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Idealism l1as propourtdod in New England., Mrs. Fiddy's home, r,ith a good 

deal of enthusiasm. and interEtDt by a German phil~sopher and soldier 

of fortune, Hans Lieber., v,ho was considered a student of authority 

on Hegel. Lieber wr-ote a lengthy article· entitled "!'he Lieber Document" 

in VlhJ.ch he gave!:!!§. interpretation or Hegeli.anism., but Hogell~sm 

just the same.50 It is from this document that. Hrs. Eddy copied many 

o.! her idea,., especially concerning her concept ot God. 

Mrs. Eddy attempts the teat., impossible of fulfillment, 
of taking the Norr-personaJ. God of 'Principle•, filling Him 
with E:)..'n.otion and decorating him with solioitious evangel­
ism for every need of His creatures• lVith the exception 
of this . bit ot atavism Mrs~ Eddy•s God is the God of 
Hegellanism.51 

Hans Lieber lectured on Hegel's Philosophy to , the pbilosaphical 

societies of the day in New England, and from his viritt-en manuscript, 

Mrs. F.ddy plagiarized this peculiar brand 0t pantheism, Hegelian 

On the point of the Absol.ute and Non-persornµ. 
nature of God, Mrs. ~ey succeeds. in m9.Jd,ng a fairly 
accurate transcription from Hegel. She says: "God 
is incorporeal, divine, supreme:, infinite; .Jlind,, 
Spirit-; Soul, Principle, Life, Truth, Love. Are these 
tenns synon;ymous? They refer to the one Absolute God." 
••• The follcming from Hegel establishes the identity. 
HGod is Spirit .• " ....... •'Mortal love resigns particularly 
and pe·rsonallty and 1ooves to the universal. The abstract 
God is the universal Father,. eternal, all inclusive .. 
This is the height of Spirii.1t52 

The spurce ~! ~s. Eddy's concept of God is without a doubt: Lieber, 

who in turn copied his· ideas from Hegel. A comparison ol the. two 

;o. Ibid., Okapter I • 
.,.. 51. ~., P• 52. 

52. ~., p,. Sl. 



fol10,·1ing documents demonstrate this fact. 

Lieber 
To conclude that 

Life, Love, and 'l'ruth 
are uttributes of a 
personal Deity implies 
there is something in 
Person superior to 
Principle. \,hat then, 
is the person of God? 
Hegel .makes clear that 
He has no personall·t;y 
as we narrowly view per­
sonality, for thi3 would 
imply intellieence in 
matter. The body ot 
God is the Idea given 
Hi.In in the harmonious 
order of the universe 
and in man (male and 
female) formed by Hi.m. 

Eddy 
Tc> conclude Life, 

Love, and Truth are at­
tributes of a personal 
Doity, implies. there 
is s.omething in person 
superior to Principle. 
What is the person of 
God? He has no per­
sonality, for this 
would imply intelli­
gence in matt er; the 
body of God is the 
idea given of. HiJJt in 
the harmonious universe, 
and male and female 
fomed by Him.53 
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Since Lieber wrote before Mrs. ID:idy, it is evident m o copied from 

whom. 'lhe concept of God in Christian Science is certainly not 

unique. Mrs. Eddy, following Quir..tby's mistake in regard to an ideal­

istic view of the universe, purloined Hegel's concept 0f God as pro­

poW1ded by Lieber, added qu.alities or e;1110tion, arrl came up with the 
, 

God of Christian Science. From the general observation that Mrs. 

:Eddy's God is· pantheistic, one can narrow her concept dovm to llew 

England Hegelian Idealism. 

The third v1idespread concept ~f God with which Christian Science 

shows af'fini ty is that or Upanishad Hincluis..'ll. It is qrl.te probable · 

that J.lrs. Eddy never read or studied this oriental philosophy., but 

a presentation of its concept or God 8hows the antiquity of Christian 

Science's Deity, as Snowden. points outs 

53. ~ • .,. P• 7/. 



••• r,hereas Oriental pantheism resolves the objective 
world into deceitful ·appearance or unreal illusion. It 
is obvious that Mrs. Edcly's pantheism.,•••• belongs to 
the Oriental type,•••• especially that or India.54 

In Hinduism God, or Brahma, has been defined: 

'!'he absolute., infinite, eternal, omnipresent., imper­
sonal, i.11describably, neuter Being. It may also be desig­
nated as spirit., a ,·1orld soul, into which the individual 
soul iG to be mcrged.55 

And again Haigh, a leadini s ·cholar on Hinduism., says: 

Brahma alone, a spirit., essentially ej(j_stent., intel­
ligent., a nd joy, void of all q.ialities and all acts, ••• , 
all besides himsel f , tho entire :-1.niverse., io false., that 
is to say, is nothing whatsoever. Neither has it. existed., 
nor does it nov1 axtst., nor vdll it exist at fil1Y time in 
t he future. And the soul is one mth Brahma.5o 
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Certainly Cru•istian Science's concept of God is identical with the 

God of PJ.nduism. 'rhere is a complete denial of matter in both reli­

gions; not hing exists in Brahmisr.a except Brahma, the ·world soul., and 

"l.he sa1.i1e is true of Christia n Science, only llrs. Eddy's "God II is not 

named Brahma. The one difference evident in Christian Science and 

Hinduism ie the manner in r1hich they attempt to describe God; Christ­

ian Science tries to do it positively by ascribing positive attributes 

to God by using abstract nouns expressing good qualities and e,nds by 

making such nouns as Good, love., etc. the veey essence of the Deity. 

The Upanishads avoid this difficulty by approaching the problem. neg­

atively,; they sa::,, "Brahma is not this or that ••• (The Self is described 

as No., No.) 1157 Their difficulty is that they end by denying God for 

all practical purposes., and He, Brahma., literally beco:nes an acadamic 

54. Snowden, £2• ~., P• 158. 
55. R. E .. ·Hume., ·I!!!. World's Living Religions, P• 24. 
56. Henry Hai.eh, §9.!!!!. Leading Ideas ,2! Hinduism, P• 46. 
57. W. James, Varieties g! Religious Exq,erience, P• 4].6. 
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question and nothing moro. Mro. Eddy's concept of God 15 c.pparent 

in the OrientfJ. philosophy of the Hindu Upanishads. Ura. Eddy's 

claim that hor God is unique is a falsity. 

There are five other parallel concepts of God r,hich have some 

point of affi nity with., or innuonce on., that of Divine Science, 

that l"Jhich are not identical in every detail. Dual.lsm., or Uan­

ichaei:.m as it is sometimes terme,l, v,ith its two prindples of evil 

and eood, is ver-3 definitbJ.J' reflected in the God of Christian Science. 

To judge only i'rom appearances., notlu.ng seems farther 
from the truth tha.n an identification or Christian Science., 
with i ts :insistence on tho One-ness of C',od, and Uanichaeism1 
with its duellsm of the two irreconcilable and eternal 
iJrinciples of Good. and Evil; and yet., is not Mrs. Eddy's 
anomalous t ea.chine concerning mru.icious animal megnetism, 
v,hich is practically omnipotent, the nearest approach to 
!Janichneism?58 

I n her Tirit:i.nes !!.rs. Eddy eJ-.'Presses her belief in the ev-ll pm'Jer 

of anin~. magnetism. 

Doubters of existence of the evil of mental mal­
practice.,. animal magnetism, sneerers at the probability 
or its methods, will at no distant day have their eyes 
sharply opened.59 

~ husband's death ras caused by malicious animal 
magnetism_ ... ! know it lias poison thut~illed him, not. 
material poison., hut mesmeric poison. 

Ia there any doubt that the author or Christian Science reeognizes 

a potent evil force in the universe that is opposed to the one Beina., 

Who is All-in-all? or course this is contradictory to the claim of 

Divine Science that there is only good and no evil in existence. 

58. Bellwal.d$ 22~ cit., P• 175. 
59. Mdy~ Retrospection~ Introspection, P• 72. 
(;J). Rtl~y., Peabody., Hwniston., 1ll! Faith, Falsi t;y,. ~ Fail&! 

~ Christian S9ience, P• J.12. 
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But the tact remains that Mrs. Eddy recognized this evil wh.1.ch opposed 

God and man. The principles of good anGi avil are irreconcilable in 

her !ltind, and IJ.S sho statas God cannot create or parrd.t evil, then 

we must draw the conclusio11 that she holds a dua!J.Gtic view of the 

11orld. It is to be rem.antbered, though, that she has sections in her· 

viork::i ,'?here she denies evil and ani.11al .magnetism altogether. "Animal 

magnetism has no basis. It is an illusion.1161 "The foundation ot 

evil is W .d on belief in s c.mething besides Goc1.1162 This is an 

o.xample of one of the inconsistencies "Rith which one must ,.ork when 

eJromining religious concepts in Divine Science. 

Christian Science, in so far as it accepts animal magnetism, 

mtiat be classed as dualistic .manichaeism. 

Shakerism is a religious sect, vihich v1hile having no ~portant 

or positive connection with Christian Science, does contain some 

ideas concerning the Doity Tihich are reflected ill Hrs. Eddy' a concept 

of Ct0d in Divine Science. Snowden points out this resemblance. 

/,t ea&t Canterbu;t•y, H. H., within five ra.ilefl or ~lton, 
l..!a1•y Baker Eddy's child.hocxl home, wa.:J the m.'lin co:,if!\unity 
of Shakers, a oect founded by Aru1 Lee ... .-mule Sllakerism 
and Christian Science are not closely related, they have 
points of affinity and cont.:i.ct. Toe Shakers have alliay& 
prayed to 110ur Father and Uother vdrl.ch art in heaven." 
• •• The Shakers rnade the claim that Ann Lee via.a inspired; 
Mrs. Eddy made the same claim. 63 

Like Ann Loe, the founder or Shakerism, Mary Baker Eddy places great 

eraphasis on the fiminine in the Deity. In her Rey to Scriptures she 

defines the Scriptural oord "Mother" ass "God; di vine and eterna1 

Principle; Life, Love, and Truth."64 Her paraphrase of the Lord's 

61. &idy, ~. -cit., P• 73. 
62. Eddy, Science !!;!!S Health, P• 92. 
63. Snonden, ~. ~ • ., P• 17. 
64. FAdy, Science !!!! Health, P• 593. 
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Prayor is a..~other exm:111le: "Our Fath~~~other Go<l ••• n65 Again and 

again in her vn"i tings Mrs. Fddy brings out the womanhood of God. 

In the same way she stresses the importance of woman over aga:L'lSt 

man. "Woman is the hi~est species of man ••• n66 "He nho has i'aith 

in wor'lAn' s special adaptability to lead on Christian Scienca.1167 

Divine Science places a definite i mportance on the f'emini.ne. It 

cannot be proven that Hrs. Eddy copied from Ann Loe, but it cer­

tainly deserves attention because of tho proximlty or Shak0rism's 

birth place to L!rn. l:-:d.dy' s home and the similar ideas concerning the 

.feminine in the Deity and importance of woman to the spiritual pro­

gress of r.)an. 

Mrs. Eddy lived at a time in Nm1 Enaland when philosophical 

societies \<Jere the fashion of the day; it was the time of men such 

as Emerson, Clarke, Lieber, and others. It is extreme:ly doubtful 

that one can prove a relationship_ between the thought.a of a man like· 

F.merson and those of Mrs. Eddy., but 1n view· of the religious trends 

of tho tirn.e; it is interesting to note how the "unique" God of lfrs. 

Eddy is q~ito 001.tmon to the current thought .of her ~. It is not 

at all itnprobabl;e that Urs. Eddy absorbed some of the current philo­

aopbiea1. thoughts .• 68 This. seams to be true especially of Ralph Wal.do 

Emerson's concept, of God. He v;rote 1 

Mea.J1time ,dthin man is the soul of the \?hole.,. .... , 
the eternal ONE. • •• ite see the \,orld piece by piece.,. as 
the sun, the moon, ••• ., but the whole of which these are 
shining parts.,. is the sot\l.. • •• God comes to us .-ii thout 

65 • . Ibid .. , p. 16 
66. F.ddy~ Unity £!.Good, P• 8. 
67. Eddy, Ulacellanqous Writings .• P• 210. 
68. Sn<mden, 22• cit., p •. 15~ 
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a boll. That is as t.horo io no screen or cei ling 
botwe e..'1 out" head and the -inf'inito ho.1.vens, so is there 
110 ba1• or wall in tho sou.1., 1:here n.:m., the etfoct 
coaaes, and God, ·the ca.use, beg.insu .. We lio open ... to 
all the attributos or God .... Tho si uplest 

0
,2erson, who is 

his integrity worships God., becomos God. \.J 

2.3 

As Snowdon says, Emeroon went past tho current philosophers of his 

day to the pantheistic Over-soul. 70 Emerson claimad that God is the 

eternal One, t.he soul that pervades the entire uni·.,erse. He did not 

deny a malierial universe, true., but he did make of God a pantheistic 

Over-soul, a point in which Mrs. Eddy follor;ed him in her "ill-in-all"• 

Re merges God and man, so there is no line of demarcation between God 

and man, and Mrs. Eddy does liko\'liise. E)nerson states man is one with 

God, mo.."l becomes God by mer.:ily desirin.g to be Rim; so does llrs. Eddy. 

11Separated from man, \\ho e}(J)resses Soul; Spirit. would be a nonentity; 

man divorced from Spirit, would lose his entity.n7l Both Emerson and 

F..ddy present the sam.a pantheistic view of God, a r,orld Over-soul, the 

Divine Mind that fills al.t-in-all. It is rather doubtful whether Hrs. 

Eddy• s concept of God at t.he time of Emerson would have been labeled 

unique. 

Christian Science presents similarity to Gnostici~w. uith its 

concept of God. Gnosticio.~ so.yo tr.n:t God i~ tho centro.1. B3i."lg from 

1.'1hom all other bei113s - angels, nan., cl.l creation - f l0i1 as rays 

from tho sun. Thess "ra:,rs" ar::! named aeons or e.11anatioM. Like 

Gnostic1sm Hrs . Eddy says: "The sun sand::; forth li3ht., but :iot 

stmS; so GorJ reflects Himself, or lilnd, bot does not subdivide 

69. Ralph w. »uerson, Emerson's Essays, P• 262. 
70. Snonden, 22• ~., P• 16. 
71. Eddy; Science~ Health. P• 471 • 
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·-.t-1 ,.72 nd • 
ilu.uu.. • , a a5a:i..n . she says t "Ma.11 is not God, but like 2, rrq or 
light : ih.icl'l comes f rom t he s un, .man., tho outco:ne of' God, ranects 

God. ,,73 Han and the universe :t.n Christ,ian Science ls an ,:1m..."'-1ation 

from Goel; they are the ideas of God projected from Himself. God 

is the "Sun" or origin of the universal ideas of aeons. 

So, like1:·1ise, is it easy to s ee some analogr 
between the Gnostic Aeons that emanc::.te .from God,. and 
Mrs .. F.ddy1·s conception of the divine ideas., much are 
t hor oughly sp:ltl tua.1. 74 

God i n Chr istian Science is a .source. £rom tvhich .fl.OVJ the thoughts 

or aeons 1·,hich compose t he universe and man. This is i dentical. 

,11th t he God of Gnosticism. Hrs. Edcty makes God an emanating Prin­

ciple. 75 

Thin may not be all the sources or parallel reJJ .. gious systems 

from nhich Hr s . Eddy derived or 1••oproduo~d her concept of God., 76 

but it demonstrates juat how un.i:.~10 her ideru.. are and ho>'J Scripturalt 

Bcllt:ald accur:.ltely summa:i:-izes t ho sources of Hrs. Eddy's tenets t 

Tho t1•uth is that Christian Science cannot bo iden­
tified with any one heresy, eithor ancient or modom, though 
u:id.oubtedl.v it has i ncorporo.ted ela.'?t9nt.n t hat ,iere dis­
tinctive of ancient sects-' a.s \.,eli as •• · •. aodern _thoU[~ht. 77 

72. Eddy, R0tro~mect.:ton ~ Intro::;pcptiort, p. 71. 
7:,., Eddy, Science !!:!!4, Health, pp. 249.-,,250 .. 
74. Bollvie.lcl., .9.2 • .9.2:i., p •. 175. 
75. Fddy,: 22• cit, P• 112. . 
76. See Sno·;-ll1en, Op. cit., p. 78. Snoi'lden po·l nts out that Urs. 

Eddy's whole system., including her concept of God, ,'las not original., 
but t~at she obt,ained virtually ever ything fron the Qulraby llanuscripts. 

77. Bel1"1ald, ~. c~t • 



II. The Trinity 

Actually llrs~ &idy has no doctrine of the Trinity, but the 

Bit1e does, and to show the antithesis between Yrs. Eddy's concept 

o! God and the Bible's, it is necessary to examine her peculiar ex­

pl.anation of the Trinity in the light ot Scripture. 

The Bible presents the doctrine ot the Triune God, as three dis­

tinct Persons in one God-head;78 there i:s only one God,79 but there 

are three separate Persons in that God-head,, which the Christian Church 

names tho Trinity. The Father is God, but He is not the Son nor the 

Holy SpiritJ80 the Son is God, but He ls not the Father nor th;1 Roly 
81 · . 

Spirit; the Holy Spirit is God, but He is neither the Father nor 

the Son,82 yet there is only one true God. The Bible also ascribeo 

cartel.in works to the different Persons of the Trinity. This is not 

done to the complete exclusion ot the other Persons in all. cases,83 

but in some works one may not ascribe a v10rk which is ascribed to 

one Person of the Trinity to all.. For SJCSmple, the redemption ac­

complished by the son, Jesus, is not ascribed to the Father or the 

Holy Ghost. The Son, Jesus, suffered antl died tor the sins or the 

78. Gen. lt26,27; Is. 5415; Pe. 11011; Matt. 28119. 
79. Deut. 6a4; John lOa,30. 
SO. John l.5126; John l5a9; John 5t3) .. 
81. John 3al6; John 20t28; John lll.8 .• 
82. John 14126; Ram. S.a9; Acts 5,24. 
83. See the creation account in Genesis I and the use of the He­

brew term, Elohim, for God. The word is in the plural and yet states 
there is one God, one-Elohim. This is certainly' a good proof tor the 
doctrine or the Trinity. 
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world, not the Father or the Holy' Spirit.84 

Divine Science does not accept the doctrine of the Trinity as 

presented in the Bible. Urs. Eddy gives the fall.owing definition 

of the Trinity. 

The theory of the three persons in om God ( that is, 
a personal Trinity, Tri-unity) suggests polytheism, rather 
than the one ever-present I AM • .,. 85 

IJ.re, Truth., and Love constitute. the triune Person 
called God.~.God the Father-Mother; Christ the spiritual 
idea of sonship; divine Science or the Holy Comforter. 

Christian Science opposes the doctrine of' the Trinity., a cle-ar 

teaching of the· Bible., and yet insists it is in harmony with all 

Script:,ure. The Son, Jesus., is nothing more than a spiritual ide·a 

of God., not God Himself. There is no third Person of the Trinity as 

the Holy Ghost; the third Person of the Trinity is simply the body ot 

knowledge contained in the writings of Mrs. Eddy, her Divine Science. 

The claim of Christian Science that its definition of God is in agree-. 
-

ment with Scripture is false. The only concept; in Christian Science 

that is related to the Biblical doctrine of the Trinity in an;r W&T 

is .Mrs. Eddy's use or the three abstract nouns to define God. 

The etemal Elohim .... is in the plw-al., but this 
plurality of Spirit does not· iJnply more than one God~ 
nor does it imply three persons in oneJ it relatil' to the 
oneness., the tri-unity or Life, Love., and Truth • . 

To Mrs. Eddy the term Trinity and the passages or words in the Bib1e 

which speak or the three-in-one God merely refer to the inter-rela-
. . 

tionship of the three nounsi -LU'e, Love., Truth. Ca.n there be a lllOre 

clear ~enial of the doctrine of the Trinity? 

84. Matt. Z/t46; Boin. 5ilO. 
85. Eddy, Science !!!5!, Heal.th, p. 2;6. 
86. ~., P• 331.l 
87. Ibid • ., P• 515. . 
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III. 

An e~mmination of the Persons of the Christian 
Tr1.ni t y in relation to tho works generally ascribed to 
t he individual. Persons by the Scriptures 

27 

Since the Goel of Di vine Scionce is pa.'ltheistic, an oxarnination 

of its con~ept or the universe is necessary to clearly understand 

how !!r s . Eddy has dented God as the Creator of tho universe and .manJ 

a."ld not only denied the physical. universe and physical man, but has 

declared t he Biblical act of creation an act contrary to the "'ill 

. of' God and an act that -.·;ould destroy His ve17 Being. 

Script,ure teaches ·that the uni veroe and raan are . cr-eations 

of God and therefore apart and distinct from. God the Creator. 

Genesis l teachee very clearly a r .eal, tangible, physical uni.verse. 

l he Bible t akes for gi·anted the existence of matte1· as real and dis­

tinctly separate from the Creator. 88 Furthermore, God~ said, ''God 

saw everything that He had made, ana.1 beholc., it was ve:ry good.1189 

He plac.ed His stamp of' approval upon the material uni verse and man. 

In the Scriptures the.re is no placing D1a.tter, per se, as an opposites, 

an enemy, a contradiction to God. Tho universe is not o. reflection 

nor an emanation from God; for God c1--eated the Wlivcrse and all that. 

is in it out of nothing by the word of His pcmer. 90 Even the final · 

88. Gen. l., Rab. 11:3, II Peter 3tlO. 
89. Gen. 1,31.. 
90 •. Hep. J.1:3, Gen. l:l • 
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destruction of the wdverse on the Day of Judgment. is pictured 88 

a material disintegration or the present universe.91 'lbe universe 

or the Scriptures is not spiritual., it is material. 

In the Scriptures the person of man is rm terial as well as 

spiritual. "And the Lord God formed :nan of the dust. or tho ground."92 

n ••• for out of it (ground) v,ast thou taken; for dust thou art, and 

unto dust shalt thou retum. 1193 The physical body of man in the 

Bible is a very real thing. Man is also distinct !rom God; he is 

not of one essence vtl.th God. llan is a creature .fow.ied by Goe'. and 

dependent ~ix>n God for e?.i.ot.ence and preservation. 94 

Christi.all Science states that God the Father is not the Orea.tor 

of a .material uniYe1'se; there is no matter for matter is the opposite 

of God, and all that really GJd.sts is God.. Urs. Eddy defines aa.tter 

asa 

llythology, ••• illusion; ••• the opposite of God; 
that v1hich immortal Mind takes no cognizance; that 
which mortal mind sees, feels, hears, tastes, and smells 
only in belier.95 

And again she aaysa 

••• IJ.fe, Love6 and Truth are this trinity in unity, 
and their universe !! spiritual.. peopled with perfect 
beings, ••• of l'd1ich our material univorse and men are 
counterfi ts• 96 

Divine Science denies that God has or cculd create a mnterial universe 

filled with physical people. The universe is solely spiritual in Mrs. 

91. n Peter JalO, ?Aatt. 24129. 
92 .. Gen. 2:7 .. 
9.S. Gen • .3"fl9. 
94. Gen·. 2. 
95. ~dy., Science ~ Health, P• 591. 
96. Eddy', Rudimental Divine Science, P• 4. 
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Fddy's thinldng. uan, \1ho thinks he omells, tastes, feels., etc., 

is only the object of mental illusion., all physical senses are 

im.a.,,..,lnary. Further., she states that if there wero such a thing aa 

matter., it would be the anti-thesis of God., a thing which God could 

not create; for in so doing, God would deny Himself. Here Mra. 

Fddy identifies God and the universe as in pa.ntheiaa. 97 Her con­

cept of !!l.9.ll is similar. Mrs. .Edcly makes man, God. " ••• man is idea, 

the im.age., ot Love, he is not physique; he is the compound .idea ot 

God.1198 "The groat mistak_E' of mortals is to suppose that man., ••• , 

is both matter and Spirit .• 1199 In Divine Science there is no physical 

entity of man; he ls nothing but e. spiritual thought., an idea in the 

Doi t y . Jus t v;hat is meant by the tena ''comoound idea" is i mpossible 

to asce1"tu:tn. Along 'l'lith Mrs. Eddy's insistence on the spirit11al 

ess ence of man is al.so t he idea of the inseparability of man from 

God, they - God and man - are 5?.!12, ~ei_ng. 

Separated from man, who ~xprease.s Soul, Spirit 
would be a nonentity; man divorced from Spirit., l'IOuld. 
los e his entity.100 , 

In Di-vine Science nan is part of God. God i·d.thout J:ta?l rould cease 

to exist. 

Continuing our definition of 1nan, let us re.member 
that harmonious and immortal man has existed .f'orever •••. J.Ol 

llrs. Eddy o~ t~at man has al.ways erlsted with God. from all eternity 

and that man has always been a perfect being. "~rtal. man is 

. . 
9•1. FAdy,. W.scellaneous, p.· 173. 

;·98. .&ldy:# Science ~!!!!,. HeeJ.th; P• 1{15. 
99. ~ • ., P• 21.6 •. 

l.00. ~~, P• 47"/. 
101~ ~., P•· :J)2. 
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cc-e:xist,ont and co-eternal ui.th that m.in;:t. 11102 In Christ~.n Science 

one cani."'lol:. supar.:i.te man .t'ro;1t Goel. Doth arc on.o, l 1nrrr.oniou~ ~\ind, 

SovJ., Spirit eyJ.sting from all eternity. J ru1 io Goe. IU...:.solf i.n 

Chrls·t.ian Science. 

Since t he concept of Goel in Divine Science is pant.heistic., a 

.further di~cusoion of the relationship of the concept of the universe 

in pantheia~ and Christian Science is UP-~ecezsury; the identification 

bet,·ieen the t 1:;o sy3tems ,·ias v:ell cover ed in the beginning of the paper 

when di ncussing God .-cl.thout His relation to the tmiversc. A .. "l examin­

ation oi' the concept of the nriiverso in pt.mtheism is mcl'!e ropetition 

of' the concept of God as both are identical. .Bellriaj..d su.nr.~ri~~s 

~!rs • .Edrly 1 n position quite 1:ioll. '•(Mrs. Eddy) m.a.inta:i.ns a pruithe-

is·t.ic conception of' the uni.verse> ... , call it idealistic pantheism, 

••• ,, bt1.t pantheism., just the same. ,,J..0.3 Tho concept of the uni verse 

and man in Hegelian Idealis.:i1., as in pantheism, identif'ie~ God. and. 

the urJ.verse. Any le11Gthy discussion of the relE..tionship betv~en 

Christain Science's concept and Hegel's V."Ottl.d be re~titious as in 

that of pantheism. Several qnotRtions rd.11 derwnstrate the similfJ,rity 

betw?en Mrs. :&l.dy and Hegel as propounded by Lieg_er. "That Spirit 

propagates matter, ••• ,. is morally impossible. 'l'he Prir.tciplo of 

science ·is Goo, not matter."l04 Mrs. F.cldy•s plagiarism is evident; 

both Rogel and .F.,dciy dez:i.y the prJssi'bilit,y that God ~o·uld :produce matter 

or oven coexist with matter. The universe is purely a spiritual idea 

of Goel. Mrs. !tidy copies her concept of ·1rie.n almost mrd for oord 

102. ~., p. 336. 
lOJ. Bellwald:, 212• .si•., P• 64 .. 
104. Hausha...lte:i:-, QR .. .£!l., p .• 23. 



from Hegel. as pref:entod by Lieber. 

. llo.n cannot be separated from Idea a."ld therefo1•<J 
soul and body, God a.~d ma.~ ara impr,saible.105 

Since man., ••• ., 1'3 the only true Reflection of Goo, 
then i f ma'1 were not., God rmuld bo not. Separate fi'om 
man who expreases God, Spirit v,ould be a non-entity.106 

Both Regelianism and llrs. Eddy deny the existence of a material in­

dividual ronn; man - · God's spiritual thought or reflection - and Goc:1 

a:t'e one and the same · Being. 

The conc.ept of the universe and man in Upa."l1ahad Hinduism is 

consistent tdth Christian Science. "• •• and finally there is illusor;y, 

phenomenal e:xists."1ce ••• , ul07 "'l"he entire universe, ••• ., is known as 

illusion.nl.OS Christian Science agrees perfectly with this' Oriental 

ph.llosophy in negatii."'lg tho ey.istence of matter and mald.ng Brahma the 

All-in-all • 

• • • the safe existence of Brah.'ilB. disci.sses f!'rery thing 
else into ••• real.itios. II is, to use a uord of Hegel's, 
pure unrelieved acosmiam. 09 

Ha.igh, a scholar on Upanisha.d Hinduism., not only shov,s the similarit7 

botween Divine Science and Upanishad rld.losophy, but ev3n der.ionstratea 

the connect ion cl.th Hogolianism.. Even in the concept vf man in Upan­

ishadism the similar! ty 1-;i th Christian Scienco continues. 

· ••• man is alJ. his oualities and capabilities and 
acl:.ivit,ies in the illus~ry creation of the illusory 
Isvara. But ~~g and nobody ••• or per~nal ;;ian· is, 
excep'I. Brahma. 

105. Haushalter, Qla • .£!,i., P• ,38. 
106 •. Ibid., P• 94. 
107. Haigh, Q,;ra. cit., p. SO .. 
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llO. Haigh, Q.e. • .9.ll,., P• 103. 



That soul (Drahr.ia.); that thou art. ,·,110-
everJ:fus knows., 'I am Brahma'., beccrnes this 
fill. 

b.very man is Dra.hma or God. The physico.l body of oan is illusion., 

pha.l'ltasy. Each man or soul must ultimately · say., 11! a:. God (Brahma)". 

There is little cloubt that llrs. Eddy's All-in-all., which i.1clucles 

God., univel'ae, anc1 man., is the Brahma of Hinduism. 

Gnos'i:,icis.'11 is a11ot he1· c1ntecedent to Christia.11 Science when ax­

&llining t 10 concept of the universe and Man. 

Jul Gnostic systems are based on a kind of Dualis.il 
of God and matter. But with·tho Platonists some regard 
matter as unreal and ,1ithout form.ll.2 

So, lil<e,;ise, is it easy to s ee some analoQ' between 
tho Gnostic aeons that emanate from Cod., and Yrs. E<l.dy's 
c.oncoption_or the divine ideas., \•1hich ore thoroughly 
spiritual.1.1.3 · 

llor concept of man is also typically' gnostic. 

Man is the reflection or Soul ••• L!an is not God, 
but like a ray of light viliich comes from the swi., rnan., 
t he outcome of God, reflects God.ll4 

In e.xrr.ri nine the concept of God in Christian Science in ralation 

to the Scriptures and comparing it with other religious syst6Jil3., one 

l"Oaches the conchi.sion t.hD.t pantheism is the basic tenet of l!rs. Edccy-'s 

rellgior.. Her panthoism is then reproduced in various concepts or 
pantheism such as Hegellanism, Upanishad Hinduism, some el8lilents ot 

Gnosticism, etc. Divine Science's conc·ept of the Person of God is 

certainly not Scriptural nor is it unique in any manner. 

llJ.. ~., P• .109. 
ll2. KUl"Z, Church Historx, P• 96. 
113. Bellnald, . .Qa. gll,., p .. 175 .. 
llJ,.. Eddy, Science !!$1 Hoalth, P• 249-50. 


