Was there any Justification for the Priesthood Ban

What the Scriptures Teach 

2 Nephi 26:27-28: “Hath he commanded any that they should not partake of his salvation? Behold I say unto you, Nay; but he hath given it free for all men; and he hath commanded His people that they should persuade all men to repentance. Behold, hath the lord commanded any that they should not partake of His goodness? Behold I say unto you, Nay: but all men are privileged the one like unto the other, and none are forbidden.”
The Doctrine and Covenants teaches that the Gospel is to go to all people who are willing to listen without any reservation:

D&C 1:2: “For verily the voice of the Lord is unto all men, and there is none to escape; and there is no eye that shall not see, neither ear that shall not hear, neither heart that shall not be penetrated.”
D&C 1:34: “And again, verily I say unto you, O inhabitants of the earth: I the Lord am willing to make these things known unto all flesh.”

D&C 42:58: And I give unto you a commandment that then ye shall teach them unto all men; for they shall be taught unto all nations, kindreds, tongues and people.”
D&C 68:8: “Go ye into all the world, preach the gospel to every creature, acting in the authority which I have given you, baptizing in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”
Concerning being ordained to the Priesthood and sent forth to preach the Gospel the Lord has said that this opportunity was for all men: 

D&C 36:4-8: “And now this calling and commandment give I unto you concerning all men-that as many as shall come before my servants embracing this calling and commandment, shall be ordained and sent forth to peach the Everlasting Gospel among the nations-crying repentance........And this commandment shall be given unto the elders of my church, that every man which will embrace it with singleness of heart may be ordained and sent forth, even as I have spoken. I am Jesus Christ; the Son of God wherefore gird up your loins…” 

God is Not a Partial God
2 Nephi 26:33: “For none of these iniquities come of the Lord; for He doeth that which is good among the children of men; and He doeth nothing save it be plain unto the children of men; and 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.”
If someone is worthy enough to be baptised by the same criteria they are worthy enough to be ordained to the Priesthood. There are no exclusion orders in the revelations of this dispensation except against those who persecute the saints. In fact, it is not in the character of God to be partial or a respecter of persons:

God is No Respecter of Persons

D&C 1:35: “And again, verily I say unto you, O inhabitants of the earth: I the Lord am willing to make these things known unto all flesh; for I am no respecter of persons.......” 

D&C 38:16: “And for your salvation I give unto you a commandment, for I have heard your prayers, and the poor have complained before me and the rich have I made, and all flesh is mine, and I am no respecter of persons.”
Moroni 8:18: “For I know that God is not a partial God, neither a changeable being….”

Romans 2:11: “But glory, honour, and peace, to every man that worketh good to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile: For there is no respect of persons with God.”

Acts 10:34-35: “Then Peter opened [his] mouth, and said, ‘of a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of persons: But in every nation he that feareth Him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with Him.’” 
1 Peter 1:17: “And if ye call on the Father, who without respect of persons judgeth according to every man's work, pass the time of your sojourning [here] in fear.”
The Key is Righteousness and Repentance
Any curse that is given by the Lord comes about because of wickedness not because of colour of skin. The same curse can be removed through repentance: 
1 Nephi 17:3: Behold, the Lord esteemeth all flesh in one; he that is righteous is favored of God. 
Alma 17:15: “Thus they were a very indolent people, many of whom did worship idols and the curse of God had fallen upon them because of the traditions of their fathers; notwithstanding the promises of the Lord were extended unto them on the conditions of repentance.”
2 Nephi 5:20-22: “Wherefore, the word of the Lord was fulfilled which He spake unto me, saying that: ‘Inasmuch as they will not hearken unto thy words they shall be cut off from the presence of the Lord. And behold, they were cut off from His presence. And He had caused the cursing to come upon them, yea, even a sore cursing, because of their iniquity. For behold, they had hardened their hearts against Him that they had become like unto a flint; wherefore, as they were white, and exceedingly fair and delightsome, that they might not be enticing unto my people the Lord God did cause a skin of blackness (darker Lamanite skin) to come upon them. And thus, saith the Lord God: I will cause that they shall be loathsome unto thy people, save they shall repent of their iniquities.”

Alma 3:14: “Thus the word of God is fulfilled, for these are the words which He said to Nephi: Behold, the Lamanites have I cursed, and I will set a mark on them that they and their seed may be separated from thee and thy seed, from this time henceforth and forever, except they repent of their wickedness and turn to me that I may have mercy upon them.”

The key is “except they repent of their wickedness”. As soon as repentance is found the curse is removed: Concerning the Lamanites who had inherited the curse through their parents Alma recorded:  

Alma 23:18: “And they began to be a very industrious people; yea, and they were friendly with the Nephites; therefore, they did open a correspondence with them, and the curse of God did no more follow them.”
The Prophet Joseph ordained Black People to the Priesthood

Having received the revelations, the Prophet Joseph Smith had no reservation in ordaining black men to the priesthood and sending them on missions. The following was stated by Marvin Perkins Director of African American Relations for the Southern California Public Affairs Council of The Church in Los Angeles in 2002

“Jesus Christ did restore His Gospel to the earth in 1830, through the Prophet Joseph Smith. Since this was all new to the young Prophet, Joseph received numerous visitations and revelations regarding implementation and administration of the ordinances of Christ's Church. At this time, and at least up until eleven years later, Blacks were holding the Priesthood. Elijah Abel, a black man, was ordained to the Priesthood by the Prophet Joseph Smith in 1836, and ordained a Seventy by Zebedee Coltrin on April 4, 1841. He was washed and anointed in the Kirtland Temple, and served three missions for the Church. Walker Lewis was another black man of record ordained to the Priesthood. But somewhere a restriction began. We don't know when. We don't know why. There is no known revelation instructing the withholding to begin.”
The Curse in the Book of Mormon is not referring to a Darker Skin.

See the study “Skins as Garments in the Book of Mormon: A Textual Exegesis” Ethan Sproat. See https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/jbms/vol24/iss1/7/
In the interactions between the Lamanites and Nephites in the various stories in the book of Mormon skin colour never seems to be spoken of as an identifying method. In fact the opposite is true. I like the following in the article referring to Alma 5:4-15

“Page 147: Furthermore, metaphoric color shifts (and not literal flesh pigmentation changes) help explain why visual distinctions between Nephites and Lamanites are sometimes awkwardly absent in the Book of Mormon narrative. For example, as Brant Gardner points out, the events in Alma 55:4–15 do not necessarily rely on flesh coloring at all and even suggest that Nephites and Lamanites look a lot alike. In this passage, a descendant of Laman—who is also, coincidentally, named Laman—leads a squad of Nephite soldiers pretending to be escaped Lamanite combatants in order to infiltrate past some Lamanite guards. If flesh pigmentation were the cultural determiner in this narrative, then the mission should fail right when the Lamanite guards see Laman’s Nephite companions—who, traditional racial interpretations suggest, supposedly have paler flesh pigmentation than the Lamanites. Instead, the ruse succeeds based on how Laman speaks to the Lamanite guards (Alma 55:9)—not on how Laman looks. Based on this and other readings, Gardner therefore suggests that color differences between Nephite and Lamanite are best understood as metaphorical and not literal descriptions of flesh coloring.” 

How were they distinguished from each other?
P158: The text goes on to describe how the Amlicites (Nephite insurrectionists) distinguish themselves from the Nephites, their former kinsfolk: “the Amlicites were distinguished from the Nephites, for they had marked themselves with red in their foreheads after the manner of the Lamanites” (Alma 3:4). Apparently, just as the Lamanites mark themselves, so do their new Amlicite allies mark themselves. The next verse describes other ways the Lamanites mark themselves—including, crucially, a description of their distinctive girdle-skins.”

I have always enjoyed the thoughts of Hugh Nibley because he was both learned and also never afraid to speak out of the box. He said:

P159: Nibley concludes, “God places his mark on people as a curse, yet it is an artificial mark which they actually place upon themselves, . . . which makes the difference between Nephite and Lamanite a cultural, not a racial, one.” End of Quote
There are periods in the Book of Mormon when the Lamanites through repentance were more righteous than the Nephites and magnified the Priesthood they were given as in the example of Samuel the Lamanite and the People of Ammon.”
Concerning the Priesthood Ban in the Book of Abraham

The only scriptural precedent used by those who justify the priesthood ban on black people is recorded in Abraham. In the early days of the history of the earth the Order of the Priesthood was Patriarchal and therefore handed down from father to son by those families who were righteous. (See D&C 84:14-15). The ancestors of Pharaoh had been banned from the blessings of the Gospel due to unrighteousness and this had continued down to him. Pharaoh and his people were still blighted by the false practise of idolatry in the time of Abraham and so the curse of not having the priesthood and therefore the Gospel ordinances was continued:

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.”

The idolatry practised by Pharaoh and his people in the land of the Chaldeans influenced Terah the father of Abraham to false worship:

Abraham 1:5-6: “My fathers, having turned from their righteousness and from the Holy commandments which the Lord their God had given unto them, unto the worshiping of the gods of the heathen utterly refused to hearken to my voice. For their hearts were set to do evil and were wholly turned to the god of Elkenah.......and the god of Pharaoh, the king of Egypt.”

Abraham could not receive the priesthood from his father because of his unrighteousness but had to go to the righteous Melchezidek.

Some confusion arises from verse 26 which states that “Pharaoh being a righteous man established his kingdom and judged his people wisely and justly all his days” Pharaoh was only righteous in the sense that he treated his people wisely and justly, nevertheless the scriptures testify that he was still steeped in false worship which led the people to do abominable things. (See Abraham 1 v 8-12)

The priesthood or Gospel ban placed upon Pharaoh and his people continued because of their idolatry. If they had repented and returned to the covenant of the Gospel, they would have received all the blessings of the Gospel including the Priesthood. Any ban on the priesthood is always self-imposed through unrighteousness. As soon as repentance is found the ban is removed.

On this basis there is absolutely no justification for a blanket ban of receiving the priesthood on individuals who have accepted and embraced the everlasting covenant of the Gospel. 

Conclusion: There is no scriptural or doctrinal justification whatsoever for the priesthood ban on people with dark skin. 
The Decision to place a Ban on the Priesthood was not Revelation

The decision to put a Priesthood and Temple ban on black males was not made by revelation but was a cultural decision based on survival and appeasement. 

Permitted, not Commanded (Taken from “Blacks and the Priesthood” FairWiki.org)
“The history behind the withholding the priesthood from individuals based on race is described well by Lester Bush in a 1971 article[1] and a 1984 book.[2] The restriction is perhaps better understood as a series of administrative policy decisions rather than a revealed doctrine. For example, early missionaries to the southern states were instructed not to ordain slaves because it was feared that this might encourage a slave revolt. Some free blacks were given the priesthood such as Elijah Abel, Walker Lewis, William McCary, and Abel's descendants. To justify the restrictions, the contemporary ideas and Biblical interpretations of pro-slavery Christians were borrowed and taught.[3] 

The priesthood ban became more comprehensive under Brigham Young's presidency. Later, George Q. Cannon and others concluded that the ban had a revelatory basis. LDS scriptures were used as proof-texts to support this position. B. H. Roberts speculated, based on the Book of Abraham, that the curse of Cain had continued through Ham's descendants and Joseph Fielding Smith opined that blacks may have been less valiant (but not neutral! [4]) in the pre-mortal conflict between God and Satan. Thus under this premise it can be said that God permitted the ban but did not officially command it.” End of Quote
This article written by those who defend the church accept that no revelation was received to start the ban. 

How the Ban on the Priesthood Probably Originated

Taken from Marvin Perkins Director of African American Relations (ibid) 
“We do know that at the time of the restoration, slavery plagued our country. Most Blacks were considered property and had but a few human rights; not enough to have entries in the census as people, but as inventory, as were animals. 
In July of 1833, three years after the restoration, W.W. Phelps printed in the Evening and Morning Star, an article entitled "Free People of Color" that angered the old settlers of Missouri. In this article, in a line in the last paragraph, it reads "so long as we have no special rule in the church as to people of colour, let prudence guide;" 
Once the Saints learned that the Secret Constitution that was formed by the old settlers to run the Mormons out of Jackson County (they purposely misunderstood the article trying to find cause against the Saints), an "extra" was printed and distributed by the Evening and Morning Star, in the form of a handbill. It reads …

"July 16, 1833. Having learned with extreme regret, that an article entitled, "Free People of Color," in the last number of the Star has been misunderstood, we feel in duty to state, in this Extra, that our intention was not only to stop free people of color from emigrating to this state, but to prevent them from being admitted as members of the Church." (History of the Church pg. 378) End of Quote

Exceptions http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Blacks_and_The_Church_of_Jesus_Christ_of_Latter-day_Saints

“Several black men received the priesthood after the racial restriction policy was put in place, including Elijah Abel's son Enoch Abel, who was ordained an elder on 1900-11-10. Enoch's son and Elijah Abel's grandson —who was also named Elijah Abel — received the Aaronic priesthood and was ordained to the office of priest on 1934-07-05. The younger Elijah Abel also received the Melchizedek priesthood and was ordained to the office of elder on 1935-09-29.One commentator has pointed out that these incidents illustrate the "ambiguities, contradictions, and paradoxes" of the issue during the twentieth century 
Blacks allowed to enter the Temple for Baptisms for Dead
“Under the racial restrictions that lasted from the presidency of Brigham Young until 1978, persons with any black African ancestry could not hold the priesthood in the LDS Church and could not participate in some temple ordinances, such as the Endowment and celestial marriage. Blacks were permitted to be members of the church, and participate in other temple ordinances, such as baptism for the dead. In her autobiography, Jane Elizabeth Manning James says she "had the privilege of going into the temple and being baptized for some of my dead." 
Note: If an individual is worthy to enter the Temple to do baptisms surely, they are worthy to receive the Priesthood and the other ordinances in the Temple. 
Leaders of the Church had no Choice but to End the Ban

“LDS church president Spencer W. Kimball (president 1973 - 1985) took general conference on the road, holding area and regional conferences all over the world. He also announced many new temples to be built both in the United States and abroad, including one at temple in São Paulo, Brazil. The problem of determining priesthood eligibility in Brazil was thought to be nearly impossible due to the mixing of the races in that country. When the temple was announced, church leaders realized the difficulty of restricting persons with African descent from attending the temple in Brazil. ....The policy reversal was announced just a few months before the church opened its new temple in São Paulo, Brazil.”
A Priesthood and Temple Ban is Promised to those who Persecute the Anointed Leaders and Saints of the Church:
D&C 121:16, 19, 21: “Cursed are all those that shall lift up the heel against mine anointed, saith the Lord, and cry they have sinned when they have not sinned before me, saith the Lord God, but have done that which was meet in mine eyes, and which I commanded them........Wo unto them because they have offended my little ones they shall be severed from the ordinances of mine house....They shall not have right to the priesthood, not their posterity after them from generation to generation.”

This curse is to continue until the third and fourth generation “so long as they repent not, and hate me.” (D&C 124:49) Again the curse can be removed through a change of behaviour.
Elder Dallin H. Oaks pointed out that some leaders and members had ill-advisedly sought to provide reasons for the ban. 

The reasons they gave for the ban were not accurate: 

“It's not the pattern of the Lord to give reasons. We can put reasons to commandments  When we do we're on our own. Some people put reasons to [the ban] and they turned out to be spectacularly wrong. There is a lesson in that.... The lesson I've drawn from that, I decided a long time ago that I had faith in the command and I had no faith in the reasons that had been suggested for it. 

I'm referring to reasons given by general authorities and reasons elaborated upon [those reasons] by others. The whole set of reasons seemed to me to be unnecessary risk taking. ...Let's [not] make the mistake that's been made in the past, here and in other areas, trying to put reasons to revelation. The reasons turn out to be man-made to a great extent. The revelations are what we sustain as the will of the Lord and that's where safety lies.[6]
Articles

From LDS.Org “Race and the Priesthood”

“The Church was established in 1830, during an era of great racial division in the United States. At the time, many people of African descent lived in slavery, and racial distinctions and prejudice were not just common but customary among white Americans. Those realities, though unfamiliar and disturbing today, influenced all aspects of people’s lives, including their religion. Many Christian churches of that era, for instance, were segregated along racial lines. From the beginnings of the Church, people of every race and ethnicity could be baptized and received as members. Toward the end of his life, Church founder Joseph Smith openly opposed slavery.

During the first two decades of the Church’s existence, a few black men were ordained to the priesthood. One of these men, Elijah Abel, also participated in temple ceremonies in Kirtland, Ohio, and was later baptized as proxy for deceased relatives in Nauvoo, Illinois. There is no evidence that any black men were denied the priesthood during Joseph Smith’s lifetime.
In 1852, President Brigham Young publicly announced that men of black African descent could no longer be ordained to the priesthood, though thereafter blacks continued to join the Church through baptism and receiving the gift of the Holy Ghost. Following the death of Brigham Young, subsequent Church presidents restricted blacks from receiving the temple endowment or being married in the temple. Over time, Church leaders and members advanced many theories to explain the priesthood and temple restrictions. None of these explanations is accepted today as the official doctrine of the Church.
In 1850, the U.S. Congress created Utah Territory, and the U.S. president appointed Brigham Young to the position of territorial governor. Southerners who had converted to the Church and migrated to Utah with their slaves raised the question of slavery’s legal status in the territory. In two speeches delivered before the Utah territorial legislature in January and February 1852, Brigham Young announced a policy restricting men of black African descent from priesthood ordination. At the same time, President Young said that at some future day, black Church members would “have [all] the privilege and more” enjoyed by other members.

The justifications for this restriction echoed the widespread ideas about racial inferiority that had been used to argue for the legalization of black “servitude” in the Territory of Utah.  According to one view, which had been promulgated in the United States from at least the 1730s, blacks descended from the same lineage as the biblical Cain, who slew his brother Abel. Those who accepted this view believed that God’s “curse” on Cain was the mark of a dark skin. Black servitude was sometimes viewed as a second curse placed upon Noah’s grandson Canaan as a result of Ham’s indiscretion toward his father.  Although slavery was not a significant factor in Utah’s economy and was soon abolished, the restriction on priesthood ordinations remained.
Even after 1852, at least two black Mormons continued to hold the priesthood. When one of these men, Elijah Abel, petitioned to receive his temple endowment in 1879, his request was denied. Jane Manning James, a faithful black member who crossed the plains and lived in Salt Lake City until her death in 1908, similarly asked to enter the temple; she was allowed to perform baptisms for the dead for her ancestors but was not allowed to participate in other ordinances. The curse of Cain was often put forward as justification for the priesthood and temple restrictions. Around the turn of the century, another explanation gained currency: blacks were said to have been less than fully valiant in the premortal battle against Lucifer and, as a consequence, were restricted from priesthood and temple blessings.

By the late 1940s and 1950s, racial integration was becoming more common in American life. Church President David O. McKay emphasized that the restriction extended only to men of black African descent. The Church had always allowed Pacific Islanders to hold the priesthood, and President McKay clarified that black Fijians and Australian Aborigines could also be ordained to the priesthood and instituted missionary work among them. In South Africa, President McKay reversed a prior policy that required prospective priesthood holders to trace their lineage out of Africa. 

Nevertheless, given the long history of withholding the priesthood from men of black African descent, Church leaders believed that a revelation from God was needed to alter the policy, and they made ongoing efforts to understand what should be done. After praying for guidance, President McKay did not feel impressed to lift the ban.

As the Church grew worldwide, its overarching mission to “go ye therefore, and teach all nations” seemed increasingly incompatible with the priesthood and temple restrictions. The Book of Mormon declared that the gospel message of salvation should go forth to “every nation, kindred, tongue, and people.” While there were no limits on whom the Lord invited to “partake of his goodness” through baptism, the priesthood and temple restrictions created significant barriers, a point made increasingly evident as the Church spread in international locations with diverse and mixed racial heritages.

Brazil in particular presented many challenges. Unlike the United States and South Africa where legal and de facto racism led to deeply segregated societies, Brazil prided itself on its open, integrated, and mixed racial heritage. In 1975, the Church announced that a temple would be built in São Paulo, Brazil. As the temple construction proceeded, Church authorities encountered faithful black and mixed-ancestry Mormons who had contributed financially and in other ways to the building of the São Paulo temple, a sanctuary they realized they would not be allowed to enter once it was completed. Their sacrifices, as well as the conversions of thousands of Nigerians and Ghanaians in the 1960s and early 1970s, moved Church leaders.

Today, the Church disavows the theories advanced in the past that black skin is a sign of divine disfavour or curse, or that it reflects actions in a premortal life; that mixed-race marriages are a sin; or that blacks or people of any other race or ethnicity are inferior in any way to anyone else. Church leaders today unequivocally condemn all racism, past and present, in any form.
The Church proclaims that redemption through Jesus Christ is available to the entire human family on the conditions God has prescribed. It affirms that God is “no respecter of persons” and emphatically declares that anyone who is righteous—regardless of race—is favored of Him. The teachings of the Church in relation to God’s children are epitomized by a verse in the second book of Nephi: “[The Lord] denieth none that cometh unto him, black and white, bond and free, male and female; . . . all are alike unto God, both Jew and Gentile.”
The following article was written by a committed member of the church 
“Why I Don't Believe That God Instituted the Priesthood Ban”
"While I don't personally believe it was God who instituted that policy in the first place, I most definitely believe God was behind the revelation to end the policy." 
In writing the above statement on June 8th in a commemorative post on the Priesthood Revelation, Tom was curious and decided to ask me why I felt that "God wasn't behind the policy in the first place". I asked if he wanted the short version or the long version. He said long, so out of convenience, I'm simply dedicating a whole new post to the subject. 
There’s a very informative chapter in “David O. McKay and the Rise of Modern Mormonism” that discusses the policy entitled “Blacks, Civil Rights, and the Priesthood”. It's quite an "eye opener" and it helped me to become more informed about the background concerning the ban. The more informed I was about the history, the easier it was to see that prophets are not infallible and that God doesn't micromanage every aspect of Church administration. (Of course you also see this quite clearly in "Joseph Smith: Rough Stone Rolling".)

Although it’s clear that many of our past Church leaders were a product of their times (i.e.: somewhat racist) it is also clear that the policy was not really even well known about by the general membership of the Church up through the 1950’s. It’s no surprise that the “why” behind the ban is not very well understood now, because it really wasn’t understood well then. Even some of the Brethren in the middle of the 20th century weren’t aware that Joseph Smith (who was actually quite progressive) ordained several black men to the Priesthood and that the evolution of the ban actually began with Brigham Young. 
One thing is sure: Hugh B. Brown, counselor to David O. McKay in the First Presidency, was definitely in favor of reversing the policy. However, he met with some resistance/pressure by other top leaders in the Twelve. David O. McKay himself said multiple times that it was not a doctrine, but a policy, and that it would eventually be reversed. President David O. McKay, in 1954, said:

"There is not now, and there never has been a doctrine in this church that the negroes are under a divine curse. There is no doctrine in the church of any kind pertaining to the negro. We believe that we have a scriptural precedent for withholding the priesthood from the negro. It is a practice, not a doctrine, and the practice someday will be changed. And that’s all there is to it".


He started making modifications to the policy that laid the groundwork for the 1978 Revelation by President Kimball. I think President McKay didn’t feel it was quite time to act yet because he wanted unanimity among the brethren, and some of them, including Elder Harold B. Lee, had strong feelings to keep the ban in place. Unanimity was also extremely important to President Kimball as he sought the revelation to end that policy. It’s an insightful read and it definitely gave me a more realistic picture of how everything actually played out.

But how did the ban actually begin, and why? It’s not completely clear, so the official answer is “we don’t know”. However, it's pretty clear that it didn’t begin as a “revelation”. Rather, the policy seems to have begun officially in 1852 with an announcement by Brigham Young. I doubt that God had anything to do with it, but rather I believe He simply honored the agency of Brigham Young who was a product of his times and was reacting to something culturally at the time, believing it to be the right thing to do. Now I'm not throwing Brigham under the bus here. I'm simply recognizing that although he was a prophet who did a lot of amazing things, he was also a flawed human being, as all prophets are. As we know, when the Lord calls a man to be a prophet, he doesn't unmake the man. Brigham, like so many other Christians of the time, believed the "curse of Cain" justified the subordination of black people. And over time, many leaders just assumed that’s the way it was supposed to be and didn’t really understand that the ban hadn't always been in place. 


Over time people looked for scriptural justifications for it and began teaching their interpretations and some of those interpretations became accepted by many—not all—as a quasi-official “doctrine”. In my opinion, the folklore that was perpetuated to try to explain the “why” behind the ban became even more offensive and painful than the ban itself. So, it’s almost doubly offensive and ridiculous that many still teach these rationales today (such as that blacks were less faithful in the pre-mortal existence), even though that has been repudiated time and again by apostles and prophets. For example, here is Elder Holland’s wonderful denunciation of the folklore surrounding the ban from his PBS interview: Elder Jeffrey R. Holland: 
"One clear-cut position is that the folklore must never be perpetuated. … I have to concede to my earlier colleagues. … They, I’m sure, in their own way, were doing the best they knew to give shape to [the policy], to give context for it, to give even history to it. All I can say is however well intended the explanations were, I think almost all of them were inadequate and/or wrong. … It probably would have been advantageous to say nothing, to say we just don’t know, and [as] with many religious matters, whatever was being done was done on the basis of faith at that time. But some explanations were given and had been given for a lot of years. … At the very least, there should be no effort to perpetuate those efforts to explain why that doctrine existed. I think, to the extent that I know anything about it, as one of the newer and younger ones to come along, … we simply do not know why that practice, that policy, that doctrine was in place…” 
(When Elder Holland was asked to specify the folklore he stated.) “Well, some of the folklore that you must be referring to are suggestions that there were decisions made in the pre-mortal councils where someone had not been as decisive in their loyalty to a Gospel plan or the procedures on earth or what was to unfold in mortality, and that therefore that opportunity and mortality was compromised.
 I really don’t know a lot of the details of those, because fortunately I’ve been able to live in the period where we’re not expressing or teaching them, but I think that’s the one I grew up hearing the most, was that it was something to do with the pre-mortal councils. … But I think that’s the part that must never be taught until anybody knows a lot more than I know. … We just don’t know, in the historical context of the time, why it was practiced. … That’s my principal [concern], is that we don’t perpetuate explanations about things we don’t know. …We don’t pretend that something wasn’t taught or practice wasn’t pursued for whatever reason. But I think we can be unequivocal and we can be declarative in our current literature, in books that we reproduce, in teachings that go forward, whatever, that from this time forward, from 1978 forward, we can make sure that nothing of that is declared. That may be where we still need to make sure that we’re absolutely dutiful, that we put [a] careful eye of scrutiny on anything from earlier writings and teachings, just [to] make sure that that’s not perpetuated in the present. That’s the least, I think, of our current responsibilities on that topic." (End of Quote)
I’m very grateful to live in a day and age in which wrongs have been corrected, and I especially appreciate quotes such as Elder Holland’s. There are many other relevant quotes assembled on my post: Endorsing the Call: Repudiate Racist Justifications for the Priesthood Ban. In making sense of all of our past, as well as our present, I also strongly recommend an important FAIR article by Armand L. Mauss: "The LDS Church and the Race Issue: A Study in Misplaced Apologetics". It should be required reading for anyone trying to become informed on the subject.

Now the hard part is that some otherwise informed members of the Church can't quite bring themselves to accept that past prophets could have been “wrong” on this. But we have to be honest with ourselves, and "wrong" is the word Elder Holland himself used. Some say, "Surly God would not have allowed them to get something this big so wrong for so long, right?" Well, in my view that’s a faulty fundamentalist view of prophetic perfection. It's also unrealistic and a bit ignorant of how God works through mortals through time.
Marvin Perkins was recently interviewed by Times and Seasons. At the end of the first of four segments, he said something that resonated with me and struck me as very important and I wish all members would come to understand this:

"Then you have those who are not familiar enough with the scriptures or the Plan of Salvation to understand that all prophets and apostles make mistakes. They mistakenly believe that all prophets are to be perfect in the administration of the things of God and because of this, their testimony of the truthfulness of the Church suffers a major blow and they begin to doubt and struggle. After we show them D&C 1:24-28 “Behold, I am God and have spoken it; these commandments are of me, and were given unto my servants in their weakness, after the manner of their language, that they might come to understanding. And inasmuch as they erred it might be made known; And inasmuch as they sought wisdom they might be instructed; And inasmuch as they sinned they might be chastened, that they might repent; And inasmuch as they were humble they might be made strong, and blessed from on high, and receive knowledge from time to time.”

… and a list of prophets who’ve made errors from the Old Testament to the Doctrine and Covenants they begin to see that their testimonies were weighted too much on the Brethren who are imperfect and not enough on Christ who is perfect, and His restored gospel. With this realization, the shift is made and they become stronger, more productive Saints, now able to help their brother."

So that's kind of the framework I'm working with, and it does not negatively affect the strong testimony I have of the Church and the Restoration. Furthermore, there is so much more of greatness and goodness in the work that these prophets accomplished overall that focusing on their mistakes doesn't really give the true picture. Nevertheless, you can't just ignore the fact that mistakes were made--many of them acknowledged. 

For example, after the revelation in 1978 Elder McConkie said: "Forget everything that I have said, or what President Brigham Young or President George Q. Cannon or whomsoever 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. We get our truth and our light line upon line and precept upon precept. We have now had 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." ("All Are Alike unto God", BYU Speeches).

Still though, how do I personally make sense of the evolution of the ban, historically speaking? My personal understanding follows along the same lines as Papa D/Ray, who’s shared some of his thoughts. I’ll quote him now because it’s basically exactly what I currently believe. As always, I reserve the right to change my mind should I be influenced to think differently:

1) Joseph ordained black men to the Priesthood. That is indisputable in any intelligent way. 

2) Brigham Young and many of the early Saints were steeped in racism growing up. “The incorrect traditions of our fathers” are hard to shake, especially when they are so commonly shared.

3) The single most fundamental prejudice of the time was inter-racial marriage – even without the possibility of it being eternal.

4) Brigham seems to have supported the ordination of those few black men who received the Priesthood.

5) When a black Priesthood holder appeared to be about to marry a white woman in the temple, Brigham (and most members) couldn’t take it. It was too much for them to consider it as a legitimate possibility. Brigham, particularly, was irate and vowed it wouldn’t happen.

6) They constructed a quasi-scriptural justification (based on the common and widespread Protestant beliefs of their upbringing and the current time) to put a ban in place, and a few people spoke of hearing Joseph make statements that would support it – his previous actions in ordaining black men notwithstanding. (Bringham Young never claimed direct, personal revelation on the subject; rather, he said, “The Lord has spoken” – and used the scriptural justifications.) NOTE: I’m NOT saying this was done intentionally, knowing that it wasn’t inspired. I’m saying I think they never considered seeking revelation, since it seemed obvious and apparent to them given the assumptions of their upbringing.

7) Other apostles over the years tweaked and added to the original justification, bringing, for example, the uniquely Mormon concept of the pre-existence into it by claiming black people had been less valiant in the pre-existence and, therefore, were unworthy of the Priesthood in this life.

8 ) The membership, by and large, bought into the justifications – even as some of the apostles and members never did. In many people’s eyes, it became “doctrine”; for those like Pres. McKay who recognized it didn’t originate through revelation, it was viewed merely as “policy”. Those who saw it as doctrine outnumbered those who saw it as policy.

9) By the 1940’s and 1950’s, many people’s attitudes in the country had started to change, and Pres. McKay thought it might be time to change the policy. He prayed fervently about it, but the Lord told him it wasn’t the proper time yet. Importantly, Pres. McKay never said the Lord told him the ban was “His will” or “correct” or anything like that. He simply said it wasn’t the proper time yet to lift the ban.

10) By the late 1970’s the Church was in a situation where it simply couldn’t grow and produce future leaders in Brazil and other Western Hemisphere countries (and Africa) without ordaining black men to the Priesthood. This reality weighed heavily on the minds of the First Presidency and the 12, as they were well aware of the growth limitations and potential in those areas and as they were faced with abundant evidence of very faithful black members who didn’t appear to be cursed by God in any reasonable way – much like Paul’s dilemma with circumcision among the Gentiles of his missions. It also reinforced the beliefs of the “younger generation” who were not predisposed to accept the folklore and more disposed to see it as Pres. McKay had seen it – and as Pres. Kimball saw it. END of Article
Additional Articles
Unfortunate Racist Statements by some Church Leaders
The following is taken from www.fairmormon.org
Why did past prophets make racist statements? God had already revealed to Peter that he should not call anything "common" that God had cleansed (Acts 10:9-16), yet some modern-day prophets thought that blacks were inferior to whites; why is that? 

Answer

In the Church we spend a lot of time "likening the scriptures unto ourselves," to use Nephi's phrase (1 Nephi 19:23). This approach has the advantage of making the teachings of the scriptures and early Church leaders apply to us, so they become agents of change in our lives, rather than just artifacts to be studied in a detached way. 
The disadvantage of this approach, though, is that it can build the perception that past prophets were "just like us" — having all the same assumptions, traditions, and beliefs. But this is not the case at all. Prophets in all dispensations have been "men of their times," who were raised with certain beliefs and interacted all their lives with others who shared those beliefs. 
For example, the Old Testament peoples believed the earth was a flat expanse, with the sky a solid dome made out of a shiny, brass-like substance. But this was the way everyone understood things at that time, so we don't begrudge Isaiah and Ezekiel of speaking of the "four corners of the earth" (Isaiah 11:12; Ezekiel 7:2), or Job for thinking the sky was a mirror (Job 37:18), or the Psalmist for thinking the earth stood still while the sun went around it (Psalms 93:1; Psalms 19:4-6). 
The same principle holds true when examining the beliefs of earlier prophets about people of different races. Most nineteenth-century Latter-day Saints were raised in a world where all Black people were either slaves or illiterate poor. At the time, there was much debate among American Christians in general as to how Blacks fit into God's overall plan as described in the Bible. Many theories abounded, with virtually all of them justifying, in one way or another, slavery or relegation of Blacks to the role of second-class citizens. There was even debate as to whether or not Blacks were human beings with souls that could receive salvation. (In contrast to this general Christian view, Joseph Smith declared rather progressively that yes, Blacks did have souls and could be saved. 
This continued into the twentieth century. Some LDS leaders were wary of the civil rights movement that started in the 1950s, and publicly stated their concerns. But there were differences of opinion among the brethren on this. At one end was Elder Ezra Taft Benson, who believed that the American civil rights movement was a front for communism; at the other was President Hugh B. Brown, who felt that the Church should publicly support the civil rights movement.[2] 
From our perspective — as "enlightened" people of the early twenty-first century — virtually everyone in America up until the last few decades held grossly racist beliefs, prophets and other LDS leaders included. But that was the culture of the times, and we, like the rest of society, have progressed (line upon line, precept upon precept, see 2 Nephi 28:30) to become better people in this respect, more tolerant, more accepting. 
Fifty years from now, people will probably look back at our time and say, "How could they have been so bigoted?" Or "How could they have missed issue X, which seems so clear to us now, in retrospect?" 
The key point here is that the Lord works with the people who are available. He does not make them into radicals; he gives them just enough light and understanding to lift the Saints a little and make them more fit for the kingdom. In his mercy, God works with people where they are, and does not wait for them to be perfect before he will deign to speak to them.
Non-LDS Biblical commentators have noted this same tendency is present with Biblical prophets: Though purified and ennobled by the influence of His Holy Spirit; men each with his own peculiarities of manner and disposition—each with his own education or want of education—each with his own way of looking at things—each influenced differently from another by the different experiences and disciplines of his life. Their inspiration did not involve a suspension of their natural faculties; it did not even make them free from earthly passion; it did not make them into machines—it left them men. Therefore we find their knowledge sometimes no higher than that of their contemporaries.[3] 
We should be forgiving of past prophets who we today would perceive as being "racists," or otherwise unsophisticated when compared to the present day. Lest we judge harshly, we ought to consider that even the Savior himself spoke of "outsiders" using language that we today would consider grossly offensive (Matthew 15:26). 

We are warned, however, that we will be judged in the same manner in which we judge others (Matthew 7:2, Mark 4:24). If we condemn those of the past for being imperfect or influenced by their culture, what can we expect for ourselves? 
Mormon Church Traces Black Priesthood Ban to Brigham Young SLT 16 Dec 2013
“In the past, the LDS Church has said history isn’t clear on why blacks were banned from its all-male priesthood for more than a century.

Apparently, it now is. The reason, according to a newly released explanation from the Utah-based Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints, is rooted more in racism than revelation. "Race and the Priesthood," posted Friday on the church’s website, lds.org also jettisons any beliefs developed through the years to defend the prohibition. And those findings are drawing praise from black Mormons and historians. "Hallelujah," says Catherine Stokes, a black Mormon who joined the LDS Church in Chicago and now lives in Utah. "I view this as a Christmas gift to each and every member of the church — black, white or whatever ethnicity."

The ban began under Brigham Young, second LDS president, who was influenced by common beliefs of the time, reports the article. It did not exist during the tenure of Mormon founder Joseph Smith, who opposed slavery and personally ordained several African-Americans.

The essay is part of an ongoing series of "gospel topics pages" published by the LDS Church to give Mormons resources for understanding complex issues such as whether Mormons are Christians and differing, sometimes-contradictory accounts of Smith’s early visionary experiences. The church-produced article on race argues that "there is no evidence that any black men were denied the priesthood during Joseph Smith’s lifetime."

But the record clearly shows that, in 1852, Young — Smith’s immediate successor — "publicly announced that men of black African descent could no longer be ordained to the priesthood, though thereafter blacks continued to join the church."

More than 125 years later, in 1978, the LDS Church, under then-President Spencer W. Kimball, lifted the ban, but some Mormons have continued to promote theories used to defend the former exclusion — "that black skin is a sign of divine disfavour or curse, or that it reflects actions in a premortal life; that mixed-race marriages are a sin; or that blacks or people of any other race or ethnicity are inferior in any way to anyone else."

The new statement says the LDS Church "disavows the theories advanced in the past ... [and that] church leaders today unequivocally condemn all racism, past and present, in any form." Margaret Young, who teaches English at LDS Church-owned Brigham Young University, believes all Mormons should carry a copy of the statement with them. "Make three-by-five cards of Friday’s church statement on race. Edit carefully if you need to. Laminate it, and keep it handy —in a purse or wallet," Young, who co-produced a documentary on blacks in the church, wrote to her Facebook friends. "We are now empowered to answer folks who perpetuate old justifications for the priesthood restriction in ways they won’t argue with. We are the messengers to give wings to the statement."

What is most important about the statement on race to Mormon historian Richard Bushman is its perspective. "It is written as a historian might tell the story," Bushman says from his home in New York, "not as a theological piece, trying to justify the practice."

By depicting the exclusion as fitting with the common practices of the day, says Bushman, who wrote "Rough Stone Rolling," a critically acclaimed biography of Smith, "it drains the ban of revelatory significance, makes it something that just grew up and, in time, had to be eliminated." But accepting that, Bushman says, "requires a deep reorientation of Mormon thinking."
Mormons believe that their leaders are in regular communication with God, so if you say Young could make a serious error, he says, "it brings into question all of the prophet’s inspiration." Members need to recognize that God can "work through imperfect instruments," Bushman says. "For many Latter-day Saints, that is going to be a difficult transition. But it is part of our maturation as a church."
Some top Mormon leaders are already pushing in that direction.

"And, to be perfectly frank, there have been times when members or leaders in the church have simply made mistakes. There may have been things said or done that were not in harmony with our values, principles or doctrine," Dieter F. Uchtdorf, second counselor in the faith’s governing First Presidency, said in October’s LDS General Conference. "I suppose the church would be perfect only if it were run by perfect beings. God is perfect, and his doctrine is pure. But he works through us — his imperfect children — and imperfect people make mistakes."

Loss of Membership for Speaking Out Against the Ban

Unfortunately, some members lost their membership expressing disapproval of the policy. The following was recorded on a blog: 
James Jul 26th, 2009, at 8:24 am
Note: John W. Fitzgerald served both as a seminary teacher in the L.D.S. Church, and as a principal in Salt Lake County's Granite School District. He also served professionally as a chaplain in the United States Army during World War II and continued this service with the Utah National Guard until his retirement in 1967
“I wonder when the church looks back at its current history if they ever wish to reinstate excommunications from the past which with retrospect may look harsh
John W. Fitzgerald spent the majority of his adult life as a professional educator. He served both as a seminary teacher in the L.D.S. Church, and as a principal in Salt Lake County’s Granite School District. He also served professionally as a chaplain in the United States Army during World War II and continued this service with the Utah National Guard until his retirement in 1967. During his adult life Fitzgerald was a student of history and of the social policies that surrounded him. Through this constant intellectual activity, he came to question the L.D.S. Church’s position on not allowing black men into the priesthood. He became both an informed and a critical observer of this issue. Fitzgerald was excommunicated from the L.D.S. Church, in the early 1970s for this criticism.
Further Reading

For a description of the trials and faithfulness of early black members of the church read “Black Latter-day Saints: A Faith-FULL History by Margaret B. Young” at: http://www.fairlds.org/FAIR_Conferences/2003_Black_Latter-day_Saints.html
“The LDS Church and the Race Issue: A Study in Misplaced Apologetics” by Armand L. Mauss has an excellent question and answer section on the subject. www.fairlds.org/FAIR_Conferences/2003_LDS_Church_and_the_Race_Issue.html
“Neither White nor Black: Mormon Scholars Confront the Race Issue
in a Universal Church.” Edited by Lester E. Bush, Jr., and Armand L. Mauss

http://www.signaturebookslibrary.org/neither/neither3.htm
Further excellent Thoughts from https://www.reddit.com/r/latterdaysaints/comments/e4j7js/blacks_and_the_priesthood/
Question ‘Blacks and the Priesthood’

I am trying to find some apologetic work regarding blacks and the priesthood. I read the gospel topics essay and it led me to have more questions than I started out with and subsequent research has made things even more cloudy. I realize there may not be a clear answer, so I am also interested in how you reconcile this history with your sustained faith in modern prophets

Excellent Answers

1: I didn't understand this part of church history until I studied the Law of Moses, and its purposes. Having researched and prayed about this extensively, the personal answer that I got was that Black Americans having the priesthood would have destroyed the church, due to the Saints' own racism.

All one has to do is look at the level of segregation in modern day evangelical churches to see how utterly impossible it would have been to have Black priesthood leadership over (racist) White Latter-day Saints in the 1830s-1960s. The vile racist filth that my generally saintly LDS grandmother said to me as a child taught me these facts. She was barely willing to accept the 1978 announcement. Her parents and grandparents? Yeah right!

Joseph Smith Jr was way ahead of his time in his acceptance of African Americans. Too far ahead to see that his own people weren't yet righteous enough to follow his example on this issue. Brigham Young was not so far ahead. He was far more pragmatic . . . and racist. But even so, he prophesied very early on in his tenure as prophet that all worthy males would eventually receive the priesthood. And this occurred simultaneously with his refusal to allow Black men into the priesthood.

Everything beyond that is largely immaterial in my book. Racism was the status quo until the Lord changed that via the civil rights movement. But God doesn't give higher laws that his people are too weak to follow. He waits until they're prepared. Well, God prepared them. And then the higher law was given.

And all those faithful people who would have accepted the gospel had White Latter-day Saints not been so racist? God knows. And they're receiving every last eternal blessing that they would have received had they been given the chance. They weren't condemned by their lack of opportunity. The church was condemned for its unrighteousness. And now we see the opposite, as the church is blessed by massive growth in Africa.

2: “Anyway, there's actually support for your theory. John Taylor wanted to give blacks the Priesthood (since Smith had done so), but when some of the southern converts found out, they went to him en masse and said that if he did they would leave and take half the Church with them - Taylor then decided against it and racist tropes like the curse of Cain (which was originally a Protestant apology for the inferiority of blacks) dominated the narrative until 1978

3: The short answer is difficult, but more helpful. I would seek the Spirit on this matter. It's something I've had to do personally as I've struggled with it as well. You will realize the poor decisions made by some members or leaders in the church don't make the entirety of the Gospel false. Though leaders are called of God as we believe, they are still people. They have to receive revelation like the rest of us and are subject to their environment, upbringing and circumstances that shape their opinions like all of us. Being an apostle/Bishop/etc., does not remove that from them, otherwise it would remove their agency. I don't agree with everything said by our leaders, but I still sustain them and pray for their success.

4: It's also useful to remember that prophets get things wrong. They are constrained by their culture often without realizing it. Because of the top down structure of the church necessary for it to be an organization it is hard for prophets to be exposed to viewpoints different from their own. Until the church expanded most prophets had no contact with a non-racist culture. When they travelled to Brazil, they encountered a non-racist society which I think helped them shed the traditions of their fathers that were wrong. It's very hard for most of us to recognize the role our culture has in shaping our worldview and thoughts.

Finally, in organizational behaviour they teach nothing is harder than creating change in an organization so prophets often have to take small steps leading to big changes, but often those small steps go unrecognized or unacknowledged. Finally, my own thought is that I'd rather believe the prophets were/are wrong than that heavenly Father loves some of his children more than others. That idea causes less pain than believing prophets are infallible for me.

See

https://www.jstor.org/stable/pdf/10.5406/jmormhist.44.1.0119.pdf?utm_source=Salt+Lake+Tribune&utm_campaign=0cede8db63-mormonland081320&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_dc2415ff28-0cede8db63-12400713&mc_cid=0cede8db63&mc_eid=b0974677dd
The Priesthood ban from a Global Perspective 15 Aug 2020 SLT

If the 1978 announcement removing the priesthood/temple ban on Black Latter-day Saints is seen in the context of U.S. political history of the 1960s and ’70s, a historian said at the recent FAIR Mormon Conference, “the timing of the revelation feels like a delayed response that was at best a decade late.”
It makes much more sense, argued Ryan W. Saltzgiver of the church’s History Department, to see the move as a response to the experience Latter-day Saint authorities were having outside the United States.

The historian pointed to the case of Eduardo Contieri of São Paulo, Brazil, a convert who was called as president of the São Paulo Ipiranga Branch three months after joining the Utah-based faith in 1963. After doing some genealogy, Contieri discovered a picture of his maternal grandmother — whom he had never known — who appeared to be Black. 
“He immediately reported his discovery to the mission president,” Saltzgiver said, and was told that he “should not use his priesthood to perform any public rituals and he would be released from his position as branch president, but he was allowed to continue to use the priesthood in private to bless his family.”

Contieri remained in the faith and, in 1971, the governing First Presidency ruled that the photo evidence was insufficient to prove he was Black. So he was allowed to use his priesthood publicly again. 
“In 1973, five years before the priesthood ban was lifted, Contieri, a Latter-day Saint who self-identified as of African lineage,” the historian explained, “accepted the call to serve as bishop in the São Paulo First Ward.”
Encounters with Black Latter-day Saints like Contieri “coupled with the increasing impossibility of establishing a functional church structure globally,” Saltzgiver said, “had the most profound impact on [top Latter-day Saints leaders’] racial notions and sparked their desire to seek the revelation, which ultimately ended explicitly exclusionary racial practices.”
Anecdote

Hurtful and Disgraceful comments made by Joseph Fielding Smith
He was an Apostle and member of the quorum of the Twelve from 1910 to 1972. He was President of the Twelve Apostles from 1951-1970. He was President of the church from 1970-1972. 

The Way to Perfection by Joseph Fielding Smith: 

Statements by Joseph Fielding Smith in his widely published book ‘The Way to Perfection’ 14th edition published 1970. Deseret Book Company. 

Page 43: “We naturally conclude that others among the two thirds (who kept their first estate) did not show the loyalty to their Redeemer that they should. Their sin was not one that merited the extreme punishment which was inflicted on the Devil and His angels but were permitted to come to the earth-life with some restrictions placed upon them. That the Negro race for instance have been placed under restrictions because of their attitude in the world of Spirits, few will doubt. It cannot be looked upon as just that they should be deprived of the Power of the Priesthood without it being a punishment for some act or acts, performed before they were born.”
Page 101: “Not only was Cain called upon to suffer, but because of his wickedness he became the father of an inferior race. A curse was placed upon him and that curse has been continued through his lineage AND MUST DO SO WHILE TIME ENDURES. 

Millions of souls have come into this world cursed with a black skin and have been denied the privilege of priesthood and the fulness of the blessings of the Gospel. These are the descendents of Cain. Moreover, they have been made to feel their inferiority and have been separated from the rest of mankind from the beginning. 

But what a contrast! The sons of Seth, Enoch and Noah honoured by the blessings and rights of Priesthood……….Blessed be the name of the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, who has blessed us with the blessings of His glorious Kingdom, where through our faithfulness we may dwell in eternal truth and light. In the spirit of sympathy, mercy, and faith, we will also hope the blessings may eventually be given to our negro brethren for they are our brethren-children of God-notwithstanding their black covering emblematical of eternal darkness.”

Page 111: “The negro may be baptised and enter the church; and some of these unfortunate people have been baptised and have proved their faithfulness and worthiness before the Lord, in this their second estate, setting examples in righteousness which many of the sons Shem and Japheth could emulate with everlasting profit.” 
Hurtful and Disgraceful comments made by Bruce R. McConkie 

(Elder Bruce R McConkie was the son in law of Joseph Fielding Smith)

Bruce R. McConkie stated when an Apostle in 1966 in his book Mormon Doctrine:
"Negroes in this life are denied the Priesthood; under no circumstances can they hold this delegation of authority from the Almighty. (Abraham 1:20-27.) The gospel message of salvation is not carried affirmatively to them . . . Negroes are not equal with other races where the receipt of certain spiritual blessings are concerned, particularly the priesthood and the temple blessings that flow therefrom, but this inequality is not of man's origin. It is the Lord's doing and is based on his eternal laws of justice, and grows out of the lack of Spiritual valiance of those concerned in their first estate." 
In the first edition of Mormon Doctrine in 1958 which was not sanctioned by President David O McKay Bruce R. McConkie stated re the repercussions of the war in heaven: 

"In the pre-existent eternity various degrees of valiance and devotion to the truth were exhibited by different groups of our Father’s spirit offspring… some were more valiant than others… Those who were less valiant in pre-existence and who thereby had certain spiritual restrictions imposed upon them during mortality are known to us as the negroes. Such spirits are sent to earth through the lineage of Cain, the mark put upon him for his rebellion against God and his murder of Abel being a black skin... 

Negroes in this life are denied the priesthood; under no circumstances can they hold this delegation of authority from the Almighty… The present status of the negro rests purely and simply on the foundation of pre-existence… The negroes are not equal with other races where the receipt of certain spiritual blessings are concerned, particularly the priesthood and the temple blessings that flow therefrom, but this inequality is not of man’s origin. It is the Lord’s doing, is based on his eternal laws of justice, and grows out of the lack of spiritual valiance of those concerned in their first estate." 
(Note: Most LDS households had a copy of “Mormon Doctrine” by Bruce R. McConkie. In a subsequent printing of his book after his death, the above text was deleted and replaced by new wording that was in agreement with the 1978 revelation.)
(The remarks of Brigham Young are considered too rude to quote)
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