is generally believed that the curse placed on Cain was continued in his posterity and that through the seed of Ham this curse was brought through the flood. Since Ham was the son of Noah, we must conclude that it was not Ham who had the black skin and was a descendant of Cain. However, there is in the Church the general belief that Ham married a woman who was a descendant of Cain, and in this way the curse of Cain was continued after the flood in Ham's posterity. Some of the brethren who were associated with the Prophet Joseph Smith have declared that he taught this doctrine. That the wife of Ham was a descendant of Cain seems to be embodied in the following passages in the Book of Abraham: (Abraham 1:21-24)  (The Way to Perfection, p. 103)

Again President Smith is careful to qualify his statements.  There is a similar hesitancy in President John Taylor’s wording –

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. And why did it pass through the flood? Because it was necessary that the devil should have a representation upon the earth as well as God; and that man should be a free agent to act for himself, and that all men might have the opportunity of receiving or rejecting the truth and be governed by it or not according to their wishes and abide the result.  (Journal of Discourses, v. 22, p. 304)
As part of Noah’s granddaughters’ rebellion they married outside of the covenant.  No mention is made of Ham marrying outside the covenant.  Either he did and then repented, or he did by divine directive akin to Isaiah’s possible  marriage to a harlot, or Ham’s wife was within the covenant.  If she was, she was probably not a descendant of Cain.

Ham’s son Canaan was cursed in Genesis 9:25 but no mention is made of his other sons being cursed.  All of the sons are listed in Genesis 10:6.  In that list Canaan’s name is last.  Possibly he is the youngest and thus is named last.  But perhaps it is because of his wickedness.  If so, perhaps he was the only one of Ham’s sons who was cursed. 

On a related issue, because some people conclude that Ham’s wife descended from Cain, they then assume that Ham was mediocre in his faithfulness.  It is another area of which we have no strong evidence.  But with Moses 8:27 and a lack of any competing evidence, we should be careful to label him as anything but someone who “walked with God.”

All in all, the evidence behind this issue of Ham’s wife’s ancestry does not appear to justify a solid conclusion.  



Denied Because of Acts in the Pre-Existence?

Joseph Fielding Smith - The question arises from time to time in regard to the negro race and the Priesthood. Such a question has been received and the writer says: "The belief prevails to a considerable extent that when the plan of redemption was laid before the spiritual hosts in heaven, that one-third remained neutral, also that from this source the negro race sprung. Are there any scriptural proofs, that will substantiate such a belief?"

We know of no scripture, ancient or modern, that declares that at the time of the rebellion in heaven that one-third of the hosts of heaven remained neutral. This thought has developed from the fact that the Lord states that one-third of the hosts of heaven rebelled and were cast out with Lucifer and became the devil and his angels. (D&C 29:36-38).

…That one-third of the hosts of heaven remained neutral and therefore were cursed by having a black skin, could hardly be true, for the negro race has not constituted one-third of the inhabitants of the earth.  …However, to dwell upon this topic and point out certain nations as having been cursed because of their acts in the pre-existence, enters too much on the realm of speculation. Therefore, let it suffice that the negro is barred from the Priesthood and the reason some day we may understand. (Editors' Table, Improvement Era, April, 1924)
Cautions About Seeing Race in the Book of Mormon

An initial problem is that the Book of Mormon oversimplifies the name of groups of people.  Even from the time of Jacob the terms “Lamanites” and “Nephites” were complex and more political than by family or race.  Jacob 1:13-14 gives the following definitions –

Lamanites – “Those who “seek to destroy the people of Nephi”

Nephites – “Those who are friendly to Nephi I shall call Nephites, or the people of Nephi, according to the reigns of the kings.”  

Hugh Nibley - For the situation was often very mobile, with large numbers of Nephites going over to the Lamanites, or Lamanites to the Nephites, or members of the mixed Mulekite people, such as their Zoramite offshoot, going over either to the Lamanites or to the Nephites — not really to the Nephites, but to the Ammonites who were Lamanites who had earlier become Nephites!); or at times the Lamanites and Nephites would freely intermingle, while at other times the Nephite society would be heavily infiltrated by Lamanites and by robbers of dubious background. Such robbers were fond of kidnapping Nephite women and children. (Since Cumorah, p. 215)
George A. Horton, Jr - One of the more interesting textual changes relates to the changing of "white" (1830, 1837) to "pure" (1840) in 2 Nephi 30:6. Although this correction was made by Joseph Smith, it was not picked up in subsequent American editions, which followed the earlier Liverpool printings based on the 1837 edition. This was corrected again in the 1981 edition. (From his chapter in The Book of Mormon: The Keystone Scripture, p. 249)
Hugh Nibley -The dark skin is mentioned as the mark of a general way of life; it is a Gypsy or Bedouin type of darkness, "black" and "white" being used in their Oriental sense (as in Egyptian), black and loathsome being contrasted to white and delightsome. We are told that when "their scales of darkness shall begin to fall from their eyes" they shall become "a pure and delightsome people"), and at the same time the Jews "shall also become a delightsome people". Darkness and filthiness go together as part of a way of life; we never hear of the Lamanites becoming whiter, no matter how righteous they were, except when they adopted the Nephite way of life, while the Nephites could, by becoming more savage in their ways than their brother Lamanites, actually become darker, "a dark, filthy, and a loathsome people, beyond the description of that which ever hath been ... among the Lamanites". 

At the time of the Lord's visit, there were "neither ... Lamanites, nor any manner of -ites," so that when the old titles of Lamanite and Nephite were later revived by parties deliberately seeking to stir up old hatreds, they designated religious affiliation rather than race. From this it would seem that at that time it was impossible to distinguish a person of Nephite blood from one of Lamanite blood by appearance. Moreover, there were no pure-blooded Lamanites or Nephites after the early period, for Nephi, Jacob Joseph, and Sam were all promised that their seed would survive mingled with that of their elder brethren. 

Since the Nephites were always aware of that mingling, which they could nearly always perceive in the steady flow of Nephite dissenters to one side and Lamanite converts to the other, it is understandable why they do not think of the terms Nephite and Lamanite as indicating race.  (Since Cumorah, p. 218) 

 (These sheets were compiled by Zan & Misty Larsen.
See also the document “Revelation of 1978.doc”.)


Extra Material

President McKay's humanitarian impulse, even in controversial areas of Church policy, was demonstrated during a mission tour of South Africa in 1954. There he was reminded of the difficulties involved with the Church's policy of not allowing blacks or people with black ancestry to hold the priesthood. At that time, to be ordained, members in South Africa had to trace their ancestral lines beyond the continent of Africa because of the high possibility of black ancestry. President McKay listened with great empathy to those whose inability to trace their genealogy kept them from bearing the priesthood, and he felt inspired to modify the policy so that the genealogical test would not apply. It remained for one of his successors, President Spencer W. Kimball, to be given the revelation on priesthood in 1978.  (Encyclopedia of Mormonism, p. 873)

Take photocopies of Jeffrey Swanson’s response from the First Presidency about black adopted child sealed to parents.

Teachers’ Note - Technically, the scripture does not actually state that Cain was made black.  Genesis 4:15 says “And the Lord set a mark upon Cain, lest any finding him should kill him” but nowhere do we learn what that mark was.

Moses 7:8 says “the Lord shall curse the land with much heat, and the barrenness thereof shall go forth forever; and there was a blackness came upon all the children of Canaan [Cain’s descendants], that they were despised among all people.”

The difference in skin color might be a lot less than our modern paintings and imaginations show.  Lehi’s and Ishmael’s families were Middle easterners, who are much darker than Scandinavians and other northern Europeans.  According to some modern speculation about the geography of the Book of Mormon, the Nephites might have inhabited highland areas and the Lamanites lower, hotter areas (possibly helping to account for their idleness).  The Lamanites are frequently described as naked, which in a sunny area translates into significant tanning.  More importantly however is that Middle Eastern people see the words “white” and “black” much more poetically than do the literal minded people of modern western culture.

Race, Racism

Cassia C. Flores and Enoc Q. Flores - The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints teaches that all humans are literally the spirit offspring of the eternal Heavenly Father (Acts 17:26, 29). The concept of race refers to populations identifiable by the frequency with which a selected number of genetically determined traits appear in that population. While all human groups belong to the same species (Homo sapiens), they may be differentiated into various races by such traits as skin pigmentation, hair color, head shape, and nose form. A negative concept of racism implies that one set of racial characteristics is superior to others. The Church denounces this viewpoint.

In 1775, Johann Friedrich Blumenbach established five human races differentiated by skin color. Later anthropologists used other characteristics of the human body and arrived at a different number of racial subdivisions, from a minimum of two to a maximum of several dozen. By limiting criteria, most anthropologists now agree on the existence of three distinct groups: the Caucasoid, the Mongoloid, and the Negroid.

The apostle Paul taught in the New Testament that God "hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth" (Acts 17:26). In the sight of God, race, color, and nationality make no difference, an idea stressed in the Book of Mormon: "He inviteth them all to come unto him and partake of his goodness; and he denieth none that come unto him, black and white, bond and free, male and female; and he remembereth the heathen; and all are alike unto God, both Jew and Gentile" (2 Ne. 26:33).

Spencer W. Kimball, in speaking of race and racism as President of the Church, said: "We do wish that there would be no racial prejudice…. Racial prejudice is of the devil…. There is no place for it in the gospel of Jesus Christ" (p. 236-37).

Latter-day Saints believe that Jesus Christ came to earth to die for all mankind and to teach them how to live. He taught two great commandments: first, to love God with all one's heart, might, mind, and strength; second, to love one's fellow men as one loves oneself (Matt. 22:36-39). Throughout his life, Jesus showed how to obey these two commandments.  (“Race, Racism” in Encyclopedia of Mormonism, p. 1191)

E. Dale LeBaron - That position has not always been understood or accepted, even by some in the Church. Because it did not receive specific scriptural status in the Doctrine and Covenants, some question its origin; however, not all revelations are made public. In 1977, President Kimball said, "We testify to the world that revelation continues and that the vaults and files of the Church contain these revelations which come month to month and day to day." 

Statements by the prophets in this dispensation suggest that there were some unanswered questions relating to blacks and the priesthood. Fifteen years before receiving the revelation, Elder Spencer W. Kimball expressed his views about this delicate and difficult matter: "The things of God cannot be understood by the spirit of men... . I have wished the Lord had given us a little more clarity in the matter. But for me, it is enough. The prophets for 133 years of the existence of the Church have maintained the position of the prophet of the Restoration that the Negro could not hold the priesthood nor have the temple ordinances which are preparatory for exaltation... The doctrine or policy has not varied in my memory.... I know the Lord could change his policy... If the time comes, that he will do, I am sure."

Then Elder Kimball caustically rebuked members of the Church who were pressuring Church leaders to make a change regarding blacks and the priesthood: "These smart members who would force the issue, and there are many of them, cheapen the issue and certainly bring into contempt the sacred principle of revelation and divine authority."

In 1973, when President Kimball became president of the Church and was asked about the position of the Church regarding the blacks and the priesthood, he answered:

I am not sure that there will be a change, although there could be. We are under the dictates of our Heavenly Father, and this is not my policy or the Church's policy. It is the policy of the Lord who has established it, and I know of no change, although we are subject to revelations of the Lord in case he should ever wish to make a change. 

A few months later President Kimball gave a powerful and visionary address. He spoke of "armies of missionaries" taking the gospel to areas of the world, even to lands where the Church had never been. But no mention was made of one continent—Africa. The revelation on the priesthood had to precede the gospel message being spread through out Africa. David M. Kennedy, who served as a special representative of the First Presidency to help move the gospel to foreign nations, told of a large atlas that President Kimball kept in his office. When they studied it together, Brother Kennedy would place his hand over sub-Saharan Africa, saying, "We can't go there unless they have the priesthood." Returning from the temple after receiving the revelation of June 1978, President Kimball stopped at David Kennedy's office and said, "You can take your hand off that map, David. We can now go to Africa!"  (From his chapter in The Heavens Are Open: The 1992 Sperry Symposium on the Doctrine and Covenants and Church History, p. 196)


Hugh B. Brown and N. Eldon Tanner - From the beginning of this dispensation, Joseph Smith and all succeeding presidents of the Church have taught that Negroes, while spirit children of a common Father, and the progeny of our earthly parents Adam and Eve, were not yet to receive the priesthood, for reasons which we believe are known to God, but which He has not made fully known to man.  

Our living prophet, President David O. McKay, has said, “The seeming discrimination by the Church toward the Negro is not something which originated with man; but goes back into the beginning with God… Revelation assures us that this plan antedates man’s mortal existence, extending back to man’s pre-existent state.”

President McKay has also said, “Sometime in God’s eternal plan, the Negro will be given the right to hold the priesthood.”

Until God reveals His will in this matter, to him whom we sustain as a prophet, we are bound by that same will.  Priesthood, when it is conferred on any man comes as a blessing from God, not of men.

We feel nothing but love, compassion, and the deepest appreciation for the rich talents, endowments, and the earnest strivings of our Negro brothers and sisters.  WE are eager to share with men of all races the blessings of the gospel.  WE have no racially-segregated congregations.

Were we the leaders of an enterprise created by ourselves and operated only according to our own earthly wisdom, it would be a simple thing to act according to popular will.  But we believe that this work is directed by God and that the conferring of the priesthood must await His revelation.  To do otherwise would be to deny the very premise on which the Church is established…

We join with those throughout the world who pray that all the blessings of the gospel of Jesus Christ may in the due time of the Lord become available to men of faith everywhere.  Until that time comes we must trust in God, in His wisdom and in His tender mercy… (First Presidency letter to General Authorities, Regional Representatives of the Twelve, Stake Presidents, Mission Presidents, and Bishops, December 15, 1969)
Harold B. Lee - I should like now to make reference to some of these. The first is the spread of rumor and gossip (we have mentioned this before) which, when once started, gains momentum as each telling becomes more fanciful, until unwittingly those who wish to dwell on the sensational repeat them in firesides, in classes, in Relief Society gatherings and priesthood quorum classes without first verifying the source before becoming a party to causing speculation and discussions that steal time away from the things that would be profitable and beneficial and enlightening to their souls.

Just an example: I understand that there is a widely circulated story that I was alleged to have had a patriarchal blessing (I don't know whether any of you have heard about that) that had to do with the coming of the Savior and the ten tribes of Israel.

In the first place, a patriarchal blessing is a sacred document to the person who has received it and is never given for publication and, as all patriarchal blessings, should be kept as a private possession to the one who has received it.

And second, with reference to that which I was alleged to have had, suffice it to say that such a quotation is incorrect and without foundation in fact.

There is one thing that shocks me: I have learned, in some instances, that those who have heard of these rumors are disappointed when I tell them they are not so. They seem to have enjoyed believing a rumor without substance of fact. I would earnestly urge that no such idle gossip be spread abroad without making certain as to whether or not it is true. (The Teachings of Harold B. Lee, p. 433)
Brigham Young and Priesthood Denial to the Blacks: an Alternate View

By Ronald K. Esplin in “The Historians Corner,” BYU Studies, vol. 19, no. 3, Spring 1979, p. 389

Historical commentary about the origin of priesthood denial to the Blacks continues to be flawed by misconceptions and a lack of evidence. Unable to link the teaching directly to Joseph Smith or even to Nauvoo, historians of the question have usually turned to Brigham Young as the author and have imputed purely personal or historical motivation rather than revelatory. Even if that be true--and I here suggest an alternative--it is clear that the practice developed at a different time and place than historians have assumed.

A statement Brigham Young made to the Quorum of the Twelve in February 1849 has assumed an unwarranted importance in the historical evidence on the question. Some have seen it as the earliest clear-cut documentation of a policy of priesthood denial to the Blacks; it is not. Nor is it correct to represent the statement as an official declaration of some kind while ignoring its real implications: it clearly points to an earlier settled policy or doctrine. It was not a pronouncement or decision. It was not a result of debate or lengthy discussion at that time. In 1849 President Young merely responded to a question with an offhand recital of understood fact. There is reason to believe that Apostle Lorenzo Snow, who asked the question, knew of the policy but that he did not know the doctrinal reasons for it.  So on 13 February 1849, the day after he was brought into the Quorum of the Twelve, he took advantage of the pre-business chit-chat to ask. According to the minutes, "conversation turned upon mesmerism until Elder Lorenzo Snow presented the case of the Africans wishing to know the chance of their redemption."  It was then that President Young "replied with much clearness," stating the reason for the curse. It seems all present already believed that there was a reason. Lorenzo Snow's own reminiscence of this meeting, recorded 1 October 1890, emphasizes even more strongly than the brief minutes of 1849 that the point at issue was the reason for the practice and whether or not it would be a lasting condition.  This, then, was not the meeting where priesthood denial to the Blacks was either officially announced or finally decided. For that, one must look to another time and place.

On 25 April 1847, ten days after Brigham Young and other pioneers left the Missouri River for the Great Basin, Apostle Parley P. Pratt addressed the Saints at Winter Quarters. He had met with President Young and other Church leaders for only a handful of days between his own return from England and their departure. It is conceivable that they discussed priesthood and the Blacks, though extensive minutes and diaries covering the week give no hint of such an intrusion into their frenetic traveling preparations. Nonetheless, in counseling the Saints about the necessity of moving West as early as possible, Elder Pratt offhandedly referred to priesthood denial to the Blacks. The faithful will go west, he emphasized, and if others "want to follow Strang go it," or even "want to follow this Black man who has got the blood of Ham in him which lineage was cursed as regards the Priesthood," well, that was all right, too. It appears that Elder Pratt, a long-time intimate of meetings of the Twelve, understood the policy clearly. And had the remark the ring of "new doctrines" to his audience, we might have expected someone to have so noted in the extant diaries and minutes. Apparently we must look to yet another place and an earlier time for the origin of the policy.

Unless Brigham Young taught the principle to Parley P. Pratt between 8 and 14 April 1847, the origin for the teaching is pushed back to at least mid-1846, before Elder Pratt left for England. Given the exigencies of 1846, that strongly suggests a Nauvoo origin, a possibility historians have failed to embrace. I feel that two related misconceptions help explain why that alternative has not been pursued more vigorously. The first has to do with the nature of Brigham Young's leadership, the second with Joseph Smith's teachings.

Brigham Young was first a great disciple and student of Joseph Smith and only secondly a great leader in his own right. He saw himself as the master-builder--not the architect--of the Kingdom and of Zion. And while he taught the necessity of revelation to carry out the program, and claimed revelation himself, he felt it was Joseph Smith's special calling to have given the patterns and to have taught all the necessary principles of priesthood and government. The responsibility of Brigham Young and the Twelve, then, was to erect, on the foundation of Joseph, the building Joseph had envisioned. This was stressed time and again by President Young and his associates. For example, in 1866 he explained that "on the things of God, on the building up of His Kingdom, or the doctrines Joseph taught, or on anything that pertains to the priesthood," his memory of what he had learned at Joseph's feet was of primary importance.

An angel never watched him closer than I did, and that is what has given me the knowledge I have today. I treasure it up, and ask the Father, in the name of Jesus, to help my memory when information is wanted and I have never been at a loss to know what to do concerning the kingdom of God.

Again in 1868:

No matter how great my poverty--if I had to borrow meal to feed my wife and children, I never let an opportunity pass of hearing what the Prophet had to impart. This is the secret of the success of your humble servant.

In a postscript to President Young's 1866 address above, Church Historian George A. Smith added his testimony that the work that has been carried out by president Young and his brethren has been in accordance with the plans, and designs, and Spirit, and instructions of Joseph Smith, as the Lord lives. 

Throughout his lifetime, then, but especially during this early period, Brigham Young saw himself as charged by Joseph to carry out a specific program. Finishing the Nauvoo Temple, removing to the West, beginning a literal Zion - these he saw as essential parts of his stewardship. He reminded the Twelve in February 1849 that he was accountable not only to the Lord, but also to Joseph, adding:

I av to walk [as if] Joseph is[ri[gh]t with me all the time--all I do to build up the[K[ingdom] is just as if[Jos[ep]h was looking me[ri[gh]t in the eye--& our hearts & feelings r one--he[wo[ul]d say thats[ri[gh]t my boys--& I av not done a thing without knowing that--all I ask is for my[Fa[the]r to give me grace that I may go right along. 

To summarize, both the substance and style of Brigham Young's leadership and the demands of the arduous Iowa trek of 1846--the most difficult months of President Young's life--argue against his having formulated fundamental policy about temple or priesthood during that period. Nor is there any evidence that he did.

Yet the problem in attributing the priesthood policy to Joseph Smith remains: so far as presently known documentation is concerned, one cannot point to a specific date or place where Joseph Smith taught the principle. It should be remembered, however, that argument from negative evidence is never conclusive. The absence of evidence may narrow possibility but does not rule it out. Unless something can be positively ruled out for other reasons, there always remains a possibility that it occurred even though it is not noted in the documentation at hand. It is clearly too early to conclude that Joseph Smith did not teach of priesthood denial to the Blacks. In fact, in this case the circumstantial evidence increases rather than narrows the probability that he did.

Before suggesting some of that evidence, we must look at an assumption that most students of the question seem to make: that all Joseph Smith's important doctrinal teachings were adequately recorded. That is not so. In fact, only a small portion of his public teachings and very little of his extensive private teachings were recorded.  Dean Jessee, research historian with the LDS Historical Department, has shown that of approximately 250 public sermons mentioned in diaries and minutes (and surely Joseph gave others), we have a fairly adequate account (notes, not verbatim reports) of only 54 of them, not to mention the numerous private sessions held with the Twelve and others, especially during 1843-1844. The latter were not recorded nor meant to be recorded. Rather, they were the proper forum for the teaching of the "mysteries of the kingdom", those temple-related teachings that were not to be taught abroad and could not go to the broader membership of the Church until after completion of the Temple and the removal of the Church to the relative isolation of the West.

Brigham Young and the Twelve, then, had access to a much larger corpus of Joseph Smith's teachings than we presently enjoy in written form. This becomes highly significant and relevant to the present question when Apostle Orson Hyde in 1845 characterized a discussion of the curse upon Blacks specifically as "among the mysteries of the kingdom" and said that he mentioned it at that time "not by constraint, or by commandment, but by permission." In other words, he was party to teachings about the Blacks which had not been explained publicly--and which would not be until Brigham Young himself did so in January and February of 1852. This same private understanding, it would appear, prompted Parley P. Pratt's cursory statement in 1847, Brigham Young's explanation to Lorenzo Snow in 1849, and President Young's detailed public explanation in 1852.

Finally, if priesthood denial to the Blacks was taught in Nauvoo councils during 1843-1844, and consequently came to the Church (and in 1852 to the public) through Brigham Young and the Twelve, it would hardly be a new or unknown phenomenon. Many of the teachings and practices formalized during Brigham Young's administration can be traced to private councils where Joseph Smith taught the Twelve in detail about the affairs of the Kingdom. In fact, it seems far more compelling to accept that possibility, one in harmony with what we know of Brigham Young, and of Joseph Smith in Nauvoo, than to continue to believe--in the absence of documentation--that Brigham Young made a fundamental innovation of his own during those tumultuous years of succession, temple building, and exodus, especially in view of the fact that the private meetings where Joseph Smith taught the full pattern of temple ordinances (and related doctrines) would have provided the ideal forum and the motivation for discussing it. We know the early brethren were concerned about priesthood lineage and about who would have access to temple ordinances. Even if Joseph did not raise the question himself, it is not difficult to envision someone asking about the Blacks and Joseph providing the answer. It is my feeling that the doctrine was introduced in Nauvoo and consistently applied in practice at least by 1843, although it would require additional documentation to raise the possibility from the realm of the probable to the certain.

No matter who taught of priesthood denial to the Blacks, or when, the question of inspired (or human) origin remains. Ultimately, of course, that is a question of faith, not history. But since historians have suggested, in the absence of any claimed revelation on the matter, that it might well be a historically determined policy, it is relevant to examine Brigham Young's own comments. The best evidence is a speech he gave before the Utah "Territorial Legislature in February of 1852. Lester Bush, the most careful student so far of the question of priesthood and the Blacks, concluded from a partial report of the 1852 address that, while "one hesitates to attribute theological significance to a legislative address, were this account to be unequivocally authenticated would present a substantial challenge to the faithful Mormon who does not accept an inspired origin for Church priesthood policy." Locating additional evidence of the address was complicated by a problem in dating. The speech was given 5 February 1852, rather than in January as Bush concluded. On the fourth of February, Governor Young laid the groundwork for a theological address to the legislature by reminding the members "not to forget [th]at they are Elders in Israel" who should enjoy the Spirit of the Lord and should remember eternal principles even as they debated Galatians technicalities.

The reason that the 5 February 1852 sermon is of such importance in the matter is that President Young went to great lengths to deny in the most unequivocal language that he was the author of the practice of priesthood denial to the Blacks and to assert that the Lord was. Why could not Blacks hold the priesthood?

Because [these] are the true eternal principles the Lord Almighty has ordained, and who can help it. Men cannot, the angels cannot, and all the powers of earth and hell cannot take it off, but thus saith the Eternal I am, what I am, I take it off at my pleasure. 

The matter was, he said, beyond his personal control; that is, it was divinely determined, not historically or personally. It is interesting to speculate that if he had felt it was within his jurisdiction to change the policy, he would have conferred the priesthood upon selected Blacks in his own lifetime. For example, speaking of one of his longtime Black employees, Brigham Young said in 1861 that "he would confer any blessing to him he could, believing him to deserve it."

Independent of one's conclusions about the origins of priesthood denial to the Blacks, the dramatic change of June 1978 is almost uniformly seen as a rebuttal of Brigham Young's teachings on the matter. Again I suggest that the evidence requires no such wholesale rejection. Brigham Young did say in the strongest possible terms that he had no power to change the doctrine, that if he tried he could only bring God's curse upon himself and his own priesthood. But that is part of his passage explaining that God, not man, was the author, and he neither states nor implies that therefore Blacks could never have the Priesthood.  (see footnote)  On the contrary, Brigham Young personally believed that the day would come when the Blacks would have the priesthood. For example, the significant 1852 statement quoted above continued with a promise of future blessings:

Men cannot [remove the curse] angels cannot... but thus saith the Eternal I am, what I am, I take it off at my pleasure, and not one particle of power can that posterity of Cain have, until the time comes. ...That time will come when they will have the privilege of all we have the privilege of and more.

The question, then, was when, not if. Brigham Young believed that the then-current priesthood denial came from God, and from that "given" and the reasons for it as far as he understood them he attempted to deduce a timetable for change. Never, however, did he claim divine confirmation of the timetable as he did for the practice itself, though he frequently expressed his opinion that such a change was a long way off.

Brigham Young saw one essential precondition to Blacks, receiving the priesthood, a precondition that logically flowed from his understanding of the reason for the curse. Since he understood the curse to have been related to Cain and his posterity's seeking ascendancy over Abel and his posterity, who held the birthright, it seemed clear to him that Cain's descendants could not have the priesthood until after the descendants of Abel received priesthood responsibility and had their birthright assured. His oft-used style of exaggeration to make a point led him on occasion to suggest that none of the sons of Cain could have the priesthood until all of the sons of Abel received it--something that he and his audience, as well as we, understood to be hyperbole, for at no time will all the sons of Abel accept priesthood blessings and responsibilities. But the main thrust of his comments was always the same: Abel and his posterity must be assured their birthright before Cain's posterity could receive the priesthood. Although Brigham Young did not know when that would be, he did suggest it might be associated with the millennium (one side or another of that Great Event) and that its happening would be a sign the end times were near. Who of us has the wisdom to say that in 130+ years the condition that President Young talked about has not been fulfilled sufficiently to bless the Blacks and the Church with this change? His own teachings suggest that President Young would not demur in embracing it.

But perhaps this misses the point. For what Brigham Young taught as strongly as any other President in our history is the importance of living prophets and continuous revelation and of their priority over "dead texts." What he claimed to know by revelation was that the Blacks could not have priesthood "except at his [the Lord's] pleasure," which pleasure the Lord would reveal to a prophet long after his own day. Reminiscing about the 1849 statement of President Young to the Twelve, Apostle Lorenzo Snow remembered feeling thankful "that there was no statement that a Negro should never hold the Priesthood and that there would ever be a day of redemption for him", and he recognized that “there would always be a man at the head of the Church that would have the keys and who could and would give us the light he would get from the mind of the Lord." For Brigham Young, as for Lorenzo Snow, it was a matter of considerable importance and the Lord would not ignore it. But until the Lord again interned, President Young was certain that the position of the Church, his position, was the only proper one: Blacks were denied the priesthood not by personal whim or historical accident, but by heavenly decree, and until God's purposes had been fulfilled no earthly power could change it.

Footnote

This address has been used to show that Brigham Young taught that giving the priesthood to Negroes would be prima facie [at first view] evidence of apostasy. The passage usually referred to has an entirely different meaning; it does not refer at all to giving the Blacks the priesthood, but to intermarriage with them while they were under the curse of God:

The day they consented to mingle their seed with Cannan, the priesthood was taken away from Judah ...Let this Church ...the first presidency, the twelve, ...and all the elders of Israel here declare that it is right to mingle our seed, with the black race of Cain, that they shall come in with us and be partakers with us of all the blessings God has given to us. On that very day, and hour we should do so, the priesthood is taken from this Church and kingdom and God leaves us to our fate. The moment we consent to mingle with the seed of Cain the church must go to destruction… and never more be numbered with the children of Adam who are heirs to the priesthood until that curse be removed. 

Once that curse was removed there would be no such liability, but of course President Young was again stressing that only God, not earthly priesthood, could remove the curse.
[This print-out was copied from the GospelLink 2001 CD by Zan and Misty Larsen, 10/06/03.  We fixed some spelling errors and included only one of the footnotes.]

Sheri Dew - Late in October 1969, Elder Harold B. Lee determined that it was time for the Church to release a policy statement on the issue, and he committed his own feelings on the subject to writing and invited prominent educators Neal A. Maxwell and G. Homer Durham to do likewise. He then took all three position papers to Elder Hinckley and asked him to formulate from their combined thinking a statement on race and equal rights. The project was delicate and mentally exhausting, but Elder Hinckley produced a document that ultimately was released to priesthood leaders as an official Church statement.

Signed by Presidents Hugh B. Brown and N. Eldon Tanner, the December 15, 1969, statement reaffirmed the Church's conviction that all Americans deserved the rights guaranteed by the Constitution, but that religious practice was another matter. In a Church founded and dependent upon revelation, the question of who should hold the priesthood was the prerogative of God: "From the beginning of this dispensation, Joseph Smith and all succeeding presidents of the Church have taught that Negroes, while spirit children of a common Father, and the progeny of our earthly parents Adam and Eve, were not yet to receive the priesthood, for reasons which we believe are known to God, but which He has not made fully known to man… Were we the leaders of an enterprise created by ourselves and operated only according to our own earthly wisdom, it would be a simple thing to act according to popular will. But we believe that this work is directed by God and that the conferring of the priesthood must await His revelation. To do otherwise would be to deny the very premise on which the Church is established." (Go Forward with Faith, the Biography of Gordon B. Hinckley, p. 295.  Quote within is from “Policy Statement of Presidency”, Church News, 10 January 1970)

Book Review of Black Saints in a White Church: Contemporary African American Mormons
 Excerpts of the book review by Marcus Helvécio T. A. Martins in BYU Studies, vol. 36, no. 2-1996-97. 
Br. Martins is a sociologist, part-time faculty, Department of Church History and Doctrine, BYU.

This book is the report of the findings of two major studies: (1) in-depth interviews of 224 Black Latter-day Saints—conducted as part of the Charles Redd Center for Western Studies’ LDS Afro-American Oral History Project, and (2) a survey of approximately 200 Black Latter-day Saints in the United States. In Jessie Embry’s own words, "The book is a ‘group biography’ of those who participated in [both studies]."

My first impression was extremely positive. I read her book while on my way to a research trip in Brazil, and for the first time, I wished a plane trip would have been longer. After some thinking, I concluded that this "group biography," as Embry called it, is indispensable to LDS Church leaders, especially those who serve racially mixed congregations. I also thought the book to be historically invaluable. This opinion is based on the following three reasons:

1. The personal accounts featured in the book give us an in-depth view of what it was like to be a member of a racial minority in a racially mixed denomination that at the same time it emphasized Christian fellowship and association was ambiguous regarding the worth of fellows of races other than the dominant one.

2. This study has put on record one major example of what I call the cultural dimension of Mormonism. I have recently argued that this culture grows out of the religion called Mormonism, but as time goes by it tends to develop a life of its own, independent of the original religion and (in great part) of its official doctrines. Parallel to that, since this culture also exists within the context of a broader national culture, it also absorbs many elements of this national identity and psyche.

3. Throughout the book, we find examples of strong faith that can very appropriately be compared to that of the early LDS pioneers of the nineteenth century.

By now, some may be asking to what extent I might be exaggerating in my assessment of the historic value of the contents of this book. I would respond by reminding them of the uniqueness of the challenge Blacks in general had to overcome in order to become members of the LDS Church. The Native Americans and the Polynesians were recognized as descendants of Lehi and heirs of great promises. The Jews were regarded as the original beneficiaries of the Abrahamic covenant. The Arabs were also considered heirs of Abrahamic blessings through Ishmael. But never was a group so undervalued as were Blacks, a fact subtly but still effectively addressed in chapters 2 and 3 of Black Saints in a White Church. fn

A recurring theme throughout Black Saints—although not addressed from a doctrinal standpoint by Embry—is the inconsistency that existed (before 1978) between the revealed doctrines of Jesus Christ and the prevailing, racially based social structures. This is not a new subject; in fact, racist thinking has been a part of religious practice throughout history. As extreme examples, we may mention the many "holy" wars that have been undertaken from ancient times until our days. The conflicts in the so-called Middle East, including the Gulf War, and the wars after the breakup of the old Yugoslavia—all these had a religious component that, despite not being addressed by the popular media, was very much a part of the issue in dispute.

Throughout the past two or three centuries, Christian denominations in general supported African slavery, based on existing racist doctrines and explanations. Among the explanations existing in nineteenth-century America, we find one written by Buckner H. Payne fn in 1840, published as an article in 1867 and later expanded and published by Charles Carroll in book form in 1900, which contended that Blacks were not descendants of Adam and Eve, but were one of the many kinds of "beasts" created by the hand of God. According to Carroll, that would be the reason why Blacks could have been subjected to slavery and also the reason why interracial marriages should be strictly forbidden. Carroll even went to the point of suggesting that interracial marriages were the reason for The Flood and one of the reasons why Christ suffered on the cross. Other Christian denominations discussed whether or not Blacks had an immortal soul that needed to be saved. Many in the scientific world of that time fueled such absurd beliefs with their "findings" based on skull measurements, body shapes, odors, and other variables.

…The fact is that we can see a subtle connection between general culture and Church policy when we consider such beliefs as the one that says that Blacks have been deprived of certain blessings in this life either (1) because they were "less valiant" in the pre-mortal existence (which belief still survives in the 1990s despite the 1978 revelation), or (2) because Abel had to be vindicated for 6,000 years before Cain’s descendants could be "forgiven" for what Cain did.

By considering such folk doctrines and past socio-cultural environments, I arrive at the conclusion that those Blacks who became Latter-day Saints up to the early 1970s—who at times had their inherent and eternal worth and potential denied by a few individuals—and still remained true to the faith despite all logical arguments, rightfully and honorably deserve the title of Modern Mormon Pioneers and Defenders of the Faith. God bless them forever.

Jessie Embry’s book, Black Saints in a White Church, records the firsthand accounts of the experiences of some of these men and women of God. We read how they adopted a new life and new beliefs that caused some of them to be ostracized by their families, friends, and communities. But even more important than learning of the opposition they faced, we read about their inner feelings and testimonies as they were fellowshipped in mostly White congregations, about how they formed eternal friendships as Saints and how at times they were hurt by lingering prejudices and stereotypical beliefs.

We also read of their assiduous attendance and faithful service in spite of limitations, even when requested to no longer attend Church meetings with their White brothers and sisters. That led me to conclude that the presence of these Black Saints in places where any degree of racial prejudice had been a historical constant allowed people in those places to better evaluate their own Christlikeness and to learn more about the true nature of God’s love for his children.

I should pause here and say that despite these testimonials this book is not written for a general audience looking for a faith-promoting birthday or holiday gift. For example, I recommended the book to my oldest teenage children, but I also told them to read it only after they become more mature in the gospel and in life in general.

A few significant things, in my opinion, are still missing in this study, and I hope to see some of these addressed in the future: Because of my interest in the cultural dimension of Mormonism, I see that in order to get a balanced picture of the subject I need to learn the story of the Black Saints as seen by the White Church. The book addresses the perceptions of Black members in relation to their White counterparts, but it doesn’t deal (because it was not the original purpose of the Oral History Project) with the perceptions and experiences of the White members (which I have found to be quite diverse) and of those of many other races in the Church in relation to the issues discussed in the book—for example, priesthood ban, prejudice, and cross-cultural communication and socialization.

Other important omissions are (1) information on what those Black members who were not in full fellowship in the LDS Church at the time of the study might have had to say about their experiences, and (2) a commentary on the unauthorized persistence of infamous "pseudo-doctrines," such as the one that says that Blacks will never get to the celestial kingdom despite the 1978 revelation.

From a social scientific standpoint, a few more questions still need to be answered: Are the problems mentioned by the respondents unique to Mormonism? How prevalent are these problems in other religious denominations and in the larger American society? Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. reportedly said that the church hour on Sundays is "the most segregated hour of the week" in America. Thus it is conceivable that any racial concerns in the LDS Church—even if only mild ones—could be the natural result of a combination of two factors: (1) the growth of the LDS Church, which brings thousands of new converts every year from all walks of life, which converts do not abandon their old prejudices overnight; and (2) the fact that the LDS Church does not segregate its congregations, consequently forming racially mixed congregations that may simply bring to light the prejudices that already exist in the larger society.

But all in all it was not the purpose of the Oral History Project to provide definitive answers to these lingering questions. Thus, to be fair, the book must be read and evaluated vis-à-vis its original purposes, in which case it passes with the highest marks.

For a parallel documentary approach to religious dissent, see Roger D. Launius and Linda Thatcher, eds., Differing Visions: Dissenters in Mormon History (Chicago: University of Illinois Press, 1994).

For pertinent background on the historiographical approach taken in Cultures in Conflict, consult John E. Hallwas, "Mormon Nauvoo from a Non-Mormon Perspective," Journal of Mormon History 16 (1990): 53-69; and Roger D. Launius, "Mormon Memory, Mormon Myth, and Mormon History," Journal of Mormon History 21 (spring 1995): 1-24.

See John Henry Evans, Joseph Smith: An American Prophet (New York: Macmillan, 1933); Donna Hill, Joseph Smith: The First Mormon (Midvale, Utah: Signature, 1977); and Fawn McKay Brodie, No Man Knows My History: The Life of Joseph Smith, the Mormon Prophet (New York: A. A. Knopf, 1945).

"Praise to the Man," in Hymns of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1985 (Salt Lake City: The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, 1985), 27.

Larry C. Porter and Milton V. Backman Jr., "Doctrine and the Temple in Nauvoo," BYU Studies 32, nos. 1 and 2 (1992): 41-56.

See Allen Claire Rozsa, "Temple Ordinances," and Immo Luschin, "Latter-day Saint Temple Worship and Activity," in Encyclopedia of Mormonism, ed. Daniel Ludlow, 5 vols. (New York: Macmillan, 1992), 4: 1444, 1447.

Larry C. Porter, "The Restoration of the Priesthood," Religious Studies Center Newsletter 9, no. 3 (May 1995): 10. 

See Grant Underwood, "Joseph Smith’s Use of the Old Testament," in The Old Testament and the Latter-day Saints, Sidney B. Sperry Symposium, 1986 (Salt Lake City: Randall Book, 1986), 381; and Philip L. Barlow, Mormons and the Bible: The Place of Latter-day Saints in American Religion (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991).

See John W. Welch, "The Temple in the Book of Mormon: The Temples at the Cities of Nephi, Zarahemla, and Bountiful," and M. Catherine Thomas, "The Brother of Jared at the Veil," in Temples of the Ancient World: Ritual and Symbolism, ed. Donald W. Parry (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 1994), 297, 388. See also John W. Welch, The Sermon at the Temple and the Sermon on the Mount (Salt Lake City: Deseret Book and FARMS, 1990).

For a complete overview—as far as public records allow—read Lester E. Bush Jr.’s "Mormonism’s Negro Doctrine: An Historical Overview," in Neither White nor Black: Mormon Scholars Confront the Race Issue in a Universal Church, ed. Lester E. Bush Jr. and Armand L. Mauss (Midvale, Utah: Signature Books, 1984).

Buckner H. Payne, The Negro: What Is His Ethnological Status? Is He the Progeny of Ham? Is He a Descendant of Adam and Eve?...What Is His Relation to the White Race? (Cincinnati: Published for the Proprietor, 1867).

Charles Carroll, "The Negro: A Beast"; or, "In the Image of God"...the Negro Not the Son of Ham... (St. Louis: American Book and Bible House, 1900). See also John H. Van Evrie, White Supremacy and Negro Subordination; or, Negroes, a Subordinate Race, and (So-called) Slavery Its Normal Condition (New York: Van Evrie, Horton, 1868; reprint, New York: Garland, 1993).


Teachers’ Note - Br. Martins was sustained as a Seventy in April conference, 1990.  The May Ensign states, “Elder Martins has served as a counselor to two stake presidents, as a bishop, and, until June 1990, as president of the Brazil Forteleza Mission. Of his being the first black General Authority, he says, “Rudá and I are somewhat embarrassed [by all the publicity]. But if my calling encourages others and furthers the work, then the publicity is okay. It’s an enormous responsibility, but God is the same yesterday, today, and tomorrow, and I confide in him.”

Some Problems with Supersessionism in Mormon Thought

Steven Epperson

Review of the book Our Destiny: The Call and Election of the House of Israel 
by Robert L. Millet and Joseph Fielding McConkie, Bookcraft, 1993. 

[Definition by Zan and Misty as found on the internet: Supersessionism is the traditional Christian belief that Christians have replaced Israel as God's Chosen people. In this view, the Jews are no longer considered to be God's Chosen people, since they reject Jesus Christ as the Messiah and son of God. - www.nationmaster.com/encyclopedia/supersessionism] 

Robert Millet and Joseph McConkie have undertaken the ambitious project of explaining, in 144 pages, that "history of histories"—the election of and covenant with the house of Israel by the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. The book attempts to chronicle the rise of Israel to eminence in the premortal realm, the covenant of God with Abraham, the loss and restoration of that covenant, the scattering and gathering of Israel, covenant people in ancient America, the lost tribes, and the consummation of the individual and collective endeavors of members of the house of Israel in the millennial age. Drawing heavily on the teachings of Bruce R. McConkie, the authors have as their central thesis the claim that the house of Israel is a people called, prepared, and chosen to be a light to others.

The strengths of this book include discussions about the biblical understanding of the intimate nature of the covenantal relationship between the Lord and his people (34-37), temples as "sacral space" (120-22), the people of covenant as a "light to the nations" (62), and the sacrament as a covenantal meal (95-96). In discussing this last topic, the authors add insights into LDS celebrations of the Lord’s Supper by drawing upon the work of biblical scholars informed by historical/critical methodologies.

This book, however, can be rather difficult fare due to a priestly writing style fn and some verbatim redundancies, fn dogmatic assertions, fn and insider debates about Mormon esoterica. fn The text frequently appeals to the fears of those readers fn who are concerned that Church members may fall prey to "would-be leaders" (91), "unstable views" (99), and "other aspects of the apostasy" (13) and concludes that "the gentile nations—and, sadly, many Latter-day Saints—sin against the fulness of the gospel and reject its blessings" (86). Without factual support, the effects of this style of argument are coercion of assent by stigmatization and diversion of the reader’s attention from the avowed purposes of the book.

At first glance, the principal assertions of Our Destiny appear consistent with certain traditional LDS concepts of election, covenant, dispensations, and religious identity. Closer examination, however, reveals flaws in interpretation, argumentation, and use of historical sources. A negative view of the Jews and a distinct chauvinism mar the pages of Our Destiny. Readers should ask what the effects would be on both Mormon thought and Church practice if these attitudes were to prevail. 

Speculative Interpretation of Scripture
The book uses a number of scriptures in ways that can be supported only by tendentious readings or by appeals to private, non-canonical interpretations. For example, Col. 1:5 is cited as proof that "gospel principles were taught to us and understood by us long before we were born" (22). But Col. 1:5 is part of Paul’s greeting to the Christian community in Colossae. The community’s "faith in Christ" and "love [for] all the saints" (Col. 1:4) are the causes for the Apostle’s praise, not virtues acquired in pre-mortal life or reserved for the Saints in the life to come.

Our Destiny often employs an esoteric interpretive procedure to explicate scriptural texts and make authoritative pronouncements. For example, the book claims without canonical justification that the Lord called Abraham to leave Ur "that the bloodline may be kept pure" (44). This claim does not conform with the accounts in Genesis and in Abr. 2:6, which say nothing about bloodline. Similarly, there is no evidence for the claims that Ephraimites are to be "found on the frontier of movements that bring freedom" (48) and that Abraham was baptized and given the priesthood before receiving the covenant of circumcision and promise (43-44). Although this point can be supported by a "presentist" logic, no passage in the standard works states that this was so. Our Destiny introduces many interesting ideas, but sometimes at the expense of caution. fn
Finally, the book uses non-canonical oral tradition and certain apocryphal literature to substantiate its preoccupation with consanguineous marriage and priesthood authority. For example, the book conjectures that Asenath, whom Joseph married in Egypt, was a "Shemite princess" descended from Hyksos invaders of Egypt and thus fit breeding stock for an Israelite (45). But there is no evidence that Asenath was of Hyksos descent or that the Hyksos were an ethnically pure Semitic group. fn Rather, her name means "belonging to or the servant of (the goddess) Neith." fn The underlying message here is that race, lineage, and intermarriage were not determinative factors for the prophetic or priesthood authority of either Joseph or Joseph’s posterity. Asenath embraced the faith of her husband. Conversion, not racial consanguinity, was the essential ingredient in this story.

Although these are sometimes minor problems, they surface throughout the book and thus erode its credibility. Contextual and contradictory evidence is occasionally disallowed or simply set aside, while speculative tales claim heroic deeds for putative Israelites and questionable views proliferate about privileged blood. 

Standing behind these problems lies a difficult methodological task for Latter-day Saint scholars, namely articulating the purpose and status of a written canon of scripture and its relationships to pronouncements of living prophets. In addition, this written canon of scripture must be compared to statements by other General Authorities, to the influence of the spirit of revelation, to details in non-canonical texts, to the implications of logic, and to other such factors. Such issues are not addressed in Our Destiny. An unexamined method of interpretation—if it appeals ultimately to any extracanonical written authority or wrests selected passages of scripture from their contextual base and then reads them against a more overt, historical, or literal sense of written scripture—can contribute to an erosion of the reader’s confidence in the standard measure of scripture and can lead to a proliferation of private, non-canonical, and idiosyncratic readings.

A Negative View of the Jewish People and of Judaism
While this book includes some positive statements about the Jews, overall it tends to present a negative judgment about the status of Jews as a covenant people and about Jewish religious experience during the past two thousand years. Our Destiny portrays the Jews at the time of Jesus as being preoccupied with lineage (26-27) and land (72, 108, 126), resenting and snubbing Gentiles (26), rejecting the gospel, and forsaking the Abrahamic covenant. They were "lost as to their identity as covenant representatives" and have since been scattered for apostasy (67). The book claims that the Jewish people became "as the world" and the Lord then "allowed [Israel] to suffer" (109). Exiled and scattered upon the face of the earth, they were no longer "truly the seed of Abraham" (27); yet, paradoxically, they symbolized all the house of Israel (67), formed "false churches," and substituted "rabbis" for "prophets" and "traditions" for "scripture" (109).

Most Jews, according to Our Destiny, have mistakenly believed there is something "spiritual," redemptive, or "scriptural" about their "political" gathering to, and creation of, the state of Israel (72-73, quoting Bruce R. McConkie). Actually, the book asserts, title to covenant (89), land (127), and, hence, the rights to Abrahamic lineage will be restored to the Jewish people only when they "join the Church" (98). Indeed, the book claims that the Jews will enlist with those who have not been obliterated at the time of the Lord’s second coming to constitute the universal church in the millennial age—that time when "every living soul on earth will belong to The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints" (134, quoting Bruce R. McConkie).

This list of negative judgments about Jews and Judaism runs consistently through the pages of Our Destiny. In effect, the book is strongly aligned with a tradition articulated by some early Church leaders—Sidney Rigdon, Oliver Cowdery, and others—who viewed the relationship between Mormons and Jews in the classic terms of traditional Christian, anti-Jewish theology. This theology, established and maintained for eighteen hundred years by the doctors of Christendom, purchased exclusive covenantal status for the churches of Christ at the price of displacing the Jewish people as heirs and witnesses of the covenant. fn According to this supersessionist doctrine—that Christians succeeded Jews as the Lord’s covenant people—"apostate," "old" Israel had forfeited its covenantal rights to the universal church of Christ, whose members now constituted the "new" Israel of God. 

From the second century down to our own, this theological "triumph" has been employed to justify enactment of forced conversions, vilification of Jews and Judaism by rank-and-file Christians, prohibitive social and economic legislation in both canon and civil laws, establishment of ghettoes, expulsions, and martyrdom of millions of innocent people. It is a shameful story. fn
But supersessionism does not exhaust the options available to Latter-day Saints. That the Jewish people are the "seed of Abraham" and still heirs to "the glory, and the covenants...and the service of God, and the promises" (Rom. 9:4-5) is clear from the writings of Paul (Rom. 11:1, 29). The mystery Paul celebrates with his gentile converts is not the displacement of the Jews by the Church. Rather it is the adoption of Gentiles into the household of Israel through the Gentiles’ faith in Christ, which adoption fulfills the covenant of God to Abraham that he would be the father of many nations. fn
In contrast to Cowdery and Rigdon, other LDS leaders, including Joseph Smith, Parley P. Pratt, and Orson Hyde, have seen the Jewish people as "truly the seed of Abraham" (27). Parley Pratt declared, with considerable historical sense and clarity, that Jews had resisted conversion and faced martyrdom because they would "‘not move one step to the standard that is not Abraham’s, nor from the everlasting covenant’" of their fathers (37). When Orson Hyde embarked on his non-proselytizing mission to the "children of Abraham" residing in European cities and in Jerusalem, he communicated and met with Jews and blessed the land for the return of the Jewish people—words and deeds that were unprecedented in nearly eighteen hundred years of encounters between Christians and Jews. fn These positive strands of LDS thought toward the Jews are conspicuously absent from the pages of Our Destiny. Evidence concerning encounters between Mormons and Jews seems to be selected on the basis of whether it agrees with the theoretical construct of Christian supersession.

This underlying theory dictates that the contemporary gathering to what became the state of Israel by Jews from around the world be viewed merely as a "political," secular, non-redemptive phenomenon. In fact, according to the book, this assembling to "the Palestinian nation of Israel" is not the gathering of "Judah" at all; "people of Jewish ancestry" are merely rehearsing a minor prelude to the real gathering that is to come (72-73).

However, in the Latter-day Saint tradition, one learns of Joseph Smith’s invocation that "from this hour [March 27, 1836]... the yoke of bondage...be broken,...and the children of Judah...begin to return to the lands [given]...to Abraham, their father" (D&C 109:62-64). In addition, widespread support was given by Mormons to early Zionist aspirations, expressed in editorials like the following: "We hope...steps will be taken for the full emancipation of the Jews in all the civilized nations, and that something will be done leading to the future occupation and redemption of the land.... Prophecy points to this as one of the certain events of the latter times." fn
Our Destiny asserts that Jews have become "as the world" and have forsaken the true covenant of Abraham (109). However, Jewish history and experience demonstrate that the terms of covenant, community identity, and autonomous religious legitimacy continue among the Jews in the covenant of circumcision (Gen. 17:10-14), Torah recitation and study, daily prayer, celebration of covenant festivals, observation of divinely sanctioned moral and liturgical duties, eighteen hundred years of spiritual and intellectual reflection on the covenant, the martyrdom of millions for the "sanctification of God’s name" (kiddush ha-Shem), and the recitation, by tens of millions every day for four thousand years, of "Hear O Israel; The Lord our God is one Lord; And thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thine heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy might" (Deut. 6:4-6). fn
Even the teachings of our own tradition acknowledge the facts of Israel’s covenantal witness. In reference to this, Joseph Smith spurned theoretical abstractions of traditional Christian anti-Judaism and affirmed that the Jewish people "inculcate attendance on divine worship" and manifest to any disinterested reader "true piety, real religion, and acts of devotion to God." fn George A. Smith, having returned from Palestine in 1873, asserted that the Jewish people "still maintain their identity as the seed of Abraham.... They are a living record of the truth of the revelations of God." fn Since the Jewish people are still of "the seed of Abraham," lineage and returning to the lands of their inheritance are not contingent upon their joining the LDS Church (98). Jews have no reason to seek for, nor wait upon, our permission to be what they are in fact.

Finally, Our Destiny concludes that the Jews must join the Church or be "destroyed" with the unrighteous (131-34). While several LDS writers have agreed with this strand of Christian apocalypticism, Brigham Young on three occasions corrected "erroneous expectations" that "all the inhabitants of the earth will join the church" in the Millennium, by calling those who held these false hopes "egregiously mistaken." fn Reflecting on the mystery and splendor of natural and human diversity, as well as on the law of free agency, Brigham Young said that "Jews and Gentiles" will not "be obliged to belong to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints," neither in the millennial nor distant ages to come. fn
In other words, members of the Church have an alternative to supersessionism. Paul celebrated the adoption of the Gentiles into the covenant household of Abraham through faith in Christ without, at the same time, displacing the Jews. Mormon prophets and Apostles have placed emphasis on the living witness of covenant Israel, including the Jewish people, hoping thereby to learn more of the Maker and the meaning of covenant in these latter days. It may be well to remember the wisdom of the prophet Jacob: "For the people of the Lord are they who wait for him; for they still wait for the coming of the Messiah" (2 Ne. 6:13). 

Racial and Religious Chauvinism
Frequently citing Bruce R. McConkie and others, Our Destiny argues that those individuals who comprise the house of Israel were elected due to their "pre-mortal faithfulness and spiritual capacity" (17), were "segregated out from their fellows" (17), and were foreordained to "come to earth through a designated channel" (17) to occupy positions of "lineage and station" (18) in this life and "enjoy greater spiritual endowments than their fellows" (19). They are born with "believing blood" (19), "royal blood" (66) which makes it "easier for them to believe...than it is for the generality of mankind" (19). They are "endowed at birth with spiritual talents" (19) and a "predisposition to receive the truth" (66).

In addition, the authors contend that since "literal blood descent" from Abraham delivers "the right to the gospel, the priesthood, and the glories of eternal life" (143), "rights" by blood descent are crucial for the exercise of legitimate authority to establish and maintain the Church (52-55). They claim that such authority is rooted securely, since the Church’s early leaders "were all of one stock" (53), sharing with Joseph Smith a "pure...blood strain from Ephraim" (54, quoting Utah Genealogical and Historical Magazine); they are "pure-blooded [Israelite[s]" (86). This teaching, they assert, is to be taken literally (52); it is "neither myth nor metaphor" (143). One is left wondering, however, what this doctrine amounts to today, for the book also says, "Nor should those who are not directly descended from Israel who join the Church feel in any way less than chosen" (143; italics added). Perhaps clearer definitions of what is meant by "the idea of a covenant or chosen people" (2; italics added) would make the book’s position less ambiguous.

While recognizing that modern people may see this doctrine as "racist, sexist, or exclusivist," Our Destiny rejects the "egalitarian-sounding" views of such people on the grounds that such positions are "doctrinally defenseless and even potentially hazardous" (18). The authors, however, do not grapple with the implications of this doctrine, especially in light of the momentous 1978 revelation in Official Declaration 2. The book begins by worrying that "doctrines" about "royal blood" and "believing blood" in recent years have been "untaught" and "ignored" (1). Perhaps the revelation of 1978 explains that shift.

Moreover, other factors raise further questions. Genetic research shows that intensive endogamy practiced in pursuit of a pure blood strain is biological suicide. It results in deleterious genes, which introduce incidences of disease, imbecility, and infertility otherwise checked by exogamic reproduction. In any event, pure blood strains are probably a myth. The distinguished Jewish historian Raphael Patai observed, "If by ‘pure’ we mean uniform, then it is unlikely that pure races of man ever existed." fn
From genealogical science, statistics attest that the entire human family is lineally and genetically related. Most geneticists are in agreement. Guy Murchie has written that "no human...can be less closely related to any other human than approximately fiftieth cousin, and most of us...are a lot closer." fn "It is virtually certain," Murchie concluded, "that you [that is, all readers] are a direct descendant of...Abraham." fn
This book’s use of William J. Cameron as an authority on these issues and its reference to him as a "wise man" (22) is even more troubling. William Cameron (1875-1955) was the editor of Henry Ford’s Dearborn Independent, a weekly publication whose columns in the 1920s and 1930s contained "some of the most vile anti-Semitism ever to be published in this country." fn Ninety-one issues of the Independent "hammered away at the theme of an international Jewish conspiracy.... Jews were blamed for everything from Communism to jazz, immorality, and short skirts." fn Albert Lee has identified Cameron as the author of "most of the anti-Semitic articles." fn His writings became "the bible of the German anti-Semites, including Adolf Hitler." fn In 1928, Cameron left the Independent to become editor of Destiny, the official publication of the Anglo-Saxon Federation of America, well known for its anti-Semitism, racism, and nativism. He maintained that Jesus "was not a Jew. And the Jews, as we know them, are not the true sons of Israel. It was the Anglo-Saxons who descended from the ten lost tribes of Israel." fn To associate, even slightly, with Cameron is unconscionable in the international Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints. fn
More meaningful and abiding criteria than race or blood exist for citizenship in the household of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Happily, Our Destiny does not completely ignore these religious dimensions. Unfortunately and probably unintentionally, the authors leave the distinct impression that membership based on conversion without the benefit of "believing blood" is second-rate because of their heavy emphasis on bloodline.

However, their statements on privilege cannot be successfully reconciled with those concerning equality in the house of Israel. In Deuteronomy, the prophet reminds Israel that its God is "faithful" and "keepeth covenant and mercy with them that love him and keep his commandments to a thousand generations" (Deut. 7:9). fn Paul wrote that all who have and act with faith in the God of Abraham, "the same are the children of Abraham" (Gal. 3:7). Gentile Christians, former["heathen[s]" (Gal. 3:8), uncertain and insecure about their covenantal identity because the Jewish people’s claim to Abraham is so strong in comparison, are told by the Apostle not to fear: "If ye are Christ’s then are ye Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise" (Gal. 3:29). The earth is the Lord’s; he "hath made of one blood all nations of men" (Acts 17:26). 

If we are all of one blood and virtual descendants, every one of us, of father Abraham, then claims to "lineage and station" (18), "nobility" (48), and rights by virtue of a select "blood strain" (54) are at best specious and quite irrelevant in today’s Church. Is it possible that, just when the LDS community is emerging from ethnic, linguistic, and geographical parochialism to become a worldwide religion, that Our Destiny would unwittingly turn us back?

Steven Epperson is Assistant Professor of History, Brigham Young University.

Footnotes

1. For example, "be it remembered," 13; "forsakes and eschews," 65.

2. Compare repetitions on pages 2 and 85 as well as 72 and 116.

3. "The great issue described by Nephi is not translation, but transmission" (6). Do we know that the written testimony was by John the Baptist (7)? Did "the Jews of Jesus’ day" all know "that all true servants of the Lord come baptizing" (12)? Is it true that "as with the individual, so also with persons and nations" (15)? The authors even dubiously put words into the Lord’s mouth (26).

4. For example, "one mighty and strong" (136). The authors also make frequent use of passages from the Joseph Smith Translation without explaining their context or significance.

5. These ad metum arguments are instances of "fallacies of substantive distraction," whose purpose is to shift "attention from a reasoned argument to other things which are irrelevant" to the case at hand. David Hackett Fischer, Historians’ Fallacies: Toward a Logic of Historical Thought (New York: Harper and Row, 1970), 282-306.

6. For example, what does the word organized mean when Abraham saw "the intelligences that were organized before the world was" (Abr. 3:22) or when Father in Heaven "organized" the human family? It may or may not mean the kind of stratification that Millet and McConkie mention (16). Also in this connection, they speak absolutely of everyone’s "foreordination to lineage and family" (17), but President Harold B. Lee was more tentative: "These rewards were seemingly promised" (18, italics added).

7. "Hyksos," in The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, 4 vols. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1962), 2:667.

8. "Asenath," Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible 1:247-48. See also "Asenath," in The Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. David Noel Freedman (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 1:476. The alien status of Asenath is underlined in a text from around the time of Christ that depicts Joseph as saying, "It is not meet that a God-fearing man...should kiss a woman of a strange people, who blesses dead and unprofitable idols, and eats the putrid bread of idolatry, which chokes the soul of man, who drinks the libations of deceit, and anoints herself with the oil of destruction." Quoted in Louis Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1910), 2:172. 

9. See James D. G. Dunn, The Partings of the Ways between Christianity and Judaism and Their Significance for the Character of Christianity (Philadelphia: Trinity Press International, 1991); John Gager, The Origins of AntiSemitism: Attitudes toward Judaism in Pagan and Christian Antiquity (New York: Oxford University Press, 1983); David P. Efroymson, "The Patristic Connection," in Antisemitism and the Foundations of Christianity, ed. Alan Davies (New York: Paulist, 1979), 98-117; Paul M. van Buren, "A Christian Theology of the People Israel," pt. 2 of A Theology of the Jewish-Christian Reality (New York: Seabury, 1983), 1-42; Charlotte Klein, Anti-Judaism in Christian Theology, trans. Edward Quinn (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1978); James Parkes, The Conflict of the Church and the Synagogue: A Study in the Origins of Antisemitism (New York: Atheneum, 1979); and Gavin I. Langmuir, History, Religion and Antisemitism (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990).

10. James Parkes, Conflict of the Church and the Synagogue; Jeremy Cohen, The Friars and the Jews: The Evolution of Medieval Anti-Judaism (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1982); Heiko A. Oberman, The Roots of Anti-Semitism in the Age of the Renaissance and the Reformation, trans. James I. Porter (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1984); Léon Poliakov, The History of Anti-Semitism, trans. Richard Howard (New York: Schocken, 1974); Jacob Katz, From Prejudice to Destruction: Anti-Semitism, 1700-1933 (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1980); Lucy S. Dawidowicz, The War against the Jews, 1933-1945 (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1975); and Raul Hilberg, The Destruction of the European Jews (Chicago: Quadrangle, 1961; New York: Holmes and Meier, 1985). For two works that demonstrate that Christians did not have to acquiesce to or participate in political, economic, or theological discrimination against Jewish people, see Philip Friedman, Their Brothers’ Keepers (New York: Holocaust Library, 1978); and Philip P. Hallie, Lest Innocent Blood Be Shed: The Story of the Village of Le Chambon and How Goodness Happened There (New York: Harper and Row, 1979).

11. Lloyd Gaston, "Paul and the Torah," in Antisemitism and the Foundations of Christianity, 48-71; van Buren, "Christian Theology of the People Israel," 277-83. The supersessionist theology of Millet and McConkie leads them into tendentious readings of many scriptures; for example, Acts 17:24-26; Rom. 9:6-7; 3 Ne. 21:14-22. 

12. Steven Epperson, Mormons and Jews: Early Mormon Theologies of Israel (Salt Lake City: Signature Books, 1992), 139-72.

13. Deseret News, September 10, 1879, 502. 

14. Robert M. Seltzer, Jewish People, Jewish Thought: The Jewish Experience in History (New York: Macmillan, 1980), dispels the severely limited and inaccurate picture of the Jewish people and Judaism offered in Our Destiny.

15. Times and Seasons 3 (June 1, 1842): 810.

16. Journal of Discourses, 26 vols. (Liverpool: F. D. Richards, 1855-86), 16:103-7, 220-21; hereafter cited as JD.

17. JD 11:275; 2:316-17; see also 12:274.

18. While Brigham Young based this view on John 14:2, "In my Father’s house are many mansions," allowing in that house "different classes of mankind...requiring a classification and an arrangement into societies and communities" (JD 11:275), he did not explain the differences that may exist amidst that variety of people in God’s mansions. He did, however, insist upon their difference, distinction, and duration "to all eternity." 

19. Raphael Patai and Jennifer Patai, The Myth of the Jewish Race, rev. ed. (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1989), 16.

20. Guy Murchie, quoted in Alex Shoumatoff, "The Mountain of Names," New Yorker, May 13, 1985, 60.

21. Shoumatoff, "The Mountain of Names," 60.

22. Ernest Volkman, A Legacy of Hate: Anti-Semitism in America (New York: Franklin Watts, 1982), 33.

23. Harold E. Quinley and Charles Y. Glock, Anti-Semitism in America (New York: Free Press, 1979), 168.

24. Albert Lee, Henry Ford and the Jews (New York: Stein and Day, 1980), 19.

25. Edwin Black, "The Anti-Ford Boycott," Midstream: A Monthly Jewish Review 32 (January 1986): 39-41. Robert Wistrich noted that The International Jew was "highly praised by Adolf Hitler and widely distributed in German translation by the Nazi Party." Ford’s paper (written and edited by Cameron) had depicted the Jews as "a universally corrupting influence...from liberalism, unionism, and Bolshevism to Negro jazz music. One can see why Hitler once told an American reporter: ‘I regard Heinrich [sic] Ford as my inspiration.’" Standing behind and supplying Ford with his public anti-Semitic discourse was William Cameron. Robert S. Wistrich, Antisemitism: The Longest Hatred (New York: Pantheon, 1991), 118-19.

26. Lee, Henry Ford and the Jews, 88; see also James H. Anderson, God’s Covenant Race: From Patriarchal Times to the Present (Salt Lake City: Deseret News, 1944), 288, 304, 307.

27. For more information on the racial fallacy and the historic relationship of racism and anti-Semitism in America, see Robert Singerman, "The Jew as Racial Alien: The Genetic Component of American Anti-Semitism," in Anti-Semitism in American History, ed. David A. Gerber (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1986), 103-28.
On several occasions, Brigham Young distinguished between the kingdom of God (by which he meant all the people on the earth during the Millennium) and the Church of Jesus Christ or Zion. JD 2:316-17; 11:275; 12:274. The kingdom of God will house "every sort of sect and party, and every individual following what he supposes to be the best in religion, and in everything else, similar to what it is now" (JD 2:316), including "Infidels" and those who "know nothing of Him from whom all good comes" (JD 12:274), so long as they bow the knee to God and Jesus Christ, however reluctantly (JD 2:316-17). In that day, all except the sons of perdition will be "gathered into kingdoms where there will be a certain amount of peace and glory." JD 12:274. Thus Brigham Young declared that the Presbyterians, the Quakers, and the Jews would remain free to live under the aegis of the kingdom of God, to have their own kingdoms, and to believe as they wished, not being "obliged to belong to the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints." JD 11:275. He did not mean, however, that they will be Saints or enjoy celestial happiness and glory. JD 12:274. In individual cases, even one who thought of himself as a Jew, did not have "any of the blood of Judah in his veins" if he had become "a good Latter-day Saint." JD 11:279.

28. For a bracing antidote for religious chauvinism, see Yeshayahu Leibowitz, Judaism, Human Values, and the Jewish State, ed. Eliezer Goldman, trans. Eliezer Goldman and others (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1992), 106-22, 209-13.

