Concordia Seminary - Saint Louis

Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary

Bachelor of Divinity Concordia Seminary Scholarship

5-1-1949

The Concept of God in Chrisitian Science

George R. Kraus
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, ir_krausg@csl.edu

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv

O‘ Part of the Religious Thought, Theology and Philosophy of Religion Commons

Recommended Citation

Kraus, George R., "The Concept of God in Chrisitian Science" (1949). Bachelor of Divinity. 308.
https://scholar.csl.edu/bdiv/308

This Thesis is brought to you for free and open access by the Concordia Seminary Scholarship at Scholarly
Resources from Concordia Seminary. It has been accepted for inclusion in Bachelor of Divinity by an authorized
administrator of Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary. For more information, please contact
seitzw(@csl.edu.


















following documents demonstrate this fact.

Lieber

To conclude that
Life, Love, and Truth
are attributes of a
personal Deity implies
there is something in
Person superior to
Principle. that then,
is the person of God?
Hegel makes clear that
He has no personality
as we harrowly view por-
sonality, for thia would
imply intelligence in
matter, The body of
God is the Idea given
Him in the harmonious
order of the nniverse
and in man (male and
female) formed by Him.

Eddy

To conclude Life,
Love, and Truth are at-
tributes of a personal
Deity, implies there
is something in person
superior to Principle,
ithat is the person of
God? He has no per-
sonality, for this
would imply intelli-
gence in matter; the
body of God is the
idea given of Him in
the harmonious universe,
and male and female
formed by Him,53

Since Lieber wrote before Mrs. Iddy, it is evident vho copied frem

whom. The concept of God in Christian Science 1s certainly not

unique. Mrs. Eddy, following Quimby's mistake in regard to an ideal-

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

pounded by Iicber, added qualities of emotion, and came up with the

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

Eddy's God is pantheistic, one can narrow her concept down to Hew

England Hegelian Idealism.

. The third widespread concept of God with which Christian Science

shows affinity is that of Upanishad Hinduism. It is cuite probable

that Mrs, Eddy never read or studied this oriental philosophy, but

a presentation of its concept of God shows the antiquity of Christian

Science's Deity, as Snowden points out:

53. MQ-, Pe 3.
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ssovhereas Oriental pantheism resolves the objective
world into deceitful appearance or unreal illusion, It
is obvious that lMrs. Eddy's pantheism; ..., belongs to
the Oriental type, s« ©specially that of India.’k

In Hinduism God, or Brahma, has been defined:

The absolute, infinite, eternal, brmipresent, imper-
gonal, indescribably, neuter Being. It may also be desig-
nated as spirit, a wor%d soul, into which the individual
goul is to be mergad.s

And again Haigh, a leading scholar on Hinduism, says:

Brahma alone, a spirit, essentially existent, intel-
ligent, and joy, void of all cualities and all acts, ««e,
all besides himsclf, the entire universe, is false, that
is to say, is nothing whatsoever, HNeither has it existed,
nor does it now exist, nor will it exist at anfar time in
the future. And the soul is one with Brahma,?

Certainly Christian Science's concept of God is identical with the

God of Hinduism. There is a complete denial of matter in both reli-
glons; nothing exists in Brahmism except Brahma, the world soul, and
the same is true of Christian Science, only Mrs, Eddy's "God" is not
named Brahma. The one difference evident in Christian Seience and
Hinduism is the manner in which they attempt to describe God; Christ-
ian Science tries to do it positively by ascribing positive attributes
to God by using abstract nouns expressing goocd gualities and ends by
making such nouns as Good, Love, etc. the very essence of the Deity.
The Upanishads avoid this difficulty by approaching the problem neg-
atively; they say, "Brahma is not this or that...(The Self is described
as No, No.)"?7 Their difficulty is that they end by denying God for

all practical purposes, and He, Brahma, literally becomes an acadamic

5L. Snowden, 9_2. Qé-_t_-, Pe 158,

55+ Re E. Hume, The World's Livingz Religions, p« 24
56, Henry Haigh, Some Leading Ideas of Hinduism, p. 46.
57. W, James, Varieties of Religious Experiencs, p. 416.
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question and nothing more. kra. fddy's concept of God is apparent
in the Orlental philosophy of the Hindu Upanishads. lrs., Eddy's
claim that hor Ged is unique is a falsity,

There are five other parallel doncepts of God which have some
point of affinity with, or influence on, that of Divine Sciencs,
that which are not identical in every detail, Dualism, or Man-
ichaeism as it is sometimes termed, with its two principles of evil
and good, is very definitely reflected in the Cod of Christian Science.

To judge only from appearances, nothing secms farther
from the truth than an identificatien of Christian Science,
with its insistence on the One-ness of God, and ifanichaeism,
with its dualism of the two irreconcilable and eternal
principles of Good and Evil; and yet, is not Mrs. ¥ddy's
anemaleus Leaching concerning malicicus animal megnetism,
which is practically omnipotent, the nearest approach to

Manichaeism??

In her writings ¥rs. Eddy expresses her belief in the evil power
of animal magnetism,

Doubters of existence of the evil of mental mal-

practice, animel magnetism, sneerers at the probability
of its methods, will at no distant day have their eyes

sharply opaned.59
My husband's death was caused by malicious animal.
magnetisme...I know it was poison that 6}6i.lled him, not
material poison, but mesmeric poison.
Is there any doubt that the author of Christian Science recognizes
a potent evil force in the universe that is opposed to the one Being,
Who is All-in=-all? Of course this is contradictory to the claim of

Divine. Seience that there is eonly good and no evil in existence,

58, Bellwald, Ope. 2&0, Pe 175,

59. Eddy, Retrospection and Introspection, p. 72.
60. Riley, Peabody, Humiston, The Faith, Falsity, and Failure

of Christian Science, p. 112.
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But the fact romains that Mrs. Eddy recognized this evil which opposed
God and man. The principles of good and cvil are irreccncilable in
her mind, and as she states God cannot create or pewit evil, then
we must draw the conclusion that she holds a dvalistic view of the
vorld, It 1s to be remembered, though, that she has sections in her
works where she denies evil and animal magnetism altogether. "Animal
magnetisn has no basis. It is an illus:i.on."61 "The foundation of
evil is lajd on belief in scmething besides God."62 This is an
example cf one of the inconsistencies with which one must work when
examining religious concepts in Divine Science,

Christian Science, in so far as it accepts animal magnetism,
must be classed as dualistic manichaeism,

Shakerism is a religious sect, which while having no important
or positive connection with Christian Science, does contain some
ideas concerning the Ueity which are reflected in lrs, Eddy's concept
of God in Uivine Science., Snowden points out this resemblence,

At east Cainterbury, He Hey within five miles of Tilton,

Mary Baker REddy's childhood home, waz the main community

of Shakers, a sect {ounded by Anin Lees..thile Shakerism

and Christian Science are not closely related, they have

points of affinity and contact. The Shakers have always

prayed to "Cur Father and lMother which art in heaven."

eseThe Shakers made the claim g%at Ann Lee was inspired;

Mrs. Eddy made the same claim,

Iike Ann Lee, the founder of Shakerism, Mary Baker Eddy places great
emphasis on the fiminine in the Deity. In her Key to Scriptures she
defines the Scriptural word "Mother"™ ass "God; divine and eternal

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

6l. Eddy, Cps cit., pe 73.

62, Eddy, Science and Health, p. 92.
63. anden, -C'_'Qo 2&., Pe 170

6k Eddy, Science and Health, p. 593.
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Prayor is another exammle: "Our Father-lMother God..."65 Azain and
again in her writings Mrs, FEddy brings out the womanhood of God,

In the same way she stresses the importance of woman over against
man. "oman is the highest specles of man...“66 "He who has faith
in womants special adaptability to lead on Christian Scienca."67
Divine Science places a deﬁni’c.e importance on the feminine. It
cannot be proven that lirs. Eddy copied from Ann Loe, but it cer-
tainly deserves attantion because of the proximity of Shakeriam's
birth place to Mrs. Fddy's home and the similar ideas concerning the
feminine in the Deity and importance of woman to the spiritual pro-
gress of man.

H¥rs. Eddy lived at a time in New England when philosophical
societies were the fashion of the day; it was the time of men such
as Emerson, Clarke, Lieber, and others. It is extremely doubtful
that one can prove a relationship between the thoughts of a man like
Emerson and thoaa-of Mrs. Eddy, but in view of the religlous trends
of the time, it is interesting to note how the "unique" God of lirs.
Eddy is quite cosmon to the current thought of her day. It is not
at all improbable thet Mrs. Eddy absorbed some of the current philo-
sophical. thoughts«®® This seems to be true especially of Ralph ¥aldo
Emerson's concept of God. He wroté:

Meantime {:-ithin man is the soul of the whole; eesy
the etornal ONE. <..'e see the world piece by piece, as

the sun, the moon, +..; but the whole of which these are
shining parts, is the souls «..God comes to us without

65+ Ibid., p. 16
66. Eddy, ’Gnitz Q_g__GQOd, Ps 8.

67. Bddy, Miscellaneous Writings, p. 210.
68. Sﬂcﬂdm’ 920 _cé-_to, Pe 15-
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a bell. That is as there is no screen or ceiling
between our heads and the infinlto heavens, so ig there
no bar or wall in the soul, where man, the effect
coases, and God, the cause, begins,.,Ve lie open,,.to
all the attributes of Gods..The simplest person, who is
his integrity worships God, becomes God.6
As Snowden says, Imerson went past the current philosophers of his
day to the pantheistic Over-soul.’® Emerson claimed that God is the
eternal One, the soul that pervades the entire universe. He did not
deny a material universe, true, but he did meke of God a pantheistic
Over-soul, a point in which Mrs, Eddy followed him in her "All-in-all",
He merges God and man, so there is no lihe of demarcation betwesn God
and man, and Mrs, Zddy does likewise, FEmerson statea man is one with
God, man becomes God by merely desiring to be Himj so does irs., Eddy.
"Separated from man, who expresses Soul, Spirit would be a nonentitys;
man divorced from Spirit, would lose his entit-y."'?l Both Emerson and :

Fddy present the same pantheistic view of God, a world Over-soul, the

Divine Mind that fills all- + It is rather doubtful whether Mrs, :
Eddy's concept of God at the time of Emerson would have been labeled
unique.

Christian Seience presents similarity to Gnosticism with its
concept of God. Cnosticism says that God iz the central Baeing from
whom all octhsr beings - angels, man, 2ll creation - flow as rays
from the sun. These "rays" arz named acons or emanations. Like
Gnosticism Mrs. Eddy says: "The sun sexds forth lizht, but not

suns; so God reflects Himself, or lind, bot does not subdivide |

69. Ralph W. Emerson, Emerson's Essays, p. 262.
T70. Snowden, Cp. cit., pe 16
71. Eddy, Science and Health, p. 477




nd.nd..."72, and azain she says: "fan is not God, but like 2 ray of
Light which comes f{rom the sun, moen, tho outcome of God, raflects
Goda"73 3ian and the universe in Christian Science is an emsaztion
from Gods they are the ideas of God projécted from Himself. God
is the "Sun" or origin of the universal ideas of aeons.
So, likewise, is it easy to s:e some analogy
between the Gnostic Aeons that emanate from God, and
Mrs, Tddy's conception of the divine ideas, which are
theronghly spiritual.
God in Christlan Science is a gource from which flow the thoughts
or acons which compose the universe and man, This is identical
with the God of Gnosticism. Mrs. Eddy makes Cod an emanating Prin-
ciple .75 ‘
This may not be all the sources or parallel religious systems
from which Mrs. Zddy derived or raproduéﬁ her concept of God,
but it demenstrates Just how unioue her ideas are and how Seripturall
Bellwuald accurately summarizes thae sources of lrs. Eddy's tenets:
Tha truth is that Christian Science cannot bo iden-
tified with any one heresy, either ancient or modern, though

undoubtedly it has incorporated elamente that ware dis-
tinctive of ancient sects as well as...nodern theugh o7

72. Iddy, Retrospection and Inbrospegtion, p. 77.

73. Eddy, Sclence and Health, pp« 249~250.

The Bellwald, Op. cit., p. 175

75 Eddy, Ope _0_5_;1'0_, p. 12. - .

76. See Snoaden, Ope cite, ps 78. Snowden points out that ilrs.
Eddy's whole system, including her concept of God, was not original,
but that she obtained virtually everything from the Cuimby Manuscripts.

770 Bellwald, _I_JO_E.- E&o




II, The Trinity

Actually Mrs, liddy has no doctrine of the Trinity, but the
Bitle does, and to show the antithesis between Mrs, Eddy's concept
of God and the Bible's, it is necessary to examine her peculiar ex-
planation of the Trinity in the light of Scripture,

The Bible presents the doctrine of the Triune God, as three dis-
tinct Persons in one Gc:d-hea»:!;"8 there is only one God,79 but there
are three separate Persons in that God-head, which the Christian Church
names the Trinity. The Father is God, but He is not the Son nor the
Holy Spiritsao the Son is God, but He is not the Father nor ths Holy
Spirit ;81 the Holy Spirit is God, but He is neither the Pather nor
the Son,82 yet there is only one true God., The Bible also ascribes
certain works to the different Persons of the Trinity. This is not
done to the complete exclusion of the other Persons in all cases ,83
but in some works one may not ascribe a work which is aseribed to
one Person of the Trinity to all. For example, the redemption ac-
complished by the Son, Jesus, is not ascribed to the Father or the
Holy Ghost, The Son, Jesus, suffered and died for the sins of the

78. Gen. 1126,27; Is. 54:5; Ps. 110313 Matt. 28:19.

79+ Deut. 6343 John 10:30.

80, John 153263 John 15:9; John 5:20,

8l. John 33163 John 20:28; John 1l:l18.

82, John lh‘26i Rom, 8393 Acts 5124,

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 procf for the
doctrine of the Trinity. _
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world, not the Father or the Holy Spirit .2k
Divine Science does not accept the doctrine of the Trinity as
presented in the Bible. MNrs. Eddy gives the following definition
of the Trinity.
The theory of the three persons in onsGod (that is,
a perscnal Trinity, Tri-unity) auggests polytheism, rather
than the one ever-present I AM,..
Iife, Truth, and Love constitute the triune Person
called God...God the Father-Mothery Christ the spiritual
idea of sonship; divine Science or the Holy Comforter,
Christian Science opposes the doctrine of the Trinity, a clear
teaching of the Bible, and yet insists it is in harmony with all
Scripture. The Son, Jesus, is nothing more than a spiritual idea
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 of
knowledze contained in the writings of Mrs. Eddy, her Divine Seience,
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 any way
is Mrs, Eddy's use of the three abstract nouns to define God.
The eternal Elohim...is in the plural, but this
plurality of Spirit does not imply mor: than one God,
nor does it imply three persons in onej it relat§$ to the
oneness, the tri-unity of Life, Love, and Truth.
To Mrs, Eddy the term Trinity and the passages or words in the Bible

which speak of the three-in-one God merely refer to the inter-rela-
tionship of the three nouns: -lLife, love, Truth. Can there be a more
clear denial of the doctrine of the Trinity?

84, Matt. 27:46; Rom. 5310,

85. Eddy, Science and Health, p. 256,
86. Ibid -, Pa 3311

87. Ibid-, Pe 515.
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An examination of the Perscns of the Christian

Trinity in relation to the works generally ascribed teo

the individual Persons by the Scriptures

Since the Cod of Divine Science is pantheistic, an examination
of its concept of the universe is necegsary to clearly understand
how lrs, Bddy has denied God as the Creator of the universe and -manj
and not only denied the physlcal unlverse and pbysical man, but has

declared the Ziblical act of creation an act contrary to the will

~of God and an act that wowld destroy His very Being,

Scripture teaches that the universe and man are creations
of God and therefore apart and distinct from God the Creator,
Genesis 1 teasches very clearly a real, tangivle, physical universe,.
the Bible takes for granted the existence of matter as real and dis—
tinctly separate from the Creator.gg Furthermore, God,said, "God
saw everything that He had made, and, behold, it was very good."™?
He placed His stamp of approvel upon the material universe and man.
In the Scriptures there is no placing matter, per se, as an opposite,
an eneny, a contradiction to God. The universe is not a reflection

nor an emanation from Gody for God created the universe and all that

is in it out of nothing by the word of His power.90 Lven the final -

88, Gon. 1, Hab. 11:3, II Peter 3:10,
89, Gen, 1331,
90-. Habe 1133, Gen. l:le.
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destruction of the universe on the Day of Judgment is pictured as
a material disintegration of the present unlverse.91 The universe
of the Scriptures is not spiritual, it is material,

In the Scriptures the person of man is mterial as well as
spiritusl., "And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground.n’2
"esofor out of it (ground) wast thou taken; for dust thou art, and
unto dust shalt thou ret.u:t'z't..“g3 The physical body of man in the
Bible is a very real thing, Man is also distinct from God; he is
not of one essence with God, Mlan is a creature formed by God and
dependent upon God for existence and preservati.on.%

Christian Science states that God the Father is not the Creator
of a material universe; there is no matter for matter is the opposite
of God, and all that really exists is God. lrs. Eddy defines matter
ass

liythology, e..illusionj ...the opposite of Godj;

that which immortal Mind takes no cognizance; that

which mortal mind sees, feels, hears, tastes, and smells

only in belief.??

And again she sayst
+sslife, Love, and Truth are this trinity in unity,
and their universe is spiritual, peopled with perfect
beings, ...og vihich our material universe and men are
covnterfits, 6
Divine Science denies that God has or could create a meaterial universe

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

91. II Peter 3310, Matt. 24:2%.

92« Gene 2:7«

93. Gan, 3:19.

9. Gene 2,

95. Eddy, Science and Eealth, p. 591.

96. Bady, Rudimental Divine Science, pe ke
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Eddy's thinking, Wan, who thinks he smells, tastes, feels, etc.,
is only the object of mental illusion, all physical senses are
imaginary. Further, she states that if there were such a thing as
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 Mrs,
Fddy identifies God and the universe as in pe.n’c.heim.97 Her con-
cept of man is similar. MNrs, Zddy makes man, Gods "...man is idea,
the image, of Love, he is not physiques he is the compound idea of
Goda"78  nqme groat mistake of mortaels is to suppose that man, ..,
is both matter and Spirit."99 In Divine Science there is no physical
entity of manj he is nothing but a spirltual thought, an idea in the
Doity. Just what is meant by the term "compound idea™ is impossible
to ascertain, Along with Mrs. Eddy's insistence on the spiritual
assence of man is also the idea of the lnseparability of man from
God, thoy - CGod and man - are one Being.
Separated from men, who expresses Soul, Spirit

would be a nonentity; man divorced from Spirit, would

lose his entity,100
In Divine Science man is part of God., God without man would cease
to exist.

Continuing our definition of man, let us remember 101
that harmonious and immortal man has existed forevers..

Yirs. Zddy says that man has always existed with God from all eternity

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

97. HEddy, HMisceilaneous, ps 173«
;'98. Eidy:, seingn_g_w Pe h75l
99. ;m., Pe _233.

100, Ibid., p. 477

101, Tbid., pe P2.
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co=gxdstont and co=-sternal with that mind.."loz In Christian Science
one cannot scparate man from God, Doth are onc, harmonious tind,
Soul, Spirit exlsting from all eterniiy. MNoan 1g Cod Hiuseldf in
Christian Science,

Since the concept of Ged in Divine Science is pantheistic, a
further discussion of the relationship of the concept of the universe
in pantheism and Christian Science is unnecessary; the identification
betwean the two systems was well covered in the beginning of the paper
when discussing Cod without HMls relation to the universe. An examin-
ation of the concept of the universe in pantheism is mere repetition
of the concept of God as both are identical. ,Be]_'i:.-'iald~ summarizes
¥rs, Pddy's po.siticn quite wells "(¥rs. Eddy) :nainté.ins a panthe—
istic conception of the universe, ..., call it idezlistic pantheisa,
ssey but pantheism, just the same MO  Tne concept of the universe
end man in Hegelian Idealism, as in pantheism, identifies God and
the universe. Any lengthy discussion of the relationship between
Christain Sciencet's concept and Hegel's would be repetitious as in
that of pantheism. Seversl quotations w1l demonstrate the similarity
between Mrs, Iddy and Hegel as propounded by Lieber, "That Spirit
propagates matter,; ee.sy is morally impossible. : The Principle of
seience is God, not matter. 10k yrs, Eddy's plagiarism is evident;
both Hegel and Eddy deny the prssibility that Ced could produce matter
6r even coexist with mstter, The universe is purely a spiritual idea

of God. MNrs. Eddy copies her concept of man almost word for word

102, Ibid., p. 336,
msv Bell“ald, m. gé._t‘o’ De 61}.
104, Haushalter, Op. cit., p. 23.




from Hegel as presented by Licber.

. Man cannot be saeparated from Idea and therafore
soul and body, God and man are L'npnssible.lu

Since man, ..., is the only true Reflection of God,

then if man were not, God would be not. Separate from

man who expresses God, Spirit would be a mn-entity.lo6
Both Hegelianism and lrs. Eddy deny the exdstence of a material in-
dividual mon3; man - God's spiritual thought or reflection - and God
are one and the same Belng,

The concept of the universe and man in Upanishad Hindvism is
consistent with Christian Science. ™...and finally there is illusory,

107

phenomenal existences.., "The entire universe, <., is lmown as

illusion.“log Christian Sclence agrees perfectly with this Oriental
philosophy in negeting the existence of matter and making Brahma the
All-in-all,
«sotho safe existence of Brahma dismisses every thing
else inbo...realities. Ii %s, to use a word of Hegel's,
pure unrelieved acosmism, 0
Haigh, a scholar on Upanishad Hinduism, not only shows the similarity
between Divine Science and Upanishad philosophy, but even demonstrates
the connection with Hegelianism, Fven in the concept of man in Upan-
ishadism the similarity with Christian Science continues.
eeeman 1s 21l his qualities and capabilities and
ackivities in the illusory creation of the illusory

Isvara, But nﬁ&mg and nobody...or personal an is,
except Brahma. j

105, Haushalter, Q-Ro _(‘.'-_ij_., De 38.
106. . do, Pe 91#'

w7, ke B %4 o, .
108. Haigh, Loc. cite.

1090 Ibid., p. 62.

110, Hﬂigh’ 920 Q&u’ Pe 103.
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That soul (Drahma); that thou art, iwho-
ever fhus knows, 'I am Brahma'!, beccmes this
A1,
ivery man is Drahma or God. The physical body of man is illusion,
phantasy. Dach man or soul must ultimetely say, "I az God (Brahma)®,
There 1s little doubt that lrs. Eddy's All-in-all, which includes
God, universe, and man, is the Brahma of Hinduism,
Gnosticigm is another antecedent to Christian Science when ex-—
amining the concept of the universe and Han,
A1l Gnostic systems are based on a kind of Dualisam
of Geod and matter. But with the Platonists some regard
matbter as unreal and without forme
So, likewise, 1s it easy to sce some analogy between
the Gnostic acons that emanate from Cod, and Mrs. Hddy's
concoptionﬁg the divine ideas, which are thorocughly
gspiritual, :
Her concept of man is also typically gnostic,
Man is the reflection of Soul...lan is not God,
but like a ray of light which comes from the sun, man,
the outcoms of God, reflects God.1lh
In examining the concept of God in Christian Science in relation
to the Scriptures and comparing it with other religious systems, cne
reaches the conclusion that pantheism 1s the basic tenst of lirs. Eddy's
religion, Her pantheism is then reproduced in various concepts of
pantheism such as Hegelianism, Upanishad Hinduism, some elements of

Gnosticism, ete. Divine Science's concept of the Person of God is

; certainly not Scriptural nor is it unique in any manner,

11y lhid. Pe 109. A

112, Kurz,,church History, ps 96.

113.' Bell‘?a]-d, 92‘ 2_5_-2" p. 175'

114, Fady, Science and Health, p. 249-50.




