Chapter One:
“The ghost of Quimby stalked Mrs. Eddy unrelentingly, and it stalks her
biographer to this day.”
Gillian Gill, Mary Baker Eddy, p. 138.

How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have
Influenced the Debate

[Dust-jacket for the Milmine biography of Eddy (1909)]

—Phineas Parkhurst Quimby—
No reasonably thorough biography of Quimby has yet been published, or even a close
approximation;1 however, biographical sketches have been written of his life,2 mostly by his son
or one of the Dressers (as well as biographical treatments in various works on American
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religious history). Certainly the most historically important biographical sketch of Quimby came
from his son, George, published in March, 1888, in New England Magazine. George Quimby’s
article began as follows:
The great interest evinced, during the last ten years, in the treatment of disease through
the mind, and the growing desire of a large number of students of the science, and others,
to know in what manner the late P. P. Quimby was connected with this principle of
curing and what was his mode of treatment, has induced the writer to present, in a brief
article, a sketch of the man, his life and ideas. It is not the intention to make the article
other than a plain statement of facts, based on personal knowledge.

George Quimby dates the “great interest” back ten years, to 1878, which coincidentally is when
he began corresponding with Eddy’s erstwhile student, Daniel Spofford. In the article, he
sketched the basic outline of Quimby’s life which became the template for virtually all later
biographical treatments: Quimby had a limited education but had an inventive mind. He was a
natural investigator who would not take anything at face value; he had to see things
demonstrated before he would become convinced. In the 1840s he took up the study of
mesmerism and toured with a subject, Lucius Burkmar, but in time he became convinced that the
demonstration of mesmerism was really the demonstration of the effect of the individual’s own
mind. Quimby was a humanitarian as he gave his all in his pursuit of a science that would
explain his theory of mental healing, which activity included Quimby’s taking on the pains of his
patients, thereby risking his own life and well-being in order to help others. As George Quimby
continued:
After a time Mr. Quimby became convinced that whenever the subject examined a patient
his diagnosis of the case would be identical with what either the patient himself or
someone present believed, instead of Lucius really looking into the patient, and giving
the true condition of the organs; in fact, that he was reading the opinion in the mind of
some one, rather than stating a truth acquired by himself.
Becoming firmly satisfied that this was the case, and having seen how one mind could
influence another, and how much there was that had always been considered as true, but
was merely some one's opinion, Mr. Quimby gave up his subject, Lucius, and began the
developing of what is now known as mental healing, or curing disease through the mind.
In accomplishing this he spent years of his life fighting the battle alone and laboring with
an energy and steadiness of purpose that shortened it many years.
To reduce his discovery to a science, which could be taught for the benefit of suffering
humanity, was the all-absorbing idea of his life. To develop his “theory,” or “the Truth,”
as he always termed it, so that others than himself could understand and practice it, was
what he labored for. Had he been of a sordid and grasping nature, he might have acquired
unlimited wealth; but for that he seemed to have no desire. He used to say: “Wait till I get
my theory reduced to a science, so that I can teach the Truth to others, and then I can
make money fast enough.”
While engaged in his mesmeric experiments, Mr. Quimby became more and more
convinced that disease was an error of the mind, and not a real thing; and in this he was
misunderstood by others, and accused of attributing the sickness of the patient to the
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imagination, which was the very reverse of the fact. No one believed less in the
imagination than he. “If a man feels a pain, he knows he feels it, and there is no
imagination about it,” he used to say.
But the fact that the pain might be a state of the mind, while apparent in the body, he did
believe. As one can suffer in a dream all that it is possible to suffer in a waking state, so
Mr. Quimby averred that the same condition of mind might operate on the body in the
form of disease, and still be no more of a reality than was the dream.
As the truths of his discovery began to develop and grow in him, just in the same
proportion did he begin to lose faith in the efficacy of mesmerism as a remedial agent in
the cure of the sick; and after a few years he discarded it altogether.

Since Quimby believed the error was in the patient’s mind and he needed to change that mind,
his son stated that his father would use manipulation or other stock tricks of the mesmerists in
order to convince the patient that he had actually done something. The healing was accomplished
by Quimby changing the patient’s mind, according to his son:
Instead of putting the patient into a mesmeric sleep, Mr. Quimby would sit by him; and,
after giving him account of what his troubles were, he would simply converse with him,
and explain the causes of the troubles, and thus change the mind of the patient, and
disabuse it of its errors and establish the truth in its place; which, if done, was the cure.
He sometimes, in cases of lameness and sprains, manipulated the limbs of the patient, and
often rubbed the head with his hands, wetting them with water. He said it was so hard for
the patient to believe that his mere talk with him produced the cure, that he did this
rubbing simply that the patient would have more confidence in him; but he always
insisted that he possessed no “power” nor healing properties different from any one else,
and that his manipulations conferred no beneficial effect upon his patient, although it was
often the case that the patient himself thought they did. On the contrary, Mr. Quimby
always denied emphatically that he used any mesmeric or mediumistic power.

It is worth noting here that Quimby’s son in a straightforward manner outlined how Quimby
healed by conversing with the patient and thereby changing the mind of that patient; this
compares to later biographical treatments by the Dressers that indicated that the healing came
(partly or wholly) from Quimby’s “silent treatment.”3
George Quimby said his father:
claimed that “mind was spiritual matter and could be changed;” that we were made up of
“truth and error;” that “disease was an error, or belief, and that the Truth was the cure.”
And upon these premises he based all his reasoning, and laid the foundation of what he
asserted to be the ‘science of curing the sick’ without other remedial agencies than the
mind.
In the year 1859 Mr. Quimby went to Portland, where he remained until the summer of
1865, treating the sick by his peculiar method. It was his custom to converse at length
with many of his patients, who became interested in his method of treatment, and to try to
unfold to them his ideas.
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As Quimby became more involved in his theory and work he became committed to putting his
thoughts and discoveries in writing (with, it should be noted, no later consideration by his son
and the Dressers of the duties of the Ware sisters as editors):
From that time he began to write out his ideas, which practice he continued until his
death, the articles now being in the possession of the writer of this sketch. The original
copy he would give to the Misses Ware, and it would be read to him by them; and, if he
suggested any alteration, it would be made, after which it would be copied either by the
Misses Ware or the writer of this and then re-read to him, that he might see that all was
just as he intended it. Not even the most trivial word or the construction of a sentence
would be changed without consulting him. He was given to repetition, and it was with
difficulty that he could be induced to have a repeated sentence or phrase stricken out, as
he would say, ‘If that idea is a good one and true, it will do no harm to have it in two or
three times.’ He believed in the hammering process, and of throwing an idea or truth at
the reader till it would be firmly fixed in his mind.
The first article he wrote was entitled, “Mind is Spiritual Matter,” and he thus explains
what he means: He says: “I found that I could change the mind of my patient, and
produce thereby a chemical change in the body * * * The world makes mind intelligence.
I put no intelligence in it, but make it subject to intelligence. * * * I call the power that
governs the mind, spirit, in this piece, not using the word wisdom; but you will see that I
recognize a wisdom superior to the word mind, for I always apply the word mind to
matter, but never to the first cause.”
In a circular to the sick, which he distributed while in Portland, he says that, as “my
practice is unlike all other medical practice, it is necessary to say that I give no medicines
and make no outward applications, but simply sit by the patient, tell him what he thinks is
his disease, and my explanation is the cure. And if I succeed in correcting his errors, I
change the fluids of the system, and establish the truth, or health. The truth is the cure.”

In a loving tribute to his father, George wrote that Quimby worked himself to death for his
patients:
The last five years of his life were exceptionally hard. He was overcrowded with patients,
and greatly overworked, and could not seem to find an opportunity for relaxation. At last,
nature could no longer bear up under the strain; and, completely tired out, he took to his
bed, from which he never rose again. While strong, he had always been able to ward off
any disease that would have affected another person; but, when tired out and weak, he no
longer had the strength of will nor the reasoning powers to combat the sickness which
terminated his life.
An hour before he breathed his last, he said to the writer: “I am more than ever convinced
of the truth of my theory. I am perfectly willing for the change myself, but I know you all
will feel badly, and think I am dead; but I know that I shall be right here with you, just as
I always have been. I do not dread the change any more than if I were going on a trip to
Philadelphia.”
His death occurred January 16, 1866, at his residence in Belfast, at the age of sixty-four
years, and was the result of too close application to his profession and of overwork. A
more fitting epitaph could not be accorded him than in these words:-
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“Greater love hath no man than this, that a man lay down his life for his friends.” For if
ever a man did lay down his life for others, that man was PHINEAS PARKHURST
QUIMBY.

George Quimby’s seminal biographical sketch was actually preceded by Julius Dresser’s lecture
and subsequent article and pamphlet on “The True History of Mental Science”4 the year before.
The lecture was given at the Church of Divine Unity in Boston on February 6, 1887. In the
pamphlet, Dresser wrote how he first met Quimby:
The first that I knew of P. P. Quimby was in June, 1860, when I went to him as a patient,
in Portland, Me. This was five and a half years before his death. He had then, 1860, been
in the regular practice of mental healing for many years, in different towns in Maine, and
had been located in Portland about two years. There was at that time, 1860, no one else in
the practice in New England, nor in this country, nor in the world, so far as was then
known, or has since been heard of; nor was there at that time any one else who
understood it as a science, he having been the discoverer and founder, as I think I shall
show you. He had then, 1860, been at work twenty years in this field of investigation and
discovery and ultimate practice, which carries his first investigations back to the year
1840.
The question may be asked, “Was Quimby ever a mesmerist?” I reply that he was, for a
limited time, and for purposes of experiment and investigation. The truth came to him,
not as a revelation pure and simple, but as the result of practical experiment and patient
research among the phenomena of life, urged on by the impulses of an active, inquiring,
comprehensive mind. I have seen extracts from newspapers as far back as 1842-3, giving
accounts of his public exhibitions of mesmerism, in some of which newspaper accounts
he was rated with a few others in this country and Europe who were the leading
mesmerizers in the world. Dr. Quimby had been a watch and clock maker for some years,
5
when mesmerism attracted his attention.

Dresser’s comments, coming four years after the start of the Quimby-Eddy debate when he fired
off the opening salvo with his letters to the Boston Post, included some significant points. While
the early animal magnetism proponents often referred to mesmerism (which included a healing
component) as a science, Dresser here averred that no one had ever thought of mental healing as
a science before Quimby. This may well be a defensible statement since the early mesmeric
practitioners—who commonly referred to mesmerism as a science—were not generally
dedicated healers but were rather experimenters and showmen, and the healing mediums that
abounded were not as a rule ideological. Thus they were were not inclined to raise the issue.6 He
then referred to Quimby as the “discoverer and founder” of mental healing. Eddy had been called
the “discoverer and founder” of the “system and practice of Christian science” in an article in the
Boston Advertiser in 1884,7 which was reprinted in the Journal of Christian Science, August 2,
1884, and it is likely that Dresser used that specific phrase because he had heard it applied to
Eddy. Also, of course, the issue of Quimby having considered his theory a “science” was
particularly relevant to 1887 Boston when Christian Science was so much in the news.
During the ongoing debate between Dresser and Eddy (and their respective sides), the definition
of a “mesmerist” was quite different for each side. Here Dresser used the narrow definition of a
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mesmerist as one who necessarily put the patient|subject into a trance or sleep. To Dresser, since
Quimby had given that up many years before his time in Portland, he could not have been a
mesmerist during those years. Eddy on the other hand used a much broader definition to include
any facet of mental or psychological manipulation of the patient, such as the Dresser claim that
Quimby performed physical manipulation because of the psychological effect it had on the
patient. To Eddy, whether or not the patient was in trance or sleep was irrelevant. Thus, by
Eddy’s definition, Quimby’s healing methodology made him a mesmerist. Since the definition of
a “mesmerist” is open to debate (is one a mesmerist who simply uses the power of suggestion,
for example?), both sides could argue the other was using the wrong definition. Nonetheless,
Eddy has been attacked by many for calling Quimby a mesmerist, based on the unsubstantiated,
implied position that the Dresser definition was the only true definition.
Dresser continued:
Some time in 1840,8 he became deeply interested in mesmerism, and for quite a number
of years, in connection with his other business, he gave exhibitions with a clairvoyant
subject through the State of Maine, and also treated disease, using his mesmeric power,
as it was termed then. This method he kept up, but gradually working out of the mesmeric
idea, into a train of reasoning of his own, which he applied to the patient, till finally he
gave up putting the patient to sleep mesmerically, and followed the mode of treatment
which he originated and continued up to the time of his death, which treatment, in his
own words, was this: He says, “My practice is unlike all medical practice. I give no medicine, and make no
outward applications. I tell the patient his troubles, and what he thinks is his disease, and
my explanation is the cure. If I succeed in correcting his errors, I change the fluids of the
system and establish the truth or health. The truth is the cure. This mode of practice
applies to all cases.”
These are Dr. Quimby’s own words, and any one can see that they mean a purely mental
treatment, for he speaks of what the patient thinks is his disease and calls it his error, by
saying that if he succeeds in correcting the patient's errors, he then establishes the truth,
and the truth is the cure. You see from this that he had discovered that disease was an
error of mind, and nothing else, and the God-power of truth which he had discovered in
man, being set up again in the victim of disease, destroyed the error or disease, and
reestablished the harmony.
This discovery, you observe, was not made from the Bible, but from mental phenomena
and searching investigations; and after the truth was discovered, he found his new views
9
all portrayed and illustrated in Christ's teachings and works.

Here Dresser adds a religious tinge to Quimby by asserting that Quimby’s method represented
the “God-power of truth” despite the fact that Quimby’s circular did not promote any religious
notions except for the possibly religious-sounding statement, “The Truth is the Cure.” Dresser’s
comment that Quimby’s theory did not come from the Bible was an obvious swipe at Eddy for
her claim of divine revelation from reading the Bible.
By 1887 in Boston the Quimby belief of taking on the sickness of the patient as part of the
healing process was no longer believed. (Eddy had believed it early on but had discarded that
6
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belief long before 1887, and thus her students and many others in Boston had no connection to
that being part of the healing process.) Thus Dresser was forced to sublimate that Quimby tenet
when he explained how it was that Quimby died:10
The question has often been asked, by persons who had gotten some idea of the truth,
how Dr. Quimby, who was a man of such power and understanding, came to die? Herein
lies a story of his unselfishness. The man was overrun with patients for many years, and
he was alone in the work. There is always a limit to finite endurance, and his heart was
too large to enable him to refuse people whom he might help out of their sufferings when
they applied to him. During those years when his office was in Portland, his home and
family being always in Belfast, he was compelled once in four or six weeks to get away
from the pressing tide of humanity, and go home to Belfast, privately, and rest for three
or four days.
He sometimes would say to those nearest him, that if he ever should allow himself to get
so far exhausted as not to be able to recover himself, there was no one to help him, and he
would be compelled to go out. But, though he never expected to overdo to that extent, it
is just what happened. In brief, he laid down his life for the sick, and died in their cause at
11
the age of sixty-five years, twenty-one years ago.

The comments by the Dressers on Quimby routinely included thinly veiled attacks on Eddy,
although not usually by name. Annetta Dresser (and her son Horatio) in 1895 published the first
book on Quimby, and it started out with this introduction as both a paean of praise to Quimby
and a swipe at Eddy:
It frequently happens in the progress of invention and discovery that the man through
whose genius and labor some great work is begun passes away from public notice with
scarcely a word of recognition in gratitude for what he accomplished, while others
receive not only the benefit of his researches, but the credit of the discovery or
invention. Nearly all great movements originate in the pioneer work of some man of
genius, struggling in the isolation for a time, amid the opposition of established modes
of thought, until an army of lesser intellects scatter the new thought broadcast; and it
becomes a permanent factor in human thought.
But the time comes when people are eager to know all that can be learned about the few
12
original thinkers to whom human progress is mainly due.

The biographical portion of this Dresser book was largely derived from the George Quimby
article above, along with excerpts from the Quimby writings, as transcribed by the Dressers,
along with excerpts from some of the early newspaper clippings in the Quimby family collection.
The next major history of Quimby appeared in the Milmine biographical serial on Eddy’s life in
McClure’s and later in book form. That is covered later, but as a prefatory comment it is worth
noting that Milmine and other later critical Eddy biographers largely accepted at face value what
was said about Quimby by the Dressers and other ostensibly pro-Quimby supporters. Thus the
amount of original scholarship on Quimby, his life and theories, has been astonishingly
small. (While the work of historians of mental healing and mesmerism in America has generally
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been better in that regard, far too little of that work involved an actual analysis of the original
Quimby writings as opposed to relying on third-party transcriptions of those writings.)
From a purely historical perspective, the most important book on Quimby was Horatio Dresser’s
The Quimby Manuscripts. The Dresser family had been pushing George Quimby to publish his
father’s manuscripts as early as 1883 when the whole Quimby-Eddy debate began, but they had
to wait 38 years before the son, Horatio—born the day before Quimby died—was allowed to
bring out an edited version of Quimby’s writings as preserved by his coterie in Portland, Maine.
In this book, we see the Horatio Dresser template of Quimby in full array—Quimby’s
materialistic leanings were largely hidden, his writings somewhat doctored at times by Dresser to
conform to the image Dresser wanted to present, an image that Christian Science historian,
Robert Peel, later called an “Ur-Christian Scientist.” A clear example of this was the
capitalization schema invented by Dresser, mentioned above, that made Quimby’s writings
appear more religious (and far closer to Eddy’s Christian Science) than they actually do upon
close examination. The book does not add much in biographical data, since as Dresser said
“There is little to add to the biographical sketch published by his son George A. Quimby, in the
New England Magazine, March, 1888, so far as external details are concerned.”13
Dresser added this image of Quimby’s theory as a kind of unorganized religion based in
spirituality:
It was not until his investigations were well begun that he wholly regained his health and
began to see that health is a spiritual possession . . . Quimby was very radical in opposing
doctrinal conceptions of Christ. He uniformly called Jesus “a man like ourselves,” that he
might win for the Master new recognition as the founder of spiritual science. To him "the
Science of the Christ” was greater than a religion. . . .
The reader will see why the Christian Science of Mrs. Eddy's type could not have come
into being without Quimby's work as healer and teacher, but will as surely see that what
Quimby meant by “Science” was something greater and nobler. What was most original
with Quimby was his method of silent spiritual healing, with its dependence on the
Divine presence. Without this method neither Mrs. Eddy nor any other follower could
14
have developed the special variations of the theory known as Divine or mental science.

As an editorial note, the phrase “Science of the Christ” does not appear in the Quimby writings
but “Science of Christ” does appear, however only once, in a Quimby letter. The term “Divine
presence” does not appear in the Quimby writings, and there is no record that he discussed that
concept with his patients or wrote of it. The term “spiritual science” also does not appear at all in
the Quimby writings. It is not clear what specifically Dresser meant when he said that Quimby’s
“Science” was greater and nobler than Eddy’s version, but he may have been referring to what he
wrote:
Disciples of mental healing who have taken their clues from Divine Science or Mrs.
Eddy's version will think they are hearing about an inferior theory, because matters of
fact are made prominent in Quimby's writings instead of the anticipated idealism and the
affirmations or denials to which they are accustomed. But they are likely to be unmindful
of the unfriendly age in which Quimby worked, if not neglectful of a larger truth.
Quimby, with far-reaching insight, grasped the whole situation, and looked through
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existing conditions to the ideal. This is a much more courageous venture than the denial
of actuality in fondness for the abstract. Quimby's standard calls for a Science that can be
demonstrated, can prove itself thoroughly Christian in thought, life, interpretation of
Scripture, and all. It will send us back to the Gospel anew to ask why the process of
coming to judgment is essential to spiritual rebirth, why we must adopt life as given in its
15
fulness in order to entertain as ideal “the Christ.”

Whether or not Quimby considered his theory to be a mind-based, secular theory that had been
used by Jesus and others or rather was a God-based advanced form of religion, is discussed later
in this book, in Chapter Four.
In QMSS is an interesting observation about how little of Quimby’s life history was recorded by
his coterie:
Quimby's followers were remarkably free from hero-worship. Hence they did not put
down wise sayings to any extent, did not make note of impressive incidents, and have not
handed down material for the elaborate biography which some have hoped the editor of
this book would write. All this is in perfect keeping with the truth which Quimby
taught. It is disappointing to those who care little except for human anecdotes. It is taken
16
as a matter of course by those who love truth above its prophets.

This seems like a defensive comment by Dresser, to hide somewhat why the Quimby coterie
recorded so little of Quimby’s life; even in later years after the debate began the Ware sisters and
the Dressers could have recorded much for posterity and helped support their stated view of
Quimby as the father of a great movement. Note, in comparison, Eddy’s letter to her distant
cousin, Rufus Baker, on December 28, 1899, as he was looking to create and sell an early
depiction of Eddy’s homestead at Bow, New Hampshire: “Affection craves legend and relics.”17
This human tendency to want to record and play up the past of a much-loved one and have
mementoes of that person, while overwhelmingly noted in the case of Eddy, is surprisingly
absent from the Quimby coterie.
After Quimby’s death in 1866, the coterie continued to copy his writings into notebooks for
about a year or two (based on dates given in the notebooks), and then the Quimby story seemed
to go generally dormant until 1883. There is no record that Julius Dresser, as a newspaper editor,
published anything to keep the Quimby name alive until he, back in Boston, began the debate in
1883 by reviving Quimby’s name and putting him forth as the founder of mental healing in
America. To repeat what was noted above, surprisingly little from the Quimby coterie exists that
might qualify as reminiscences of Quimby and his life. To be sure, the writings of the Wares and
Dressers included occasional biographical references, but the amount of Quimby biographical
information preserved by them is quite small. Also it is little noted that at some point the Quimby
archive appears to have been culled, for reasons unknown. For example, while the Quimby
papers maintained all of the Eddy letters and related material, only a minute fraction of other
original letters to Quimby were kept, even though he must have received a very large volume of
letters from his patients. The alternative to this theory is that Quimby himself only kept what he
considered the letters from “important” followers, such as Eddy and Fanny Bass, and a few other
patients, and did not keep letters from the Ware sisters (if any) and the Dressers, who did not
always live locally and likely maintained some level of correspondence with him. If in fact this
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latter theory is correct (which I am not inclined to believe), it certainly would place Eddy in a
new light as seen by Quimby.
The Quimby coterie kept their own transcribed copies of various letters by Quimby, but
evidently no effort was made later to collect the originals of those letters. While a great many
thousands of letters of Eddy were later preserved, even going back to her childhood, I am
unaware of a single original Quimby letter that has been preserved outside of the Quimby and
Eddy archives. As one who has collected rare Eddy and related manuscript and printed material
for forty years, I can say that Quimby autograph material in not only rare, it is almost completely
non-existent. Outside of the family donations of Quimby material, I am unaware of any book or
autograph dealer who has offered Quimby autograph material ever—with one exception. Since
the first edition of this book was published, important Eddy and Quimby collector Ralph Copper
was able to obtain from an antiquarian dealer a receipt signed by Quimby in 1843. (See Chapter
Four for more information on that.)
As it were, this book constitutes the first effort at what might be considered an “elaborate
biography” of Quimby, to use Dresser’s phrase above.
After Dresser’s QMSS, the next serious look at Quimby’s life, outside of some biographies of
Eddy, appeared in Charles Braden’s history of New Thought, entitled Spirits in Rebellion, in
1963. Braden certainly had the source material to take the study of Quimby a giant leap forward,
as he wrote of the resources available to him at Bridwell Library at Southern Methodist
University:
Already it [Bridwell Library] has received as a gift one of the finest and most early
18
complete collections of Christian Science material in America. The International New
Thought Alliance (INTA) voted in 1960 to deposit its older archives in Bridwell, and to
provide eventually an entire file of its important magazine, as well as to encourage its
19
leaders to furnish copies of their books as they appear.

Braden noted that in 1961 they received a complete set of microfilms of the Quimby papers in
the Library of Congress. Despite the treasure trove of material available to him, Braden never
seems to have spent any serious time analyzing the original Quimby papers, and his comments
on Quimby were almost always in line with the Dresser portrait, as he wrote:
The idealistic philosophers never carried out what New Thought sees as the logical
implications of their thought, namely the healing of disease, and many who were working
practically toward the cure of disease by mental means found no support in religion or
philosophy for the methods they sought to employ. It was in New Thought that these two
were combined, and it was in the person of P. P. Quimby that they were first linked
together in ways which ultimately produced what is known today as New Thought. . . .
Quimby quite naturally became for a time a “mesmerist” healer, and so gave a basis for
20
the later rival claimant to the field of mental healing to dub him a “mere mesmerist,”
thus effectually damning him as somehow inferior and unworthy of being followed. In all
frankness, even the most devoted followers of Quimby are forced to recognize a stage in
his career in which he did use the hypnotic or ‘animal magnetism’ method of healing. But
this was in his earlier period of development. To characterize him thus at the height of his
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career is a gross injustice which deliberately overlooks the gradual growth of his whole
theory of disease and its cure which, in the end, completely rejected the use of
21
mesmerism, in the sense of hypnotic sleep.

Judging from Braden’s treatment of the Quimby-Eddy debate, there was never much reason to
call it a debate or further explore the topic since by reading QMSS Braden quickly determined
that the debate was in fact over:
Among those who were healed by him and admitted to the inner circle of his patients and
admirers were the Dressers, Warren F. Evans, and a Mrs. Patterson, later to be known as
Mrs. Eddy, the founder and discoverer of Christian Science. She too had access to some
of his manuscripts, for she was a very warm friend who delighted to recognize in him one
who healed by the method of Jesus. The often noted similarities between the Quimby
teachings and her own led later to the assumption that she had borrowed extensively from
him. This she stoutly denied, and intimated that if anyone had borrowed it might well
have been Quimby rather than herself, for she had corrected some of the manuscripts,
inserting in them ideas that were really her own. At the time of this statement the Quimby
Manuscripts had not yet been published, though they were frequently referred to. She
threw doubt upon the very existence of such manuscripts, but in 1921 they were issued
under the editorship of Horatio W. Dresser. Carefully dated, they revealed beyond
question to any but the most convinced Eddy disciples that Quimby had held the basic
ideas of mental healing years before Mrs. Eddy sought healing at his hands in 1862.
In October, 1859, three years before Mrs. Eddy sought his help, he wrote (and I quote
verbatim, lest it be charged that a possible bias of the writer had caused him to impute to
Quimby what was not really there): “Disease is what follows the disturbance of the mind
or spiritual matter. . . . Disease is what follows an opinion, it is made up of mind diverted
by error, and Truth is the destruction of this opinion.” (Q. MSS, P. 180-81)
The important thing here is that disease is mental. Note too that Quimby was using the
terms “error” and “Truth,” capitalizing the latter, just as is regularly done in Science and
22
Health.

As a point of comparison regarding the above “verbatim” transcription from QMSS, a version in
the BU collection reads as follows:
Disease is what follows the disturbance of the mind: this mind is spiritual matter. . . .
Therefore truth is the destruction of an opinion. Now as disease is what follows an
23
opinion, it is made up of mind directed by error.

The Houghton Library version, which is quite possibly the one used by Dresser for QMSS, since
it was Dresser’s heirs who donated that collection to the Library, reads as follows:
Disease is what follows the disturbance of the mind; this mind is spiritual matter. . . .
Now as disease is what follows an opinion, it is made up of mind directed by error, &
truth is the destruction of an opinion.
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Here is how the second part of the Dresser quote appears in the Houghton collection. The last
sentence shows how the copyist made an uppercase “T” (in “These”) compared to “truth” above
it.

Writing in 1963, Braden continued his outlining of the Quimby conventional wisdom:
It is nearly a century now since Quimby passed off the scene. How has history dealt with
the man?
The New Thought Movement, though not organized in any way by himself, is Quimby’s
living monument, . . .
While Phineas P. Quimby may without cavil be regarded as the founder not only of the
New Thought Movement but of the whole so-called Metaphysical Movement in America.
...
[Warren F.] Evans appeared in Portland in 1863. Mary Baker Eddy, then Mrs. Patterson,
had come there, as had the Dressers in 1862. Evans, like them, found healing the
philosophy and methods that Quimby employed and taught, and became a devoted
24
disciple, as did the others.

Rather than analyzing Dresser’s QMSS for possible inadequacies or bias (or simply being
incomplete) by analyzing the original documents, Braden seemed to consider the book definitive.
Speaking of Horatio Dresser having brought out his book in 1921, Braden wrote, “Now it was
possible for anyone wondering about the relationship between Mrs. Eddy and Dr. Quimby to
make his own investigation of the Portland healer’s writings and determine for himself what the
probable relationship was.”25
The Christian Scientist historian and Eddy biographer, Robert Peel, was the first historian to
seriously attack the Dresser template of Quimby’s life history and theory. Peel in his three
volume biography of Eddy promoted a picture of Quimby generally as a humanitarian whose
theory evolved from a more materialistic version to one with more idealism during Quimby’s
years in Portland, especially after his interaction with the more religious Eddy. Since the Quimby
writings were generally not in his own handwriting and some of the articles dated in the last few
years of his life were seemingly less idealistic and more materialistic than articles dated earlier,
Peel speculated that some of the dating of the later articles could have been fraudulent; he put
forth the idea that the Quimby coterie could have later (after 1883) misdated the articles to hide
the possible Christian influence that Eddy had on Quimby. (Note: I have not found a noticeable
12
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difference in Quimby’s theory before and after his getting to know Eddy.) Peel researched
possible early individuals who may have influenced Quimby, such as John Bovee Dods and
Andrew Jackson Davis. In Peel’s view, Quimby was less a true original (which was an image
presented by the Dressers) and more a person who was heavily influenced by his animal
magnetism cohorts and progenitors.
Peel, drawing on Dresser’s QMSS and Annetta Dresser’s book, wrote in Discovery:
Mind, he [Quimby] explained in an early letter, is the name of “the fluids of the body,” by
which he apparently meant the magnetic or “electro-nervous” fluids which are so
prominent in the literature of animal magnetism, and he added, “Disease is the name of
the disturbance of these fluids or mind.” Later he came more and more to speak of mind
as “spiritual matter” and to describe the mental atmosphere in which disease was formed
as a “spiritual” identity, but his idea of spirit remained largely that of the materialist
Hobbes who wrote that ‘a spirit is a physical body refined enough to escape the senses.’
As late as 1861 Quimby wrote: “My foundation is animal matter, or life. This, set in
action by Wisdom, produces thought.”
Quimby's development was probably influenced by a much discussed book entitled The
Philosophy of Electrical Psychology by John Bovee Dods which was published in 1850
with an endorsement by Henry Clay, Daniel Webster, and other prominent figures. . . .
In all Quimby's ideas, as they developed, there were confused echoes and variations of
the ideas to be found in the vast literature of animal magnetism in his day. His theories
have been seriously misinterpreted by writers ignorant of this literature. The same thing is
true of his practice. Even after he decided that all disease was caused and could be cured
“mentally,” he continued to rely on magnetism to change the patient's “mind,” i.e., the
electro-nervous fluids. Eventually he discovered that it was not necessary to cause the
mesmeric trance in order to get control of the patient's mind; simple suggestion was
enough. Sometime in the 1850's he moved out of the stage of overt or recognizable
mesmerism and cut down on his use of the word; but he continued to accompany his
26
verbal suggestions with bodily manipulations and to follow stock magnetic practices.

Peel in his three volumes only slightly referred to the original Quimby writings; the
overwhelming majority of what he cited in Quimby’s writing came from the printed texts
transcribed and published by the Dressers.
In 1993 C. Alan Anderson finally published his doctoral dissertation on Horatio Dresser (and
others) from thirty years before. It was entitled Healing Hypotheses: Horatio W. Dresser and the
Philosophy of New Thought. This is the only extensive biography of Horatio Dresser, and it is
filled with early photographs and much significant information on Dresser, as well as his parents
and Warren F. Evans, in addition to a helpful bibliography and history of the early days of New
Thought. It includes important material from the Quimby and Dresser papers. Despite being an
invaluable work on the early history of New Thought, including the Dressers, the Quimbys, and
Evans, it is little known, and a copy of the original book today is surprisingly hard to find,
although the text is available online. The book specifically looked at Quimby27 and printed and
discussed the Quimby “Lecture Notes.”28 Several important letters from Mrs. P. P. Quimby are
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transcribed in the book,29 and Anderson includes his own essay on “The Healing Idealism of P.
P. Quimby, W. F. Evans, and the New Thought Movement.”30
Some twenty years after Peel published his third and final volume on Eddy, another major Eddy
biography was published, this time by Gillian Gill, a noted biographer31 and not a Christian
Scientist. Gill’s book, Mary Baker Eddy, was published in 1998 by Perseus Books.32
From the perspective of the Quimby-Eddy debate, the most important part of the Gill biography
was her use of original Quimby source material, in this case the Quimby collection at Boston
University. She stated her findings early in the book in her discussion of Quimby and Eddy:
Phineas Parkhurst Quimby, the mental healer of Portland, Maine, whom Mrs. Eddy first
consulted in October 1862, was the catalyst for the chain of events that were to make
Mary Baker Eddy arguably the most powerful woman in America by the turn of the
century. Yet the extent and nature of her debt to Quimby also became the single most
controversial issue in her controversy-plagued life, beginning in the early 1880s when
Mrs. Eddy was publicly accused of stealing Quimby's philosophy of healing, failing to
acknowledge him as the spiritual father of Christian Science, and plagiarizing his
unpublished work. Rivals and enemies of Christian Science found in the dead and long
forgotten Quimby their most important weapon against the new and increasingly
33
influential religious movement.

Gill here recognized the value had Quimby had to many later writers: he was simply a club to be
used against Eddy and Christian Science.
Gill continued:
I am now firmly convinced, having weighed all the evidence I could find in published
and archival sources, that Mrs. Eddy's most famous biographer-critics— Peabody,
Milmine, Dakin, Bates and Dittemore, and Gardner—have flouted the evidence and
shown willful bias in accusing Mrs. Eddy of owing her theory of healing to Quimby and
of plagiarizing his unpublished work. I think, with important caveats, that the essence of
the account she gave of the healer as a kind, lovable, but illiterate man, whose treatment
was rooted in mesmeric practice and theory, was accurate and based on unrivaled
experience. Anyone interested in the history of mental healing in nineteenth-century
America, in the evolution of New Thought, and in the part played by P. P. Quimby would
be well advised to look carefully at the testimony which Mary Baker Eddy left of the
Portland healer. What she said and wrote about Quimby was certainly biased and shaped
by polemic, but so was all the testimony of her New Thought critics, and their bias has
been less obvious to historians outside of Christian Science, such as Charles Braden and
34
Gail Thain Parker. . . . the way the two [Quimby and Eddy] have been treated in the
historical record has been very different. Phineas Parkhurst Quimby's lack of education
played a strangely important role in the legend that grew up around him after the early
1880s. Those who claimed that Quimby was the first practitioner and theorist of what
came to be called New Thought presented him as that supremely American
phenomenon—the backwoods philosopher, the untutored genius, the diamond in the
rough, a man who owed his practical successes and theoretical insights to experience, not
books. . . .
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This highly positive spin placed on the fact that the father of New Thought was, as Mrs.
Eddy later claimed, barely literate, contrasts ironically with a criticism often voiced about
Christian Science, namely that it was the work of a woman so uneducated and uncultured
that she necessarily had to steal her ideas and plagiarize her manuscripts from someone
else. On the one hand, Dresser and his New Thought cohorts argued that the changes
Mary Baker Eddy underwent in the course of twenty or more years were clear evidence
of mingled stupidity and duplicity on her part, whereas Quimby's metamorphosis from
stage mesmerist to metaphysical doctor, on the other hand, was the steady and thoughtful
progression in understanding of a mind both practical and brilliant.

Gill believed that Eddy broke new ground in how she described him in the press:
Mary Patterson's letters show, moreover, that even within weeks of her arrival in Portland
she was not merely echoing the themes already established by Quimby and his acolytes
but preparing new ground. She was carrying the defense of Quimby's work onto a new
level by comparing him in print to Jesus Christ, and thus broaching in public an idea that
35
Quimby had hitherto adumbrated only to a few privileged persons. Neither Quimby
himself nor his acolytes had made such claims in their communications with the
newspapers. Indeed, in a March 1862 letter which Quimby wrote to defend himself
against accusations that he was a mesmerist and a Spiritualist, he tried hard to dispel any
idea that his healing methods had any religious overtones so as not to offend conventional
Christians.
There seems no doubt that the New Testament dimension of Quimby's work, his
distinction between Jesus and the Christ, and his readiness to interpret the Bible and
accept or reject Protestant religious orthodoxy had a special resonance for the deeply
religious Mary Baker Patterson. Already in November 1862 she was focusing on the
triangular relationship among patient, healer, and God as the key to cure, and this idea
was not something she learned from Quimby but, if anything, something which she
brought to him. Given the radical new interpretations which Mrs. Patterson was publicly
voicing, we can see why Phineas Quimby proclaimed his newly healed patient “a devilish
smart woman,” and why Quimby's family and the other “disciples” soon began to harbor
36
suspicions about her and would come to actively dislike her.

Gill from her research developed strong views of the prior historical research on the QuimbyEddy debate:
The ghost of Quimby stalked Mrs. Eddy unrelentingly, and it stalks her biographer to this
day. At the beginning of my research, having read the large body of published debate on
the Quimby question, I hoped to be able to send the gentleman back across the Lethe in
short order, but in fact I have been forced to give him room and entertainment in my text.
Specifically, my research convinced me that all previous discussions of Quimby and his
writings are not only shaped predominantly by politics and self-interest but are also both
inaccurate and misleading since they fail to take all the documentary evidence into
açcount. Specifically, they do not take into account the Quimby collection at the Mugar
Memorial Library at Boston University, which contains the papers which Horatio Dresser
had weeded out of the Quimby file given him to prepare for publication by Mrs. Pineo,
Quimby's granddaughter. Baldly, in his official capacity as editor, Dresser was at liberty
to eliminate certain documents which seemed not just irrelevant or repetitious but
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harmful to the New Thought legacy which he cherished and which he and his parents had
traced back to P. P. Quimby. These documents were not excerpted, quoted, or referred to
in Horatio Dresser's The Quimby Manuscripts, and they were not among the collection of
Quimby papers given to the Library of Congress, which most scholars have assumed to
37
be a complete collection of Quimby's writings.

Focusing on the historical aspects of the Quimby manuscripts and how they came to be written
and preserved, and especially on Quimby’s literary skills or lack thereof, Gill continued:
A careful reading of the Boston University collection proves that Dresser had chosen not
to publish not just those documents he considered unimportant but also those which
weakened the claims for Quimby he and his parents had been making since the 1880s.
Thus two little pencil-written letters by Mrs. Susannah Quimby were not offered to the
nation: Horatio did not see how Mrs. Quimby mattered. Early handwritten letters from
Quimby, especially one to his wife, were held back: they show all too clearly that P. P.
Quimby was not just barely literate but incoherent, needing two sides of a sheet to inform
his wife that he couldn't decide when he would come home, and that he missed her and
the children. One copybook of the doctor's early writings, dated 1859-1860 (not, as far as
I could see, in P. P. Quimby's handwriting) was withheld: it is barely legible for erasures
and additions in several hands; it gives some hint of the editing that preceded the neatly
penned, text-perfect ‘copies’ of Quimby's ‘manuscripts’ which Quimby's heirs first
described to the world and later gave to the nation. The documents at Mugar offer
important new evidence to help us answer some of the crucial questions in the QuimbyEddy debate. How literate was P. P. Quimby? In which year did he begin to commit his
theories of healing and illness to paper? What precisely was the role played in the writing
process by Quimby's various acknowledged amanuenses, not only during his life but after
his death? Are there any originals, that is, manuscripts clearly written in Quimby's own
38
hand, corresponding to the copies of his works in various collections?

Perhaps the most striking aspect of the Gill treatment of Quimby is the harsh reference to him as
“not just barely literate but incoherent.” As we saw in the Introduction, to Gill this enhanced the
importance of the coterie as acting not only as copyists but also editors and perhaps even ghost
writers. Gill did not suggest that the coterie defined Quimby’s theory or in any way manipulated
his thinking, but they covered for him and shielded his lack of education from the world.
(Quimby’s education and the role of the coterie will be discussed in Chapter Four.)
Similar to Peel, Gill had some level of doubt about the dating of some of the manuscripts:
In the period immediately following Quimby's death, George and his manuscript
assistants not only made fair copies of the existing copies; they also assigned dates to the
various pieces, relying presumably upon communal memory and educated guesswork. It
is a point of some importance to understand that the dates associated with Quimby's
writings were probably assigned after his death, not at the time of composition. There is
no independent proof that Quimby committed the major part of his work to writing
between 1860 and mid-1862—that is, before Mrs. Patterson arrived in Portland, as
George Quimby and the Dressers claimed twenty and more years later—and not after, as
39
she herself claimed.
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In reviewing the many Quimby notebooks kept by the coterie, which largely were produced
chronologically, so that Volume I had the earliest articles, and so forth, I have not found any
evidence to support the belief of any intentional misdating, but as Gill points out in some cases
some of the articles may have been later dated based on guesswork or an estimate.
Gill reached the following conclusion on the Quimby-Eddy debate:
As I shall show in the course of this book, the evidence that Mary Baker Eddy's healing
theology was based to any large extent on the Quimby manuscripts is not only weak but
largely rigged. This does not mean that Quimby did not have a profound influence on her.
What cannot be proved, one way or another, and what really matters, is what Quimby
said to Mrs. Patterson and she to him during those long hours everyone agrees they spent
together discussing healing. Mesmerist is the accusation that both Christian Scientists and
Quimbyites were to hurl at one another from the 1880s onward, and which both camps
sought vehemently to deny. Yet in some strange way, the mesmeric model developed in
the nineteenth century—whereby one (stereotypically male) mind is assumed to dominate
and control another (stereotypically female or at least weaker) mind against the weaker
one's will—is at work here in the two competing versions of the relation between Mary
Patterson and Phineas Parkhurst Quimby. Both define influence as a one-way street, a
master-slave, father-child, tutor-student relation and therefore affirm or deny that
influence existed. Had Mrs. Patterson been a forty-year-old man, a very different model
would have come into play, and we would be thinking in terms of intergenerational
influence, not of Svengali taking over Trilby's mind and body, or, as the Dresserites
would have it, of a daughter of Eve betraying a cozy patriarchal Eden in Portland,
40
Maine.

After the publication of her book, Gill’s treatment was attacked by noted New Thought writer
and historian, Deborah Whitehouse,41 in part due to the following statement by Gill:
In the Quimby file in the Boston University Library I found interesting new evidence
about the impression Mrs. Patterson made on Quimby's family and friends in an
unpublished and, I believe, hitherto unnoticed letter which Mrs. Phineas P. Quimby (a
neglected lady whom nobody in New Thought or Christian Science talks about) wrote to
Julius Dresser soon after her husband's death in January 1866. The letter makes plain that
whereas Mrs. Quimby considered Julius and Annetta Dresser to be beloved friends of the
family, she regarded Mrs. Patterson with suspicion and distrust. Mrs. Quimby begins by
thanking Julius for writing to her and sending her a copy of the poem on P. P. Quimby's
42
death which Mrs. Patterson had recently written and sent to him: . . .

The letter in question had in fact first appeared in the above Healing Hypotheses 1993 by Alan
Anderson (who is the husband of Whitehouse) but with a significant sentence missing. For being
unaware of the fact of the letter having been published earlier, Gill was derided by Whitehouse.
For the record, here is the letter for the first time published in toto (apparently it is a copy
preserved by Mrs. Quimby and not the actual letter sent) which was probably sent out about
February, 1866:
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Mr Dresser my dear friend,
You were very kind and thoughtful to write me, and send Mrs. P[atterson's] production
and I highly appreciate the favor. I like to hear of her occasionally, her lines are truly
lofty and a just tribute. If I did not know her, they would be beyond my comprehension,
and therefore uninteligable [sic], but I understand her, and know her mode of praise. I
think she might have sent me a copy, but she does not like me, so would not gratify me
enough, or notice me by sending them. I agree with your views of her exactly, she is ever
aiming at her own popularity, and endeavoring to build herself up at some others
expense. She evidently thought when she so strongly endorsed the Dr theory at her first
visit to him that he would put her forward to explain for him his doctrine, and she never
fully abandoned the idea while he lived. She last summer visited B[elfast] (bringing a
rich friend with her to bear expenses) and hung around and talked, at last, proposed
(through her friend) giving a lecture, but the Dr did not encourage it, and did not invite
her to preach for him at all, so she did not stay long. I have thought she would
eventually[?] go into spiritualism, heart and hand. She said she did join them sometimes
and would git quite excited and carried away while talking about them. Her case as she
describes it is sad, and had I never seen her or heard her talk I might have more sympathy
or believe she was in the frightful condition she represents, but she is so extravagant in
her expressions and does not always adhere closely to truth that I have less confidence
43
perhaps than I ought. I do not doubt but what you might effect a cure on her, or others if
you felt inclined to give your attention that way. My hus[band] often spoke of your
devotion to his theory, and how happily you received his ideas. And if his mantle would
fall on you, I should be very glad, and my heartfelt sympathy would go with you. Did
Geo tell you his father released him from any obligation to follow his practice? He did so
and I am very glad, for it was never congenial to his feelings and he only staid with him
from duty, and had his father left him without releasing him he would have felt his
father's wishes ought to be regarded, and his own would so conflict that he would not
[have] been fit for any business at all, he now feels free, and the experience he had and
the many truths he has received will I trust abide and keep him from many snares he
might otherwise fall into, he has now gone to N.Y. at the invitation of a cousin there in
business, he will assist him to find employment if he likes to remain there. Accept my
congratulations in your new relations as “parent” may your [breaks off at this point]

As Gill pointed out, it was clear that Eddy was not Mrs. Quimby’s “cup of tea.” It is not known
how well Mrs. Quimby actually knew Eddy personally. The latter spent most of her time with
Quimby in Portland and only once, in 1865, visited him in Belfast, where Mrs. Quimby lived.44
It is not known whether Mrs. Quimby and Eddy ever met other than for a few days in Belfast.
Eddy in her 1866 letter to Julius Dresser was sure to send her love to his wife, and in a letter to
Quimby on March 10, 1863, she wrote “Love to Mrs. P,” who was evidently a Mrs. Pierce—a
woman mentioned again in later letters by Eddy to Quimby. In a letter to a Mrs. Williams of
Portland, apparently a landlady associated with Quimby, Eddy wrote on March 8, 1863, and
added at the end, “love to the Dr. Quimby and lady” but it is not clear whether the “lady” was
Mrs. Quimby, Mrs. Williams, or someone else. Mrs. Quimby certainly knew of Eddy from what
P. P. Quimby had told her, but it is not clear how much connection if any the two women
actually had prior to Eddy’s brief visit in 1865 to the Quimby home. I have found no other record
to support Mrs. Quimby’s statement that Eddy did not like her.
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What is interesting is again Mrs. Quimby’s comment on Eddy as a person (in comparison to
Julius Dresser),
I agree with your views of her exactly, she is ever aiming at her own popularity, and
endeavoring to build herself up at some others expense. She evidently thought when she
so strongly endorsed the Dr theory at her first visit to him that he would put her forward
to explain for him his doctrine, and she never fully abandoned the idea while he lived. . . .
Her case as she describes it is sad, and had I never seen her or heard her talk I might have
more sympathy or believe she was in the frightful condition she represents, but she is so
extravagant in her expressions and does not always adhere closely to truth that I have less
confidence perhaps than I ought. . . .
My hus[band] often spoke of your devotion to his theory, and how happily you received
his ideas. And if his mantle would fall on you, I should be very glad, and my heartfelt
sympathy would go with you.

While this letter has been used as fodder by some as a level of proof that Eddy was not trusted by
Quimby and the coterie, the attack on her in this letter is, I believe, relatively mild. Eddy’s
impoverished circumstances in a marriage that was largely unhappy may well have driven her to
attempt a single-minded drive for success, in any avenue open to her, that was offputting to some
of those around her.
Ostensibly Mrs. Quimby and Julius Dresser wanted to promote the Quimby name and keep his
theory alive, but there is no historical record of either one doing anything in that regard for the
next seventeen years (see Appendix B in the Introduction). In their own way, they left that up to
Eddy. When Eddy herself tried to get Julius Dresser to accept the role of Quimby’s replacement
(as Mrs. Quimby hinted at as well above), he declined completely, as he responded on March 2,
1866:
As to turning Dr. myself, & undertaking to fill [word struck through] Dr. Q’s place, and
carry on his work, it is not to be thought of for a minute. Can an infant do a strong man’s
work? Nor would I if I could. Dr. Q gave himself away to his patients. To be sure he did
a great work, but what will it avail in fifty years from now if his theory does not come
out, & if he & his ideas pass among the things that were to be forgotten? He did work
some change in the minds of the people, which will grow with the development &
progress of the world. He helped to make them progress. They will progress faster for his
having lived & done his work. So with Jesus. He had an effect which was lasting & still
exists. But his great aim was a failure. He did not succeed, nor has Dr. Q succeeded in
establishing the science he aimed to do. The true way to establish it is, as I look at it, to
lecture & buy a paper and make that the means, rather more than curing, to introduce the
45
truth.

Dresser said that Quimby needed a newspaper to “introduce the truth.” As editor of the Webster
Times46 he was in a perfect position to at least take a stab in that direction, and yet there is no
record of Dresser ever taking that role upon himself in the early years before the debate began.
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Whitehouse in her book review called Gill biased against Quimby and New Thought and cried
out for someone to write a response to Gill: “There is a crying need for a New Thought scholar
to research and write an exhaustive report correcting all the misimpressions left by Gill in her
hatchet job on New Thought.” (Why Whitehouse herself or her husband, both eminently
qualified, did not write such a response is not stated.)
The main attack in Whitehouse’s review, however, centered around the article about Quimby and
Eddy in the New York Times of July 10, 1904. That article compared Eddy’s later Science and
Health to a copy of Quimby’s “Questions and Answers” that had been copied by an Eddy pupil
Mrs. Sally Wentworth about 1868, with some original Eddy material added to the article. Gill
followed Peel’s lead in pointing out that when the Times compared the early article to excerpts
from Eddy’s textbook, it was in many cases comparing Eddy’s own words in 1868 (and not
Quimby’s) to her later words. While this issue chronologically would ordinarily be discussed
later in our story, now is probably a good time to look at this complicated issue since it is an
important one, and more than one writer has been mired in its quicksand.
By 1868, two years after Quimby’s death, Eddy was still putting him forth as her mentor and
praising him to the hilt, even as she developed her own theories, which continued to evolve.
(This will be discussed in Part II of this book.) While living with Sally Wentworth and her
family late in 1868 (and staying through early 1870), Eddy allowed Wentworth to copy some of
her manuscripts including her version of Quimby’s “Questions and Answers.” One such
document, in Wentworth’s handwriting and Eddy’s emendations, was provided to the New York
Times by one of Wentworth’s sons, Horace. The version has a preface written by Eddy before the
Quimby “Questions and Answers,” and even that Quimby portion had some Eddy changes. The
Wentworth manuscript was not called “Questions and Answers,” however, but rather on the
cover page “Extracts from Doctor P. P. Quimby’s Writings,” and then the first page of the
manuscript had the further title, “The Science of Man or the principle which controls all
phenomena.”
The purpose of the Times writer (who remains anonymous to this day47) was, as the header of the
article said, to show the “True Origin of Christian Science.” Since the Wentworth document had
Eddy’s handwritten changes on it and her preface but then continued with Quimby’s document,
it was easy for the article to allege that the document was prima facie evidence of Eddy’s debt to
Quimby, ergo, she got Christian Science from Quimby. However, the writer went further in
attempting to show the connection between Quimby’s theory and Christian Science. The writer
never suggested (nor has anyone else, for that matter) that Eddy’s Science and Health was a
direct plagiarism of an identical Quimby manuscript. What the writer did, however, was to create
a “deadly parallel” comparison of statements and phrases in the Wentworth “Quimby” document
and Science and Health.
Here is the direct comparison as presented in the Times article:
From Quimby’s “Science of Man,” expounded by
Mrs. Eddy at Stoughton, 1868-69-70.

From Mrs. Eddy’s “Science and Health,” the text
book of the “Christian Science” she now claims to
have discovered in 1866.

“If I understand how disease originates in the mind
and fully believe it, why cannot I cure myself?”

“Disease being a belief, a latent delusion of mortal
mind, the sensation would not appear if this error
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was met and destroyed by Truth.”—Page 61,
edition of 1898.
“Disease being made by our belief or by our parents’ “Science not only reveals the origin of all disease
belief or by public opinion, there is no formula of as wholly mental, but it also declares that all
argument to be adopted, but every one must fit in disease is cured by mind.”—Page 62, edition of
their particular case. Therefore it requires great 1898.
shrewdness or wisdom to get the better of the error.”
“I know of no better counsel than Jesus gave to his “When we come to have more faith in the Truth of
Disciples when He sent them forth to cast out devils Being than we have in error, more faith in spirit
and heal the sick, and thus in practice to preach the than in matter, then no material conditions can
Truth. ‘Be ye wise as serpents and harmless as prevent us from healing the sick and destroying
doves.’ Never get into a passion, but in patience error through Truth.”—Page 367, edition of 1898.
possess ye your soul, and at length you weary out
the discord and produce harmony by your Truth
destroying error. Then you get the case. Now if you
are not afraid to face the error and argue it down,
then you can heal the sick.”
“The patient’s disease is in his belief.”
“We classify disease as error, which nothing but
Truth or Mind can heal.”—Page 427, edition of
1898.
“Error is sickness. Truth is health.”
“Discord is the nothingness of error. Harmony is
the somethingness of Truth.”—Page 172, edition
of 1898.
“Sickness is part of the error which Truth casts
out.”—Page 478, edition of 1898.
“In this science the names are given: thus God is
Wisdom. This Wisdom, not as an Individuality but
a principle, embraces every idea form, of which the
idea man, is the highest—being the image of God,
or the Principle.”
“Understanding is God.”
“All sciences are part of God.”
“Truth is God.”
“There is no other Truth but God.”
“God is Wisdom.”
“God is Principle.”
“Wisdom, Love, Truth are the Principle.”
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“God is the Principle of man; and the principle of
man remaining perfect, its idea or reflection—man
remains perfect.”
“Man was and is God’s idea.”—Page 231, edition
of 1898.
“Man is the idea of divine principle.”—Page 471,
edition of 1898.
“What is God? Jehovah is not a person. God is
principle.”—Page 169, edition of 1881.
“Understanding is a quality of God.”—Page 449,
edition of 1898.
“All science is of God.”—Page 513, edition of
1898.
“Truth is God.”—Page 183, edition of 1898.
“Truth, God, is not the Father of error.”—Page
469, edition of 1898.
“How can I most rapidly advance in the
understanding of Christian Science? Study
thoroughly the letter and imbibe the spirit. Adhere
to its divine Principle, and follow its behests,
abiding steadily in Wisdom, Love, and Truth.”—
Page 491, edition of 1898.
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“Error is matter.”
“Matter has no intelligence.”
“To give intelligence to matter is an error which is
sickness.”

“Matter has no intelligence of its own, and to
believe intelligence is in matter is the error which
produces pain and inharmony of all sorts; to hold
ourselves we are a principle outside of matter, we
would not be influenced by the opinions of man,
but held to the workings only of a principle, Truth,
in which there are no inharmonies of sickness, pain,
or sin.”
“For matter is an error, there being no substance,
which is Truth, in a thing which changes and is
only that which belief makes of it.”
“Christ was the Wisdom that knew Truth dwelt not
in opinion, and that matter was but opinion that
could be formed into any shape, which the belief
gave it, and that the life which moved it came not
from it, but was outside of it.”

“Matter is mortal error.”—Page 169, edition of
1881.
“The fundamental error of mortal man is the belief
that matter is intelligent.”—Page 122, edition of
1881.
“Laws of matter are nothing more or less than a
belief of intelligence and life in matter, which is
the procuring cause of all disease; whereas God,
Truth, is its positive cure.”—Page 127, edition of
1881.
“There is no life, truth, intelligence, or substance
in matter.”—Page 464, edition of 1898.

In creating the above “deadly parallel” comparison, I believe the purpose of the Times writer was
two-fold. First it was an attempt to show a direct similarity of concepts, but second, and more
importantly, the real “deadly parallel” was an attempt to show the close similarity of specific
words. Eddy had, by the time of her stay with Sally Wentworth, developed a capitalization
schema that definitely included capitalizing “Wisdom” as her synonym for God, and other words
such as “Principle” she started to capitalize as well. A prime example of this “deadly parallel” in
the mind of the writer was this example from above:
Wentworth “Quimby” MS:

“Wisdom, Love, Truth are the Principle.”

Science and Health:

“Adhere to its divine Principle, and follow its behests, abiding
steadily in Wisdom, Love, and Truth.”

That comparison is impressive, but it is also from Eddy’s own words in her preface versus her
later words in Science and Health.
The Times writer clearly wanted to focus on certain key words that appear on both sides of the
comparison. In that regard it is important to determine which words in the Wentworth
manuscripts were actually added by Eddy and which were from the original Quimby “Questions
and Answers” manuscript. In making that comparison, I have attempted to delete from the left
hand side of the comparison any words that Eddy added to the article. In cases where the quote is
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a mixture of Quimby and Eddy words, I have deleted only the Eddy words. The remaining words
on the left hand side are essentially from Quimby’s “Questions and Answers” (the quotes are not
always perfect but where they substantially match what Quimby said originally I have left them
in as Quimby quotes—I have not changed the capitalization used in the 1904 Times article,
regardless of how the original Quimby document appeared).
From Quimby’s “Science of Man,” expounded by
Mrs. Eddy at Stoughton, 1868-69-70.

From Mrs. Eddy’s “Science and Health,” the text
book of the “Christian Science” she now claims to
have discovered in 1866.

“If I understand how disease originates in the mind
and fully believe it, why cannot I cure myself?”

“Disease being a belief, a latent delusion of mortal
mind, the sensation would not appear if this error
was met and destroyed by Truth.”—Page 61,
edition of 1898.
“Disease being made by our belief or by our parents’ “Science not only reveals the origin of all disease
belief or by public opinion, there is no formula of as wholly mental, but it also declares that all
argument to be adopted, but every one must fit in disease is cured by mind.”—Page 62, edition of
their particular case. Therefore it requires great 1898.
shrewdness or wisdom to get the better of the error.”
“I know of no better counsel than Jesus gave to his “When we come to have more faith in the Truth of
Disciples when He sent them forth to cast out devils Being than we have in error, more faith in spirit
and heal the sick, and thus in practice to preach the than in matter, then no material conditions can
Truth. ‘Be ye wise as serpents and harmless as prevent us from healing the sick and destroying
doves.’ . . . Then you get the case. Now if you are error through Truth.”—Page 367, edition of 1898.
not afraid to face the error and argue it down, then
you can heal the sick.”
“The patient’s disease is in his belief.”
“We classify disease as error, which nothing but
Truth or Mind can heal.”—Page 427, edition of
1898.
“Discord is the nothingness of error. Harmony is
the somethingness of Truth.”—Page 172, edition
of 1898.
“Sickness is part of the error which Truth casts
out.”—Page 478, edition of 1898.
“God is the Principle of man; and the principle of
man remaining perfect, its idea or reflection—man
remains perfect.”
“Man was and is God’s idea.”—Page 231, edition
of 1898.
“Man is the idea of divine principle.”—Page 471,
edition of 1898.
“What is God? Jehovah is not a person. God is
principle.”—Page 169, edition of 1881.
“Understanding is a quality of God.”—Page 449,
edition of 1898.
“All science is of God.”—Page 513, edition of
1898.
“Truth is God.”—Page 183, edition of 1898.
“Truth, God, is not the Father of error.”—Page

“Understanding is God.”
“All sciences are part of God.”

“There is no other Truth [but God].”
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469, edition of 1898.
“How can I most rapidly advance in the
understanding of Christian Science? Study
thoroughly the letter and imbibe the spirit. Adhere
to its divine Principle, and follow its behests,
abiding steadily in Wisdom, Love, and Truth.”—
Page 491, edition of 1898.
“Matter is mortal error.”—Page 169, edition of
1881.
“The fundamental error of mortal man is the belief
that matter is intelligent.”—Page 122, edition of
1881.
“Laws of matter are nothing more or less than a
belief of intelligence and life in matter, which is
the procuring cause of all disease; whereas God,
Truth, is its positive cure.”—Page 127, edition of
1881.
“There is no life, truth, intelligence, or substance
in matter.”—Page 464, edition of 1898.
“Christ was the Wisdom that knew . . . matter was
but opinion that could be formed into any shape,
which the belief gave it, and that the life which
moved it came not from it, but was outside of it.”

When comparing the two versions above—the original from the Times that quoted the “Quimby”
(i.e., Quimby-Eddy) document of Wentworth, and then the second version, where Eddy’s
additions and emendations are removed—it is clear that by 1868 Eddy was focusing on and
capitalizing certain key words to represent God, which was not only “Wisdom” but also “Truth”
and “Principle.” In the original Quimby “Questions and Answers” the word “truth” when
representing God is not capitalized. (Sometimes that is not clear until one compares that word to
other identical uses in the article of the word “truth” where it was clearly not meant to be
capitalized.) In 1881, Eddy in the third edition of her textbook apologized somewhat for her use
of specific language, including a capitalization schema: “Owing to our explanations constantly
vibrating between the same points, an irksome repetition of words must occur, also the use of
capital letters, genders, and technicalities peculiar to the science; variety of language, or beauty
of diction, must give place to close analysis and unembellished thought.”49
As we can see the “deadly parallel” above becomes quite a bit less so when the added Eddy
words on the left are removed. This is not to suggest that Eddy did not carry over some of the
language of Quimby into her Christian Science, but certainly the sting is lost compared to what
the writer hoped to accomplish in juxtaposing the two sets of quotations. It might be argued that
the Times writer was in fact simply trying to compare Eddy’s later language to her language
when in her “Quimby phase” but that presupposes that none of what Eddy added to the document
about 1868 was her own thinking that differed in some ways from Quimby. We see above that
Eddy was already using a capitalization schema that was backed by a religion-based healing
theory that was ultimately foreign to Quimby.
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Eddy biographer, Edwin Dakin, wrote of this issue:
Previously at Stoughton, and now at Lynn, she had been teaching direct from Quimby's
treatise, “Questions and Answers,” to which she had written an introduction of her own
signed with her name. As copies of this document were recopied again, Mrs. Glover's
introduction finally was absorbed into the general body of the text as if the whole were
written by one person, and many of these copies were unsigned. She copyrighted this
treatise under her name in 1870, but it was not published until 1876, by which time she
50
had made a number of other changes in the context.

Martin Gardner further confused the issue when he wrote:
When Mrs. Eddy left Quimby in 1864 she took with her a manuscript by Quimby titled
Questions and Answers. Huge chunks of it were incorporated in Mrs. Eddy’s pamphlet
The Science of Man, which she published herself in 1870. With numerous alterations it
was eventually added to Science and Health as the chapter titled “Recapitulation.” Even
51
after all the changes one can still see how much of it was taken from Quimby’s paper.

Actually the 1876 published pamphlet was a completely different set of questions and
answers, all Eddy’s own text, compared to the Quimby “Questions and Answers,” so the
difference was dramatically more than a mere change in “context.” None of the Quimby
text appeared in the 1876 pamphlet. In 1870 Eddy had this title-page set in type and sent to the
Library of Congress for copyright purposes, but she did not determine to actually publish the
pamphlet until six years later52:
THE
SCIENCE OF MAN,
BY WHICH THE SICK ARE HEALED.
EMBRACING QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS IN
MORAL SCIENCE.
ARRANGED FOR THE LEARNER BY
MRS. MARY BAKER GLOVER.53
-------------------------LYNN:
1870.
In her review, Whitehouse continued:
But the most flagrant scholarly failure comes in Gill's treatment of the 1904 New York
Times “Deadly Parallels” between Quimby's writings known as “Questions and Answers”
and shared with a number of his patients, and Eddy's Science and Health. Eddy, like
other Quimby patients, had her own copy of the Questions and Answers, to which she
added an introductory paragraph of her own. She made them available to her own
students under the title “Science of Man.” At first, she attributed them to Quimby, but
gradually, she began to claim Quimby's ideas as her own. Horatio Dresser outlines all this
in the second edition of The Quimby Manuscripts, which was made necessary when the
Christian Science Church threatened legal action against Dresser for including letters
from Mrs. Eddy in his first edition. For the second edition, published in the same year as
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the first (1921), Dresser substituted a descriptive chapter tracing this history of
“Questions and Answers,” the “Deadly Parallels,” and the Eddy paragraph. Yet Gill
distorts this: “Mrs. Eddy's own words were integrated into the Quimby text, compared
against her own manuscript, found, not surprisingly, identical, and cited as a flagrant
example of plagiarism.” But the Times 1904 article, “True Origin of Christian Science,”
states
[“]The charge made by Mr. Wentworth and based on this manuscript and on the
statements made by Mrs. Eddy in Stoughton is not that the exact language of Quimby is
reproduced verbatim in ‘Science and Health’ ‘Christian Science’ in 1866; that Quimby,
and not God, revealed it to her; and that her statements to the contrary are flatly
contradicted by her own statements in Stoughton, made after the date when she says the
‘final revelation’ was made to her. (The New York Times, July 10, 1904)[”]
Gill, apparently unaware of her own error in interpreting the Times article as claiming
plagiarism, tries to blame Dresser:
[“]Horatio Dresser was responsible for seeing that this sleight of hand remained
unchallenged for another generation. . . . His decision was to fudge the issue, to print the
text as it had been previously quoted in all the anti-Eddy works, but with a modest note to
say that he had appended the final, the crucial, paragraph--from where, and why, he
declines to specify.[”] (232)
Seemingly, Gill did not bother to check the second edition of The Quimby Manuscripts,
where Dresser states,
[“]Mrs. Eddy introduced a preface of her own which was later incorporated into the text,
which in turn was put forth as Mrs. Eddy's (Mrs. Glover's) own during the period of her
work in Lynn. Thus we have before us all the stages which led from entire fidelity to
Quimby to the latter attitude as expressed in ‘Science and Health’ after the first edition.
Then, too, in the New York Times, July 10, 1904, portions of ‘Questions and Answers’
were printed side by side with passages from ‘Science and Health,’ together with a
facsimile showing emendations in Mrs. Eddy's copy of the manuscript in her own hand.
The article in the Times was conclusive evidence regarding this important transition from
‘Questions and Answers’ to ‘The Science of Man.’ All that was needed to make the
textual history complete was the publication in full of ‘Questions and Answers’ in the
present volume.[”] (162-63).

Ironically, while Gill did make an error in her specific comment about Horatio Dresser as quoted
above it was not one that Whitehouse discerned. All three of the Quimby “Questions and
Answers” documents in the Library of Congress Quimby papers and the Sarah Crosby copy from
1865 have an extra prefatory section that reads as follows (the text below is one of the four
substantially identical versions):
Dr. Quimby's writings are not to establish any religious creed or bolster up any belief of
man, but they are simply the out-pouring of a truth that sees the sick cast into prison, for
no other cause than a belief in the opinions of man, there to linger out a miserable
existence, driven from society into the dark cell of disease, where no friend is allowed to
enter nor soothe their woes. The knowledge of this condition from their own feelings
calls forth his plea in their behalf. He stands to the sick as an attorney to a criminal, their
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friend. This is what he believes Jesus intended to communicate to the world when he
said, [“]they that are well need not a physician, but they that are sick.[”] So he pleads
their case & destroys their opinions[,] breaks the bars of death & sets the prisoner free.
This was Jesus’ religion, that he believed, taught & practiced.

Dresser in QMSS, added, “This paragraph was added by Dr. Quimby for the sake of the general
inquirer.”54 This was original to Quimby (or possibly a member of the coterie such as Emma
Ware) and not a later addition by Eddy. It was not included in Eddy’s Preface, as Gill mistakenly
said.55 That was perhaps because Collie-Seale did not include it in their version of “Questions
and Answers.”56 (In one or more versions of the “Science of Man” manuscripts that included the
Quimby questions and answers that Eddy allowed her students to copy, a modified version of the
above appears, but it did not appear in the above Wentworth manuscript.) Thus, in Gill’s
estimation, when Horatio Dresser added this to QMSS, and “knowing” that it did not appear in
the original, she believed that he saw the original Quimby manuscript, realized that the text was
not there and that it must have been an Eddy text but included it in QMSS anyway. Again, Eddy
did write her own prefatory material to her copies of this manuscript after Quimby had died and
she was giving this out to her earliest students, but that was a different text than this specific
paragraph in question.
Gill’s book defended Eddy from a charge of having plagiarized Quimby. Whitehouse attacked
this suggestion that the Times or Dresser had accused Eddy of plagiarism. The New York Times
article said of its “deadly parallel” comparison:
Here, in parallel columns, are some notable things in the Quimby manuscript copied by
Mrs. Wentworth and in Mrs. Eddy’s ‘Science and Health.’ They are not placed in parallel
columns to show that Mrs. Eddy copied ‘Science and Health’ verbally from Quimby’s
manuscript, but to throw light upon the question whether it was Almighty God, as Mrs.
Eddy says now, or Dr. Quimby, as she said in 1868-70, who revealed her present moneymaking science to her.

The Times was making it clear that there was no claim made that Science and Health was
actually written by Quimby, but no one was making that allegation anyway. While they did not
charge plagiarism on Eddy’s part specifically, they did write the article in such a way as to
suggest that Eddy had copied some of Quimby’s text and used it as her own in Science and
Health. What is odd about the Times article is that it shows the Preface written by Eddy, lists her
name at the end of it, but still seemed to believe that the Preface was written by Quimby. See this
example:
Her sentence beginning ‘Wisdom, Love, and Truth,’ in the first of the fac similies here
reproduced, which she altered after Mrs. Wentworth had copied it, is of interest when
compared with Mrs. Eddy’s acknowledged statement of the same thing. As corrected in
her handwriting the manuscript copied by Mrs. Wentworth says:
“Wisdom, Love, and Truth is the principle of the ideal man and is health.”
Mrs. Glover-Eddy forgot, probably, to change the singular verb to plural to agree with the
three nouns. On Page 491 of the 1898 edition of “Science and Health” Mrs. Eddy says:
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“How can I most rapidly advance in the understanding of Christian Science? Study
thoroughly the letter and imitate the spirit. Adhere to its divine Principle, and follow its
behests, abiding steadily in Wisdom, Love, and Truth.”

(In this example, “her” appears to mean what Eddy copied but not what she wrote on her own. If
the Times knew that Eddy wrote the sentence on her own about 1868 and then later on used the
line in Science and Health, it would make little sense to compare the two. Note above that the
sentence in question, which appears in part in the “deadly parallels” comparison grid, is cited as
having come from “the Quimby manuscript” that was then copied later by Wentworth and
Eddy.)
Part of the difference between Gill and Whitehouse I believe is how the term “plargiarism” is
used. The Gill use of the term, I believe, was in the broader context of Eddy reputedly having
stolen the Quimby ideas, theories, and language and represented them later as her own. It was
not a narrow use of that term that looked only at the copying of exact words of an earlier writer.
Whitehouse it appears used the term in its narrower sense and said that Eddy was not accused of
having published as her own actual Quimby texts.57 The “deadly parallels” comparison of
“Quimby” language and later Eddy language did not actually use the word “plagiarize” but the
concept of Eddy having stolen Christian Science ideas and language from Quimby was
throughout the article, including being implied in its title, “True Origin of Christian Science.”
One of the points for which Eddy was criticized in later years was her saying that when Dresser
quoted various texts from the Quimby papers, those texts reminded Eddy of her own writings
that she had left behind with Quimby, and she suspected that her own words had been included
in what was being called the Quimby writings. Such comments drew the immediate ire of the
Dressers and George Quimby. What has gone unnoticed for more than one hundred years has
been that this issue to some extent cut both ways. Milmine, et al., wrote in the May, 1907,
installment of the McClure’s serial:
In Stoughton [where Sally Wentworth lived] ‘The Science of Man’ was the only
manuscript from which Mrs. Glover taught. By the time she arrived in Lynn, however,
she worked out another treatise, which she sometimes entitled, ‘Scientific Treatise on
Mortality, As Taught by Mrs. M. B. Glover,’ and sometimes gave no title at all. Mr.
Horatio Dresser and Mr. George A. Quimby, the two persons best acquainted with
Phineas P. Quimby’s writings, say that the second manuscript is only partially his [i.e.,
Quimby’s], and seems to be made up of extracts from his writings, woven together and
58
interspersed with much that must have been Mrs. Glover’s own.

In reality there were many more manuscripts than mentioned above, and while there is no
manuscript actually titled “Scientific Treatise on Mortality,” the McClure’s article (p. 109)
clearly identified the specific manuscript, owned by Daniel Spofford, to which they were
referring. A copy of that specific document today is available, and a review of the entire article
shows that it uses none of the Quimby “Questions and Answers” even though, while untitled, it
too was consistent with other Eddy manuscripts called the “Science of Man.” When doing a
word search of keys words and phrases in that document compared to the known corpus of
Quimby writings, it appears that this latter document is completely Eddy’s—it copies no known
Quimby text. Nonetheless, George Quimby and Horatio Dresser, not having such word search

28

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
capabilities available to them, averred to the McClure’s people that the document appeared to
have been “made up of extracts from his [Quimby’s] writings.”
Whitehouse took up the cudgels for Horatio Dresser to defend him from Gill’s comments.
Dresser in turn had cited Milmine as the one who had correctly explained the history of the
“Questions and Answers” and “Science of Man” manuscripts, and then Dresser believed that he
continued in 1921 from where Milmine had left off. Interestingly, while Milmine et al. had made
progress in accurately describing the history of the two documents—by pointing out that the
early Eddy “Science of Man” document that included Quimby’s “Questions and Answers” was
not the same as the pamphlet she later published under the title, The Science of Man—Dresser
largely undid that progress.
Thus, as we have seen, the Quimby “Questions and Answers” was a document known to have
been provided to at least a few patients by Quimby; it was used by Eddy with her earliest pupils
late in the 1860s and even during the first few years of the 1870s. Eddy took that document,
added her own preface and made other changes, and called it in part, the “Science of Man.” To
make matters more confusing, she then completely changed the text of the manuscript, dropped
all known quotations of Quimby’s writings, and promulgated to her pupils a completely new
text, but with the same title, the “Science of Man.” She copyrighted that title in 1870 with the
plan to publish her text (which text she was planning to publish in 1870 is unknown at this late
date). It is known that in 1876 she finally published the following pamphlet without any Quimby
text included, entitled The Science of Man.59 In Eddy’s classes, and in the classes of other
Christian Science teachers authorized by her, the focus of the class is on her chapter
“Recapitulation” in her textbook Science and Health, a chapter that evolved directly from her
1876 pamphlet.
The confusion by Milmine early on regarding the above is evident in the following letter from
her to George Quimby, October 27, 1905, as published in QMSS by Dresser:
It is quite true that she (Mrs. Eddy) did use your father's Ms. entitled `Questions and
Answers' to teach from in the beginning. In fact, she used nothing else for many years,
and hired a student to make copies of it for the use of each pupil. I have photographs of
one of these copies, and have seen several of them belonging to early pupils who have
kept them and who showed them to me. With the change of a word here and there, it is
exactly your father’s Ms. This manuscript of your father’s was used largely to form a
chapter called ‘Recapitulation’ in ‘Science and Health’ in later years; but with each new
edition it was revised until the present chapter of that title is a long way off from the
original. Nevertheless this is the only chapter in her book from which her students are
taught in classes, today. The course in C. S. consists of a series of talks on this one
chapter, which is elucidated and explained to the class. So everybody who is learning C.
S. healing today is learning the essential truth almost directly from your father's old
manuscript, as in the beginning. The rest of C. S. and all the objectionable part is simply
‘frills’ added by Mrs. Eddy. Of course she has used your father's ideas and many of his
phrases all through the book. . . . The Ms. you sent [printed above, Chap. XIII.] is almost
60
word for word, as you have seen, like the one she used to teach from.

Here Milmine appears to believe that the Eddy chapter “Recapitulation” was derived largely
from the Quimby “Questions and Answers,” while in fact the chapter did not use any Quimby
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text—the only similarity being that they both used a question and answer format. When the
Milmine serial actually was published, that error was corrected. Here in part in the April, 1907,
issue is how it described “Questions and Answers” and the “Science of Man,” starting with a
discussion of the Wentworth document (pp. 623ff):
For twenty closely written pages, Quimby's manuscript, “Questions and Answers,” is
word for word the same as Mrs. Glover's manuscript, “The Science of Man.”

That statement pertaining to this one specific Wentworth document is largely true with respect to
the Quimby portion matching “word for word” other known Quimby copies, but there are a few
points in the questions and answers part of the Wentworth document where Eddy added her own
text. Also Eddy by that time was using the term “personal sense” to mean the human senses that
accept the material evidences as being real.61 (She would later use the term “mortal mind” for the
same purpose.) The only known use of that term, “personal sense,” by Quimby in all of his
writings appears in “Questions and Answers,” where Quimby answered the question about
whether he had a sense of repugnance towards certain patients. He answered in part, “The
repugnance of which you speak is not towards their personal senses, but to the ideas their senses
are attached to.” Even that comment appears in only two of the three copies of “Questions and
Answers” in the Library of Congress collection; the third does not have the word “personal.”
Eddy in her copies changed the Quimby term “natural sense” to “personal sense” to comport
with her evolving way of expressing her ideas.
At this point in the McClure’s article they added this footnote: “The manuscript ‘Science of
Man,’ from which Mrs. Glover taught, is not the same work as her printed pamphlet of that title.”
This important point was lost by some who did not read this footnote. The article then continued
under the heading “Quimby’s Manuscript and Christian Science.”
The relation of Quimby's “Questions and Answers” to the Christian Science doctrine will
be discussed in a later article. The following quotations, taken at random, illustrate the
fact that the Quimby manuscript abounds in ideas and phrases familiar to every Christian
Scientist.

While that comment suggested that Milmine, et al., went through the Wentworth document and
randomly selected quotes, the allegedly “random” quotations were in fact simply the ones on the
left-hand column in the above “deadly parallels” comparison in New York Times article—the
same quotations in the same order. No original research was done.
Fourteen years later, Dresser took a step backward in his description of this issue:
It is not necessary to trace out the changes made in the writings which were in Mrs.
Eddy's possession. The manuscript known as “Questions and Answers” is the typical
instance. With great care Miss Milmine followed all these changes throughout the period
which intervened between 1866 and 1875, when Mrs. Eddy, then Mrs. Glover, lived in
Maine and in Stoughton, Mass. She has shown how “Questions and Answers” gradually
became “The Science of Man, by which the sick are healed, Embracing Questions and
Answers in Moral Science, arranged for the learner by Mrs. Mary Baker Glover,” 1870.
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At this point Dresser did not take note of the McClure’s footnote, since Milmine et al. did not
even purport to show a semblance between “Questions and Answers” and the later pamphlet
printed by Eddy in 1876 but copyrighted in 1870. (Here I believe Dresser was referring to the
published pamphlet of 1876, but it might be argued that he was just presuming that the
Wentworth manuscript was the language that Eddy proposed to copyright in 1870—she only
copyrighted the title that year. However, I believe Dresser’s knowledge came from Milmine in
McClure’s, May, 1907, but he ignored the record of later changes noted by Milmine: “In 1870
she took out a copyright upon a book entitled: ‘The Science of Man by which the Sick are
Healed Embracing Questions and Answers in Moral Science Arranged for the Learner by Mrs.
Mary Baker Glover. When it appeared, it contained allusions to events which happened after
1872, and it must have been largely rewritten after the date of the copyright.” If Dresser in fact
did not realize that the 1876 The Science of Man text was completely different from “Questions
and Answers” it was due to his own poor scholarship since Milmine’s footnote was quite clear.)
Dresser then continued:
She has disclosed the fact that this manuscript was still attributed to Dr. Quimby while
Mrs. Eddy lived in Stoughton, but that Mrs. Eddy introduced a preface of her own which
was later incorporated into the text, which in turn was put forth as Mrs. Eddy's (Mrs.
Glover's) own during the period of her work in Lynn. Thus we have before us all the
stages which led from entire fidelity to Quimby to the later attitude as expressed in
“Science and Health” after the first edition. Then, too, in the New York Times, July 10,
1904, portions of “Questions and Answers” were printed side by side with passages from
“Science and Health,” together with a facsimile showing emendations in Mrs. Eddy's
copy of the manuscript in her own hand. The article in the Times was conclusive evidence
regarding this important transition from “Questions and Answers” to “The Science of
Man.” All that was needed to make the textual history complete was the publication in
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full of “Questions and Answers” in the present volume.

Here we see the left-hand side of the “deadly parallels” comparison in the New York Times
attributed completely by Dresser to Quimby, even though, as we have seen, a significant portion
came from Eddy’s own separate text.
Thus, while I believe Gill incorrectly blamed Dresser for printing what in fact certainly appears
to be a Quimby text instead of an Eddy text, her larger criticism of his obfuscation of the Science
of Man issue, whether intentional or not on his part, is, I believe, valid.
In 1883, shortly after the Quimby-Eddy debate began with the publication early that year of the
Dresser letter to the Post, Eddy revised Science and Health, the sixth edition, to respond to some
of the allegations. She wrote in that edition: “The only manuscript that we ever held of his,
longer than to correct it, was one of perhaps a dozen pages, most of which we had composed.”63
This almost certainly refers to “Questions and Answers,” and the comment has led some
historians to believe she was referring to having helped Quimby write his document of questions
and answers—thus the reason for the concern about the date of first production of that article. If
the document in question had in fact been prepared early in 1862, then Eddy could not have
helped in its production. Because many of the notebooks maintained and created by the Quimby
coterie are in somewhat chronological order, the dating of the articles becomes more reliable; in
comparison the “Questions and Answers” manuscripts are atypical in that they are stand alone
31

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
documents and thus the dating of them could be incorrect, whether intentionally or otherwise,
and thus any possible errors in dating would not be clear to the historian. Nonetheless, I have
found no reason to believe the dating of the versions of “Questions and Answers” is inaccurate.64
Eddy remembered sitting with Quimby, writing her own articles, perhaps editing his articles in
the same manner as the coterie, so once the Quimby-Eddy debate began in earnest in 1883, she
developed a standard answer, which was that any such manuscripts ascribed to Quimby could
have been the ones she left behind. In those days, the Quimby manuscripts, as they came to be
called, were only rumored, since George Quimby refused to publish them, and when Edward
Arens in 1883 tried to bring them forth as evidence in Eddy’s plagiarism suit against him, he was
rebuffed by the younger Quimby. I believe the Eddy comment cited above does not relate to the
writing of the original document but is rather an exaggerated reference to her later emendations
of the document. Having said that, pat answers are sometimes designed to avoid uncomfortable
issues; with Eddy’s movement and career on the line, and with no access to the Quimby
documents themselves, she reacted defensively. Any document ascribed to Quimby was in her
mind potentially one of the documents she left behind, even “Questions and Answers.” Over
time, as exact memories fade, the pat answer and conventional wisdom takes over. That does not
mean that Eddy, Dresser, George Quimby or others were acting in bad faith as they promoted
their own versions of conventional wisdom, because I believe they convinced themselves they
were right as they selectively remembered what they wanted to remember. It is the historian’s
job to put the pieces together outside of those blinders. While I say that Eddy acted defensively,
it should be pointed out that she offered to pay for the publication of the Quimby papers in 1887,
provided she could first examine them to make sure they were not her own papers left behind.
While the Quimby proponents scoffed at the offer, claiming that Eddy would never agree to
publish them (or worse, risk having Eddy steal or damage the manuscripts somehow), they could
have called Eddy’s bluff by taking her up on the offer through a third-party intermediary, since
they knew, as we know today, that nothing with her handwriting had been kept other than her
letters and occasional poem to Quimby. In fact Eddy actually called George Quimby’s bluff
because it appeared clear by that early date that he had no intention of publishing his father’s
papers under any circumstances during Eddy’s lifetime. Since the Quimby papers were not in
Eddy’s handwriting, if Eddy had rescinded her own offer to publish the papers based on her
statement that she had written the documents in question—which is essentially what the Quimby
proponents claimed she would do—George Quimby, the Dressers and others could have made
the case a cause célèbre, brought in outside individuals to “referee” the dispute and thereby
gained a lot of favorable publicity to their case. Since Eddy would not have been in a position to
prove she wrote any of the articles ascribed to Quimby, the Quimby proponents stood to gain by
such an event. Nonetheless, George Quimby was not to be moved, much to the chagrin of the
Dressers who long pushed for the publications of the Quimby papers. Eddy was not the only one
in the debate who acted defensively.
When Judge Septimus Hanna obtained access to the Sarah Crosby copy of “Questions and
Answers” and published portions in the Christian Science Sentinel of February 16, 1899, Eddy
added this historical addendum:
In 1861[sic], when I first visited Dr. Quimby of Portland, Me., his scribblings were
descriptions of his patients; and comprised the manuscripts that, in 1887, I advertised I
would pay for having published. Before his decease, in January, 1866, he had tried to get
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them published and failed. The quotations contained in the article above [i.e., the Crosby
“Questions and Answers”]—purporting to be Dr. Quimby's own words—were written
while I was his patient in Portland and holding long conversations with him on my views
of mental therapeutics. Some words in these quotations certainly read like words that I
said to him, and, at his request to correct his copy, had added thereto. In his conversations
with me, and in his scribblings, the word Science was not used at all, till one day I
declared to him that, back of his magnetic treatment and manipulation of patients, there
was a Science, and it was the science of Mind, that had nothing to do with matter,
electricity, or physics. After this I noticed he used that word, as well as other terms which
I employed, which seemed at first new to him. He even acknowledged this himself, and
startled me by saying, what I cannot forget—it was this: “I see now what you mean, and I
see that I am John, and that you are Jesus.” At that date I was a staunch orthodox, and my
theological belief was offended by his saying, and I entered a demurrer that rebuked him.
But afterwards I concluded that he only referred to the coming anew of Truth, which we
both desired; for in some respects he was quite a seer, and understood what I said better
than some others did—and, for one so unlearned, he was a remarkable man. Had his
remark related to my personality, I should still think it was profane. At first my case
improved wonderfully under his treatment, but it relapsed. I was gradually emerging from
materia medica, dogma, and creeds and drifting whither I knew not; this mental struggle
might have caused my illness. The fallacy of materia medica, its lack of science, and the
want of divinity in scholastic theology, had already dawned on me. My idealism,
however, limped, for then it lacked Science. But the divine Love will accomplish what all
the powers of earth combined can never prevent being accomplished—the advent of
divine healing and its Divine Science.

Eddy always stated that she had long talks with Quimby and committed to paper writings for his
review, which the coterie did as well. Annetta Dresser wrote of this in 1895, with a swipe at
Eddy thrown in:
. . . if anyone evinced any particular interest in his theory, he would lend his manuscripts
and allow his early writings to be copied. Those interested would then in turn write
articles about his “theory” or “the Truth,” as he called it, and bring them for his criticism.
But no-one thought of making any use of these articles while he lived, nor even to try his
mode of treatment in a public way; for all looked up to him as the master whose works so
65
far surpasses anything they could do that they dared not try.

The above statement by Eddy from 1899, some thirty years after her use of the document and her
conversations with Quimby, certainly does not appear accurate so far as believing that her
recollected comments pertained to “Questions and Answers.” The only possible exception to this
would be if Eddy’s somewhat minor later changes in “Questions and Answers,” as provided by
her to Mrs. Wentworth and others, actually came from a revised version of “Question and
Answers” that she got directly from Quimby. I believe that is unlikely. Eddy’s own copy of
Quimby’s “Questions and Answers” is no longer extant. More likely, Eddy was referring to how
she in time replaced Quimby’s “Questions and Answers” with her own.
As will be discussed later, Eddy may well have made a comment to Quimby about the use of the
word “science” at some point but since she used that term in the press almost immediately in
conjunction with Quimby, and Quimby used that term before meeting Eddy (as did the earlier
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mesmeric practitioners), there is no evidence to support her recollection of supplying Quimby
with that term for the first time.
Eddy’s recollection of Quimby saying essentially that he was the John the Baptist to her Jesus is
actually supported somewhat by Daniel Spofford’s later recollection of what Eddy told him in
the 1870s, but he remembered it in reverse. In his letter to Georgine Milmine, September 18,
1904, he wrote: “Mrs Glover said to me ‘Dr Quimby said I was John’ meaning the forerunner of
Truth.” Abigail Dyer Thompson, the daughter of Emma Morgan (later Emma A. Thompson), a
later Christian Science pupil of Eddy’s but also a Quimby patient who met Eddy in Portland in
1862, wrote in her 1928 reminiscences (quoted later in Chapter Four) of what Quimby told her
mother as she met Eddy in Portland: “This is a very wonderful woman, and in comparison I am
the man but Mary is the Christ.”
While we are getting ahead of ourselves in reviewing at this point the post-1866 era, in
discussing “Questions and Answers” and Eddy’s “Science of Man” manuscripts, it is worthwhile
to point out some of the divergence in Eddy’s thought at least by about 1870 from the general
views of Quimby. As Peel pointed out in Discovery, the difference between Quimby’s
“Questions and Answers” and Eddy’s own later The Science of Man, is dramatic.66 In the former
the first question is, “You must have a feeling of repugnance towards certain patients. How do
you overcome it and how can I do the same?” (This appears to have been a question posed by
Emma Ware.) The first question in Eddy’s, The Science of Man, is: “What is God?” The
difference is more than semantic. It illustrates a religious foundation in Eddy’s theory that she
came to believe was largely missing in Quimby’s. In a manuscript version of the “Science of
Man” entitled, “Rudiments[:] The Science of Man”67 which was copied by Sally Wentworth
probably about 1869 or early 1870, Eddy wrote:
Healing the sick, or clairvoyance[,] is like learning music from the ear instead of learning
it from the principle in science so as to write & teach it. Unless the principle is
understood you cannot act in it the principle and as it never has been taught in science by
any written or published mss from any known individual but me, I claim that it cannot be
understood, except by Elijah, Jesus, his disciples, and Paul. and their writings do not
teach it unless you understand the scientific meaning, and not the interpretations which
beliefs hath given them. Perhaps even then the science was not fully seen then, but their
music that was perfect i.e. their history as phenomena was learned of having seen it &
heard it from Jesus.

It should be noted that this was provided by Eddy to Sally Wentworth, the same pupil who
copied the earlier “Extracts from Doctor P. P. Quimby’s Writings.” Thus when Eddy wrote that
she was teaching a principle that had never “been taught in science by any written or published
mss from any known individual but me, I claim that it cannot be understood, except by Elijah,
Jesus, his disciples,” and then by not mentioning Quimby here and distancing herself from any
prior “written or published mss,” she was making a statement that could not have been missed by
Wentworth, and should not be by any later historians. To be sure, Eddy’s thought during this
period was a combination of her idealism, as seen in Christian Science later, and healing theories
and practices she had imbibed from Quimby and perhaps the healing mediums of the day, such
as tying “healing the sick” to “clairvoyance” or the taking on the pains of the patient. However,
her thinking continued to evolve out of the Quimby focus of healing the sick by changing the
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patient’s mind to a Christian focus on spiritual purity and aligning one’s self with the Christ as
the impetus for and source of healing. In the untitled variant version of the “Science of Man” that
McClure’s cited above, Eddy wrote in question and answer format:
Ques. What is the proper method and the one that Jesus used to heal the sick?
Ans. He cast out error, with truth and this healed the sick.
Ques. How can I succeed in doing this so my demonstration in healing shall be
wonderful and immediate?
Ans. By being like Jesus, by asking yourself, am I honest? am I just? am I merciful? am I
pure? and being able to respond with your demonstrations, to let what you can do for the
sick answer this, and not your lips for if you are becoming what is required of you then
are you a law to yourself and will ask am I doing to others as I would they should do to
me? Am I seeking the praise of man or the praise of God, which means in Science am I
asking the soul to approve, or am I asking this of sense? And the answer will be found in
Science by which you may know.

Further evidence of a movement by Eddy away from the Quimby methods she had learned is
seen in a manuscript she had written for her class of 1870. She had been asked by the members
to comment on the healing modes of the Spiritualists. She responded with a paper, “Spiritualism”
that is reproduced in Samuel P. Bancroft’s book, Mrs. Eddy as I Knew Her in 1870 (emphasis
added):
When they [mediums] are clairvoyants, they read the thoughts by believing that a spirit
controls them, who is all-powerful to control them to any manifestations. This belief is
the secret that makes them let go of limits, by which another belief confines them to only
what personal sense can do. This sense is mind that is more rarified than the body, hence
its action has a wider range. If those calling themselves “Spiritualists” would admit this
fact, the phenomena they can produce would be a stepping stone into the vestibule of this
Science, . . .
Suppose I should read the thoughts of the absent, examine the sick, present or absent,
utter myself with unaccustomed eloquence, and give all the phenomena of clairvoyance.
What would be the difference between this manifestation of mine, and all others? I reply,
when I examine the sick I go upon the Principle of Science, that sickness is not truth,
that it has no locality, and is nothing. Mark! The reverse of their views! Also, I cannot
use this Science to do evil with it. The moment I should attempt this error I should
lose Science, inasmuch as I would be working in error and not in Truth. Hence, the
impossibility for me to give a demonstration in Science that works ill to myself or
neighbor, as also the impossibility for me to visit the absent in a speculative mood,
or out of curiosity, or a desire to influence a mind to any evil thoughts or actions. . . .
Now I cannot give the phenomena of belief when I give the phenomena, above alluded
to, but I give these manifestations in Science, and, whereas, I once gave them in belief, or
matter, I now give them understandingly; whereas, I once gave them darkly, not knowing
how I did it, I now give them in light. As understanding belongs to God, and belief to
man, you can draw the conclusion that I give what phenomena I am enabled to
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understand from God, from intelligence.
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The excerpt includes several points of note. One is an ontological statement that sickness has no
truth or locality, and thus is unreal. This is part of the “Principle of Science,” and it differs from
the Quimby belief that saw sickness as the result of the human mind affecting “spiritual matter”
to the point that it condensed into the material manifestation of disease. When Quimby said the
“Truth is the Cure” in his circular, he referred to the truth of his theory explained to the patient
so as to convince the patient of the error in his own human thinking. Without changing the mind
of the patient, it was not possible to affect the “spiritual matter” to yield a cure. Another point is
Eddy’s belief that is was not possible for one to exhibit the equivalent of clairvoyant insight
using her spiritual method unless as part of the means of doing good and demonstrating the
Truth.69 This goes against Eddy’s own recollection (and the recollection of many others in later
years) of Quimby’s penchant for showing off how he could affect others at a distance, sometimes
without them even knowing about it, as a kind of parlor trick. (This is explored more in Chapter
Four.) Eddy also seemed to be working out her theory to move away from the foundational point
that treating a patient meant taking on the pains of that patient. Quimby saw the healing process
as bringing the “fluids” of patient and healer in alignment, and that included the transference of
the ailments of the patient to the healer. Quimby wrote of this as follows:
I have sat down by a person and taken them by the hand & have had what is called canker
come in my mouth almost immediately, and on enquiring if they had the same, have
found it so in every case. . . .
All persons who ever tried any experiments in mesmerism know that the subject is very
sensitive and will taste or smell what the mesmeriser does. Now this is done by changing
the fluids of the system. The fluids equalize in the mesmerizer and the mesmerized, and
their taste is as one, precisely as two instruments are brought to accord with one another
70
by the performer. On this principle, diseases are conveyed from one to another. . . .

In comparison, Eddy was taking steps to explain her evolving belief away from mind-based
theories to a God-based theory that had no ability to do evil or draw illness to her.71 As she wrote
above, “Hence, the impossibility for me to give a demonstration in Science that works ill to
myself or neighbor, . . .” It should be pointed out that Eddy always believed she was sensitive to
the thoughts around her, and many later letters by her can be cited to attest to that belief.72 Even
in her last years she would write to her pupils not to think of her or mentally focus on her.
Nonetheless this mental sensitivity in her mind differed from the fluid-based theory of Quimby
above.
Christian Science historian Stephen Gottschalk wrote a history of certain phases of Eddy’s life
and the Christian Science movement in 1973 in the publication of his doctoral thesis, The
Emergence of Christian Science in American Religious Life.73 It had a section on the “Quimby
Contention,” but Gottschalk’s most important contribution to the debate was his noting for the
first time that the article in QMSS, pp. 301-307, called “Experience of a patient with Dr
Quimby,” was almost certainly written by Eddy. That appeared in his second book, Rolling Away
the Stone: Mary Baker Eddy’s Challenge to Materialism. That article is quoted in its entirety in
Chapter Seven.74
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—Mary Baker Eddy—
In comparison to the surprising paucity of biographical treatments of Quimby’s life, Eddy’s life
has been treated with a surfeit of biographical treatments,75 from sketches to lengthy, threevolume biographies. Biographical serials of her life first appeared in 1907 by two very different
authors: Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien (who in time went by “Sibyl Wilbur”) and Georgine Milmine
Welles (who went by “Georgine Milmine”) along with other researchers and writers at
McClure’s magazine, including the then relatively unknown author Willa Cather. Wilbur
converted her serial to a book in 1908, and the Milmine, et al. biographical serial appeared in
book form in 1909.
Aside from Eddy’s own autobiographical writings, the two foundational early biographical
works on her are the above biographical serials (and later book versions). For further reference,
the book by Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien shall be called “Wilbur” and the book attributed to Milmine
shall be called “Milmine | Cather.” (The complex history of that latter book is given below.)
As a general rule, the Wilbur book has been viewed by historians as a rather saccharine-sweet
gloss of Eddy’s life by one committed to writing hagiography. Even Christian Science historians
have tended to use it sparingly. In comparison, the Milmine | Cather book has been seen by many
historians as a groundbreaking study of her life that was free from the bias of the pro-Eddy
writers (and even today, it still serves as mother’s milk to the decidedly anti-Eddy camp).
Leaving aside the issue of how the magazine serials differed from their later book versions, and
those differences were at times significant, here is how the first of the later decidedly negative
biographies of Eddy—the Edwin Dakin biography—discussed the Milmine | Cather book:
No matter what further biographical material is yet to be discovered, it is certain that to
Georgine Milmine every subsequent biographer must owe an important debt. For Miss
Milmine, not waiting until death had destroyed opportunity to record recollections that
were invaluable, set out during Mrs. Eddy's lifetime to tramp up and down New England
in the quest for those who still remembered the Mary Baker Glover of earlier years. The
strange doors upon which Miss Milmine knocked, the unknown streets and country roads
that she explored, yielded a mine of golden material not merely for the biographer but
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also for the psychologist and the neuro-pathologist —material which otherwise would
have been utterly lost within a few years' time. That her book was withdrawn, and even
the plates destroyed, does not lessen the obligation to her which the future must
acknowledge—an indebtedness to a pioneer which footnotes can but partially express,
and which this author is proud to record. . . . [Describing how he obtained a copy of
Milmine | Cather:] I found it at Weiser's bookstore in lower New York and paid $25 for
it—not a small sum in the mid-20's. This was a rare copy of Georgine Milmine's Life of
Mary Baker G. Eddy. Georgine, a one-time writer for McClure's Magazine, had tramped
up and down New England to trace Mrs. Eddy's early history. It was a time when many
folk who remembered Mrs. Eddy well were still alive. In interviewing them, Georgine
assembled invaluable data that, without her, could readily have been lost.
Mr. Weiser said that most copies of the text he sold me had been gradually bought up and
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presumably destroyed.
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It is known that Wilbur, from a very different vantage point, also “tramp[ed] up and down” most
of the same byways and interviewed many of the same people at close to the same time, which
she recounted in her magazine articles and books. How should her efforts be viewed by
historians? Here is what Dakin said of the Wilbur book years later:
The “authorized” biography by Sybil[sic] Wilbur was a pious insignificance.
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Dakin later in his book described the above two books in the bibliography near the end of his
book:
The Life of Mary Baker G. Eddy and the History of Christian Science, by Georgine
Milmine (Doubleday Page and Co., 1909. Published in England under the imprint of
Hodder & Stoughton, 1909). This book is composed of the articles published originally
by Miss Milmine in McClure's Magazine, with revisions and additions necessitated by
the large amount of additional information concerning Mrs. Eddy and her career which
came into public possession after the magazine articles were published. The copyright
was eventually purchased by a friend of Christian Science, and the plates from which the
book was printed were destroyed, according to information which appears to be authentic
and accurate. The author has been informed that the original manuscript was also
acquired.
As a result, this most valuable source-book has become exceedingly rare. Copies are
available in the Library of Congress, the New York Public Library, and the Boston Public
Library.
The Life of Mary Baker Eddy, by Sibyl Wilbur (The Christian Science Publishing
Society). This book, which is now “authorized literature,” was first issued by the Human
Life Publishing Company in 1907 as a reprint, with revisions, of the articles by Miss
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Wilbur in the Human Life Magazine. A former member of the Christian Science Board
of Directors [i.e., John V. Dittemore] financed Miss Wilbur during the period when she
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wrote her chapters, according to his statement to the author.

The Dakin summary, even with its inaccuracies,81 serves as a good springboard for discussing
the first biographies of Eddy and the time period they appeared in, the first decade of the
twentieth century. By 1900 Eddy had emerged from being a largely New England phenomenon
to a woman of note and international stature. That readers of Mark Twain would see extensive
writing by him about her in 1899 was a testament to her growing fame. With that fame came a
lot of interest in her life in general, but more specifically usually with an effort to either build her
up (by her supporters and followers) or tear her down (by her detractors, which included many
who were outright enemies). Letters defending Eddy—from her sister-in-law, Mary Ann Baker,
in 1901, and Eddy friend and the son of her pastor in Sanbornton Bridge, S.B.G. Corser, in
1902—decried what the former forcefully referred to as “malignant utterances so utterly false
they should not go unchallenged.” (Those letters will be discussed later in this Introduction.)
Before discussing those two early biographies, it is important to understand the nature of
research on her life at the turn of the century. In 1899 Eddy was sued by a former student, who
had been excommunicated from the Christian Science church for a host of reasons. (The student,
Josephine Curtis Woodbury, had had an affair with a student and had gotten pregnant thereby.
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She gave birth to the child but called him the ‘Prince of Peace’—because she feigned to her
immediate followers that she believed the child was the second “immaculate conception.” This
kind of sacrilege was not lost on Eddy or her followers, even though Eddy worked hard to keep
her in the fold.) Woodbury’s tendency for extremes, from temporary (and perhaps melodramatic)
penitence to outrageous blasphemy (such as her own “immaculate conception”) is seen
somewhat in this account by Julia Bartlett, a loyal follower of Eddy, of Woodbury’s confessional
visit to her in 1895:
She [Woodbury] said no one knew the terrible sins she had committed and that it seemed
as though she were nothing but evil and that she sometimes said that she believed there
was a personal devil and that she was that devil. She also said, at that time, that I had no
idea of the number of people she had been the means of putting out of the cause of
Christian Science. I said I did know something of what she was doing but she said, “You
do not know how many I have caused to leave it.” As near as I can remember I asked her
if she meant it was through mental influence this was done and she said yes. She then
said I did not know what a wicked person she was and when she realized the enormity of
her sins her agony was almost unbearable but fortunately these times did not last long.
She repeatedly spoke of Mrs. Eddy’s great love and how she had borne with her for so
long. As she was going out the door she said she did not think one would make such a
82
confession, as she had made to me, for the fun of it.

In Eddy’s 1899 address to her church, she used the term “Babylonish woman” and Woodbury
alleged that Eddy meant her personally and thus sued for libel. The suit was eventually won by
Eddy, since Woodbury’s name had never been mentioned in the address, but that suit brought
together Woodbury with her attorney, Frederick W. Peabody, who thereafter became one of
Eddy’s most implacable and extreme foes.83 The lawsuit lasted about two years (1899-1901), and
Robert Peel has noted that Woodbury about this time began a covert campaign of character
assassination by planting false statements in the press about Eddy.84 Woodbury also wrote an
attack on Eddy’s life in the May, 1899, Arena magazine, as did Horatio Dresser, and it was quite
likely that Woodbury or Peabody was the source behind false statements in this letter from
Horatio Dresser to Eddy:
272 Congress St.,
Boston, Mass. Feb. 3, 1900
My dear Madam:
You will be surprised to hear from me, but I write to tell you that if you choose you can
forestall a great downfall. If you come out and frankly acknowledge that the truth in your
‘revelation,’ the method of healing, etc. came from Dr. Quimby, (as your letters show
that you know) the world would respect you and you will go down to history with a
reputation. But if it all comes down to outsiders, and after your death that which many are
now withholding, it will be a very black record which will throw you into utter discredit.
I know those who have hunted up the whole history, all about the Lynn boarding house,
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Mr. Morse and the babe burned in the store , etc etc. and I know too of those who are
preparing the evidence in regard to your indebtedness to Dr. Quimby, and I know what
will come out, little by little, and that nothing can stop it, for the people demand it. It is
utterly useless to try to head it off, or to reiterate the old statements.
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And so I advise you to make a clean breast of it.
If you do, these darker things may not be published.
I make an appeal both for your own sake, and because every day that you delay you are
permitting people to believe and to convince others of a falsehood.
Very Truly
86

H.W. Dresser.

As is evident, by 1900 there were those who were “hunting” up her life story, and Dresser here
was culling from a fetid soup of myth and tales that already existed by that early date. His
reference to “Mr. Morse,” is not clear, but six months later a Rev. Frank Roger Morse from
Calvary Church in New York City falsely claimed that Eddy was being treated by a physician for
a serious medical condition, which claim was widely reported in the press, and perhaps Dresser
knew of those allegations beforehand. The story of the “babe burned in the store” (whatever that
story was) never was repeated again by Dresser or any other writer on her history. Dresser also
did not make any later references to the “Lynn boarding house.” These stories may well have had
their beginnings in the Woodbury disinformation campaign. (As mentioned above, Dresser and
Woodbury both had major anti-Eddy articles in the same issue of Arena magazine the year
before and thus Dresser had every opportunity to hear what Woodbury was alleging.)
In one of the most surprising admissions in the annals of this debate, Dresser later wrote of his
contribution to the Arena magazine (emphasis added):
I have repeatedly been asked how I could consistently with principles for which I was
known to stand, denounce Christian Science as a ‘delusion,’ in the Arena, May, 1899.
The simple answer is that the editor took undue liberty with my manuscript and
hence apparently committed me to sentiments which I did not hold. I did not write
the sentences in question. I took part in the exposure which that issue of the Arena
contained under protest, that is, I was practically forced to write a statement of the
historical facts by a plan laid by a bitter enemy of Mrs. Eddy [i.e., Woodbury],
because Mr. Geo. A. Quimby would not permit any one else to quote from Mrs.
Eddy’s letters to his father, P. P. Quimby. I have nothing against Mrs. Eddy or
Christian Science, and have often felt profound regret that people were compelled to
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secure their facts through me. My sole interest is in behalf of the truth and justice.

By 1902, Eddy’s acquaintance from her early years, S.B.G. Corser, the son of her pastor, Enoch
Corser, was able to write (in a letter quoted in full later):
I never heard or knew anything about Mrs. Eddy in her youth in regard to her relations
with her family or the community which would give any foundation for the derogatory
stories now in circulation, purporting to deal with the time in life when I knew her best.
They seem to have been invented of late years, since those who could bear testimony to
the actual facts have become few in number. It has occurred to me that jealousy of her
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remarkable success may have given rise to the invention of these preposterous stories.
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Eddy’s history has been marred all too often by lazy scholarship, both pro and con, but it is
clear that for most writers who are not confirmed Christian Scientists, the World-Milmine
axis of sources for her early life has generally been considered credible, compared to this
evaluation by her good friend of such accounts as being “preposterous stories.”
For those seeking information at this time, when Eddy was quite well known and controversial,
there was evidently no shortage of those who would talk, some for free, but also some for a
price.89 For example, Peel, in Discovery printed a letter from Mary Crafts to Eddy, dated
February 2, 1907, when the McClure’s staff was going full speed ahead to interview those who
had been connected to Eddy in the early years. Hiram Crafts had been Eddy’s first pupil, in 1867,
and Mary Crafts was his widow:
Dear Mrs Eddy:
Now Hiram has gone the people want me to tell them your history while you lived with
us[,] the one that will pay me the most money[;] if you will pay me the most I will keep
my mouth closed[;] you can have your first chois[.] I want you to be quick about it, not to
delay for I don[’]t want to be teased to death[.]
With regards
90
Mary W Crafts.

When Eddy did not pay up, Mary Crafts through her brother went to the other side in due course
where payment was presumably made. Another example appears to be Horace Wentworth, who
was the source of much negative information to McClure’s regarding when Eddy lived with his
family (Horace was grown and not living with his family anymore at that point). Wentworth
wrote to S.S. McClure on December 19, 1906:
Thank you very much for the check. It came in the right time. I had had bad luck, and it
seems like a Christmas present. Shall be glad to assist you what I can, in this work of
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exposing Eddyism.

In later years, William Lyman Johnson, working with Mary Beecher Longyear, interviewed
many early Eddy pupils and preserved much of the early history of Christian Science. One
example was Johnson’s several interviews with Arthur True Buswell, who had been with Eddy
in the 1880s but had left her. Buswell said, according to notes made of Johnson’ interview, that
through “pressure and inducement” he had “said certain things for which he regrets and upon
which a different interpretation was placed.” Unfortunately the Johnson notes do not elaborate on
what kind of “inducement” Buswell referred to.92 According to notes of Johnson’s interview,
Buswell indicated that he “deeply regretted that he had been led away from Mrs. Eddy and had
never forgotten the wonderful healing and regenerating power of her teachings.”93
Thus, when Milmine and Wilbur began their work (and Milmine was helped by Frederick
Peabody and others who were against Eddy), they would find all kinds of stories of Eddy’s early
life decades earlier. While some of the stories may have been accurate, they were mixed with
stories that weren’t even plausible, such as the account repeated by Milmine (p. 31 in the book)
that Eddy when young had excellent teeth but nonetheless “had some of them replaced by false

41

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
ones, ‘made entirely of platinum,’ as Mrs. Glover described them.”94 (The source of that claim
will be discussed later in this chapter.) Another implausible example appeared in the January,
1907, McClure’s article: “She [Eddy] was given to long and lonely wanderings, especially at
night. During her many illnesses her family would leave her in bed, apparently helpless, and
returning a moment later find that she had disappeared.”95
One of the most prolific sources of such material for later biographers was the New York World,
which in 1906, began an exposé to “prove” that Eddy was incapacitated and a prisoner to a cabal
of household members who managed her money, etc. This story-line eventually led to the World
paving the way early on for the “Next Friends Suit,” which was a suit ostensibly by Eddy’s son,
adopted son, and nephew to protect her against the same alleged cabal of household members
that had access to her money. Eddy in no way supported the suit, was not mentally incompetent
as the suit alleged, and the suit was finally won by her in August, 1907, after the court sent a
team of Masters to interview her. The World behind the scenes got the suit going but backed
away from it in February, 1907.96 Nonetheless, the World became involved in the Eddy story far
beyond what would be deemed appropriate by any reasonable journalistic ethics today. This
vested interest helps explain the extreme unreliability of the claims reported in the World in 1906
and 1907. (The World’s interest in presenting a specific side of the Eddy story did not cease in
1907. In a letter that John Slaght, then working for Chandler, wrote in 1911 of his talk with
World executive J. J. Spurgeon, he noted that Spurgeon “wants to known when we can spring a
red hot C.S. story.”97)
While it is beyond the scope of this book to give a fully detailed history of the Next Friends Suit,
which was filed on March 1, 1907, a few points are worth noting here. While officially the suit
was said to protect Eddy from an alleged cabal of household members who were taking
advantage of her (and against the interests of Eddy’s next of kin), it was clear that the goal was
really more about attacking Eddy’s beliefs and her religion.98 Eddy’s view of the legal effort
might be summed up in her interview with Edwin Park of the Boston Globe on June 15, 1907,
where he asked her of the litigation, and she replied, “You mean the ‘next friends’ alias ‘next
enemies,’ do you not?”99
Today the archive of the New York World is preserved at Columbia University’s Butler Library,
and it provides an important look at the inside of the World’s expose of Eddy and its incipient
efforts to begin the New Friends Suit. Unlike the three or so year lead up to the Milmine
McClure’s articles’ publication, the World expose appears to have been rather hastily put
together. This is at complete odds with the common belief that Joseph Pulitzer at the World was
in competition with McClure’s to be the first to provide the scoop of an Eddy expose. See this
rather breezy account as an example:
The amazing success of Christian Science coupled with its in-and-out court dramas made
the religion and Mary herself prime material for the sensationalist newspapers of the
time. Joseph Pulitzer, owner of the New York World, had a nose for a good story like no
other. Starting in 1904, word was out that McClure's Magazine was preparing a lengthy
and critical biography of Mary that would appear in the fall of 1906. Not wanting Sam
McClure to get the breaking scoop on Christian Science, Pulitzer dispatched his own
team of reporters up to Concord, New Hampshire, to get the story for themselves.
Pulitzer was no fan of Christian Science. He put absolutely no stock in mental healing,
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and the fact that his primary publishing rival, William Randolph Hearst, supported the
religion only intensified his desire to expose this "mumbo-jumbo" science.
Experienced World reporters Slaght and Lithchild immediately set to work in Concord.
They dug through local financial records, scoured the town for gossip, and exchanged
information with the McClure's Magazine team, which was also active in the area. Their
100
investigation kept them busy for most of the summer of 1906.

The truth, based on piecing together original documentation in the William E. Chandler papers in
the New Hampshire Historical Society and at Butler Library, leads to a different conclusion.
The first reference that I have found at Butler Library on the World’s expose is this diary
notation of October 13, 1906, from the World’s financial manager, Bradford Merrill:
Conferred with [World reporter J. J.] Spurgeon about Christian Science exposure on
which he got a valuable tip, approved it[:] I gave two reporters [word struck through]
101
$200 cash to start to investigate thoroughly.

Based on Lewis Strang’s statement below, it is clear that the investigation had already begun, but
that was a fairly easy process since they had already availed themselves of the services of
Frederick Peabody and his cache of often fervent but less than reliable anti-Eddy material.
Peabody was also likely the source for the World reporters interviewing Hannah Philbrook, who
will be discussed later as one of the most important sources of anti-Eddy allegations.102
Compared to the belief that Pulitzer was personally spearheading the expose, this letter from
Merrill to Pulitzer, who was far removed from the World headquarters, keeping him apprised of
the latest news at the paper, certainly suggests that Pulitzer had little connection to the story or
even knew of it (emphasis added):
The third big beat was the Christian Science revelation of Mrs. Eddy’s decrepitude, and
the secret clique of intriguers who surrounded and controlled her and her great fortune.
This beat was due entirely to [J. J.] Spurgeon, who got the first big tip from a Christian
Science relative and followed it to Boston, and finally got from Mr. Peabody, a Boston
103
lawyer of the highest standing who had recently administered the estate of a woman
who had been bled for [word struck through] years by the Eddy gang clique, all the facts.
He has we have not been able to bring [words struck through] all the facts out, as
they are exceedingly libellous and not all susceptible of proof.
The three big stories each in its turn eclipsed the political campaign temporarily in
104
interest.

Merrill was certainly supportive of the effort, even if he understood the powder-keg nature of the
expose and that not all of the “facts” as this disposal were “susceptible of proof.”
As the expose neared its public showing, Merrill became more involved and wrote in his diary:
[October 25:] “Went over Christian Science story with two reporters who wrote it.
Examined facts. Sure it is safe.”
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[October 26:] “Asked Gyrate
time for next Sunday.”

105

[i.e., Caleb Van Hamm] to rush the Mrs. Eddy story in

The World’s expose began with its issue of October 28, with the following headlines:

MRS. MARY BAKER G. EDDY
DYING; FOOTMAN AND
‘DUMMY’ CONTROL HER

Founder of X. Science Suffering from
Cancer and Nearing her End, is Immured at Pleasant View, While
Another Woman Impersonates Her
in the Streets of Concord.
In fact, Eddy did not have cancer, and despite efforts, it appears, by the World to bribe at least
one local to say he had taken a surgeon to perform surgery on her,106 she was not seeing any such
cancer specialist or surgeon. She routinely went out for a daily drive, whether that was easy for
her or not on any given day, and did not send substitutes to impersonate her.107 As the record
would later show, she also was not under the control of her “footman” (i.e., Calvin Frye108) and
the “dummy” (who was reputedly a helper named Pamelia Leonard). But the World was not
done; it mentioned in its article that “The World has collected a mass of facts bearing directly
upon the surprising conditions that surround the hidden life of Mrs. Eddy.” It followed up in due
course two days later with a full-page story on her life based on statements it had collected from
old-timers, former Eddy associates, etc. As has since become apparent, the World account all-inall is a farrago of sensationalistic myth, slander, and some actual history, but it did succeed in
helping the World sell many papers. (Not suprisingly, the World internal documents in Butler
Library are replete with how the World sales compared to those of its competitors.) For our
purposes, however, it helped create the archetypal anti-Eddy image as a fraudulent, hysterical
shrew so devoid of any redeeming spirituality that it is seemingly impossible to believe such a
person could have founded the fastest growing religion of its day. The McClure’s serial followed
only a few months later, and several key sources in the World account were featured in the
McClure’s serial as well.
Leading up to the World’s efforts to create an exposé concerning Eddy, starting with its October
28 articles, was much activity that had gone on behind scenes in the two weeks prior to that date.
Many statements from Christian Scientists at Eddy’s home or others living in Concord, N.H.,
appeared in the Christian Science Sentinel, November 3, 1906, to recount the events of the prior
several weeks and dispute vigorously the allegations put forth by the World. One statement, by
Eddy’s associate, Lewis Strang, was especially detailed in recounting how the World, through its
two reporters, Slaght and Lithchild, had first contacted Eddy’s home seeking to meet her in order
to discount alleged rumors of her demise. Strang’s statement below is reproduced in full:
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I first encountered Messrs. Slaght and Lithchild on Saturday, Oct. 13, 1906. Between 1 and 2
P.M. I was returning to Pleasant View from a walk in the direction of St. Paul's school when I
was stopped just to the westward of the Pleasant View cottage by a man who asked if all the
property near there belonged to Mrs. Eddy. I told him the extent of Mrs. Eddy's estate. Later I
learned that this man was Mr. Slaght.

Perhaps half an hour later, when I was sitting in my room, which faces Pleasant Street, I
saw the man who had spoken with me come from Professor Kent's house opposite with
another man, who I afterward learned was Mr. Lithchild. They got into a hack and drove
toward Concord.
At noon the next day, Sunday, Oct. 14, two men called at Pleasant View. Mrs. Sargent
interviewed them at the door. They asked for Mr. Frye, said they wanted to see him on
business, and added that Mr. Fred N. Ladd had sent them. They gave no names. Mr. Frye
spoke to them and made an appointment with them for three o'clock that afternoon. After
Mr. Frye had showed them out, he called me to look at them, and I saw that they were the
same two men whom I had seen the day before.
Between one and two I drove over to Mr. Ladd's house and found out from him that they
were reporters of the New York World. Mr. Ladd said that he had talked with them until
very late the night before and that they had asked many foolish questions regarding Mrs.
Eddy and had refused to credit anything that he said in regard to her being alive.
At three o'clock Sunday afternoon these men returned, according to their appointment
with Mr. Frye, and at Mr. Frye's request I was in the room during the interview. Most of
the conversation was carried on by Mr. Slaght, and the story he told was in the main
features as follows:—
Mr. Slaght said that he and his companion, Mr. Lithchild, represented the New York
World. He said that the World had received many letters declaring that Mrs. Eddy was
dead; that Mr. Frye was the real head of the Christian Science movement, and that money
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was being received— in short, that a fraud was being conducted.
Mr. Slaght continued that these letters had interested Mr. Pulitzer to the extent of sending
them here to find out definitely whether or not Mrs. Eddy was alive. They were not after
a story. They were here simply to prove conclusively that Mrs. Eddy herself was alive.
He said it was not Mr. Pulitzer's purpose to use the material they had collected, provided
they could satisfy themselves that Mrs. Eddy was alive.
Mr. Lithchild questioned Mr. Frye in regard to a deed for the Pleasant View property,
which Mr. Lithchild claimed Mrs. Eddy had given Mr. Frye. Mr. Frye explained that this
was a trust deed, and that Mrs. Eddy had taken it back. Mr. Lithchild said that no such
action had been recorded up to June, 1901. Mr. Frye sent for a copy of the record the next
day, and the date of the recording of the deed was September, 1901.
Messrs. Slaght and Lithchild were told by Mr. Fyre and myself that Mrs. Eddy was alive
and could be seen driving in her carriage every day. They replied that ours was interested
testimony and not satisfactory to them, and that they were informed that the person in the
carriage was not Mrs. Eddy, but a dummy.
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Mr. Frye asked them what they would consider satisfactory testimony, and they said that
they would be satisfied if Professor Kent, who lived across the way, would identify Mrs.
Eddy in their presence. Mr. Frye said that he would bring the matter to Mrs. Eddy's
attention and let them know the day following what her decision was. This closed the
interview.
110

On Monday, Oct. 15, Mr. Frye did not speak to Mrs. Eddy about Messrs. Slaght and
Lithchild until after she returned from her drive—about two o'clock. She immediately
sent John Salchow, one of the men on the place, to see Professor Kent and arrange with
him to identify her. Mr. August Mann, Mrs. Eddy's coachman, was sent to the Eagle
Hotel after Messrs. Slaght and Lithchild. They reached Pleasant View about three
o'clock. I received them, and while we were waiting for Professor Kent, Mr. Slaght
remarked that he was glad that their business was to end in so satisfactory a manner,
again emphasizing the point which they desired us to believe, that a positive
identification of Mrs. Eddy was all that Mr. Pulitzer and the World were after.
As soon as Professor Kent arrived, the three men and myself went at once upstairs to
Mrs. Eddy's office. She arose and stepped to the middle of the floor to meet them. She
spoke to Professor Kent, saying that she was sorry he had lost the principalship of the
Concord High School and that she hoped he would be re-appointed. I introduced Mr.
Slaght first. She shook hands with him, and he said that he was very glad to see her. I
then introduced Mr. Lithchild. Mr. Lithchild's name escaped me for a moment, and he
was obliged to prompt me. Mrs. Eddy shook hands with him. She explained in a few
words that her duties made it impossible for her to receive visitors and that this accounted
for her seclusion. She signified that this ended the visit, though I believe that she shook
hands again with Professor Kent before he left the room. I know that Messrs. Slaght and
Lithchild preceded me out of the room and went downstairs. Mrs. Eddy remained
standing during the entire visit, and as the men left, turned and walked back to her desk in
the bay window.
When we were going down the stairs Mr. Lithchild said to me, with apparent conviction:
'She is certainly a well preserved woman for her years.' Mr. Slaght also gave me to
understand that he was thoroughly satisfied as to the soundness of Mrs. Eddy's physical
and mental condition. They furthermore led Mr. Mann, who drove them back to the hotel,
to understand that they purposed leaving town that afternoon, the inference being that
they intended to return to New York, thus carrying to the very conclusion of our
experience with them the intimation that their sole purpose was the positive identification
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of Mrs. Eddy.

The matter-of-fact Strang account needs to be juxtaposed against the lurid World account of the
October 15 brief meeting between Eddy and the two reporters Slaght and Lithchild (and Strang
and Kent), given in its October 28 issue. Hugh Studdert-Kennedy quotes this account in his
biography of Eddy.112 The World account included the following:
Mrs. Eddy looked more dead than alive. She was a skeleton, her hollow cheeks thick with
red paint, and the fleshless, hairless bone above her sunken eyes penciled a jet black. The
features were thick with powder. Above them was a big white wig.
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Her body was pitifully emaciated, and her throat, on which sparkled a horshshoe of
brilliants, was shriveled.
Her weakness was pathetic. She reeled as she stood clinging to the table. Her sunken
faded eyes gazed helplessly, almost pleading, at her visitors. The air of the room reeked
with the odours of powerful stimulants. In the corner, as though hastily pushed aside,
stood a galvanic battery with its surgical basin half full of water and a sponge wet from
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use.
To every eye it was clear that the unfortunate old woman had been doped and galvanized
for the ordeal of identification. But it was equally clear that the utmost stimulation could
not keep the tortured woman upon her feet much longer.

Just nine days before, Eddy had written to Dr. Ezekiel Morrill and his wife, “I was glad to hear
of your return and prosperity. Also have the pleasure of telling you I am well again. Every one of
the old symptoms are gone buried and plucked up by the roots[.]”114 (The “old symptoms”
related to kidney stones, or “renal calculi,” which subject is covered later in this chapter.)
Bates-Dittemore, in their generally unfriendly biography of Eddy, quickly discounted the claim
of stimulants and a galvanic battery being in full view as being completely unbelievable and then
added of the World’s description of Eddy’s brief encounter with the World reporters: “In the
light of subsequent events, one may safely say that no more misleading interview was ever
published.”115
The World account continued in the same vein and characterized Eddy’s comments as “the
senseless chatter of senility.” Strang, in his statement of October 29, also given in the Sentinel,
denied the World account, including the idea that he glided to Eddy’s side to support her:
While I have been at Pleasant View, neither Mrs. Eddy nor any one in the house has used
any form of stimulant or remedies of a materia medica nature. There is no galvanic
battery in Mrs. Eddy's room, in the house, nor about the premises, nor has there ever been
while I have been here. Mrs. Eddy herself has never used stimulants while I have been
here, and she has never used any sort of an electric battery. . . .
Mrs. Eddy is active, about the house more or less daily, goes up and down stairs at least
once a day, when she goes to her drive, and generally more— usually twice a day. She
usually goes down stairs in the afternoon.
I was present at the interview with the New York World reporters, Messrs. Slaght and
Lithchild, and Professor Kent. Professor Kent stood between Mrs. Eddy and myself, so
that it would have been impossible for me to have reached my arm about Mrs. Eddy to
support her, as alleged by the article in the New York World.

Following the first Strang account, the Sentinel added the following:
From this interview with Mrs. Eddy these men wrote a story in which they depicted her
as a helpless invalid. This story was published Sunday, Oct. 28, and on that day Mrs.
Eddy was visited at her home by Mayor Charles R. Corning of Concord, and General
Frank S. Streeter, also of that city. Mayor Corning is also Probate Judge for Merrimack

47

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
county. General Streeter is a leading lawyer and one of the most prominent men in the
State.
These gentlemen, immediately after their call upon Mrs. Eddy, gave the following
statements to the press:—
MAYOR CORNING'S STATEMENT.
“I have known Mrs. Eddy by sight for many years and have seen her in her carriage many
times, and within the past season Mrs. Eddy has passed up Pleasant Street and down
Green Street daily, and I know that the sole occupant of the carriage has been Mrs. Eddy.
I had never met Mrs. Eddy face to face at her residence, Pleasant View, until to-day. Mrs.
Eddy received me this afternoon in company with Gen. Frank S. Streeter, who is and has
been an attorney of Mrs. Eddy for several years.
As I had heard so much concerning the precarious condition of Mrs. Eddy's health, I
feared that there might be some foundation for such reports, but the fact was utterly
different. I spoke to Mrs. Eddy, and I listened for nearly half an hour to her conversation.
She is keen of intellect and strong in memory. She is a surprising illustration of longevity,
with bright eyes and emphatic expression, and of an alertness rarely to be encountered in
a person so venerable.
CHARLES R. CORNING,
116
Sunday, Oct. 28.
Mayor of Concord, N. H.”

GENERAL STREETER'S STATEMENT.
“I have been counsel for Mrs. Eddy at various times during the past twelve or fifteen
years and have known her well.
I think the last time I saw her at her home, before to-day, was in June of last year, but
have frequently met her while driving, down to a few days ago, always receiving a
cordial bow of recognition. My attention was called to the article in the New York World
of this morning, and I was asked by friends to call on her, and be able to speak definitely
with reference to her health. The charge that Mrs. Eddy has been physically incapacitated
and unable to leave her room, for all or considerable part of three years, and that some
one (said to be Mrs. Leonard) was impersonating Mrs. Eddy in the carriage drive, was
already, from personal observation, known by me to be false.
Mayor Charles R. Corning drove out with me to Pleasant View about four o'clock this
afternoon. I sent a note to Mrs. Eddy, asking that we be permitted to call on her, and the
request was almost immediately granted. She arose and most cordially greeted the mayor
and myself, exhibiting no appearance of weakness or decrepitude, but a physical activity
not ordinarily to be found in persons many years younger.
The conversation covered a variety of subjects. She spoke briefly and without bitterness
of the false statement being circulated with reference to her health, and even her death,
and said that she was in the hands of an infinite God in whom she had perfect trust, and
that He would care for her.
Reference was made to business transactions of some time ago, about which her memory
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was exact and accurate. She referred to many details of her daily work and her
correspondence and study. She also inquired after a certain personal friend, to whom she
had recently sent a rare and valuable present, and expressed her warm affection. After a
very interesting half hour's talk with Mrs. Eddy, we returned.
I may emphatically say that Mrs. Eddy is a remarkably well preserved woman for one of
her advanced years. Her physical health appears substantially the same as when I last
talked with her, something over a year ago. As shown in the talk to-day, her mind is not
only unimpaired, but she exhibits the same clearness, strength, alertness, and vigor which
have so long distinguished her.
FRANK S. STREETER.”

The Sentinel included emphatic denials from Calvin Frye and Pamelia Leonard about the
allegations made about them in the World account. The latter, for example, stated that she had
never been in Eddy’s carriage, and if the person brought from Brooklyn (Leonard’s home town),
a Mr. Hennessy, to identify her in the carriage would have instead come to Eddy’s home,
Leonard would have gladly welcomed him there. (That it was clear what the World was aiming
to do with Eddy’s reputation is seen from the fact that Michael Meehan sent a letter to Joseph
Pulitzer on October 26, 1906, two days before the expose broke, warning him the kind of
allegations that he was hearing from the World reporters was off base.)
The dishonesty of the World reporters is seen in this statement from Professor Kent, who was
Eddy’s neighbor but for reasons unknown did not like her. The World reporters had convinced
him to help identify Eddy and made a splash about his alleged comments to them about her. Kent
responded to General Streeter’s questioning, as reported in the October 30, 1906, Boston Herald,
with the following comments:
This act of mine, the identifying of Mrs. Eddy was all that I authorized the “World” men
to publish. Whatever I said to them previous to and after the interview with Mrs. Eddy
was said in the strictest confidence and therefore not for publication. I am reported as
saying, “The discovery of the fraud would have convinced me that Mrs. Eddy never used
the carriage [in which she took her daily drive] but for the fact that one day about nine
month ago, she or some one made up to impersonate her bowed to me through the coach
window. But now, after seeing Mrs. Eddy I am absolutely certain that the woman who
bowed to me was bogus.”
The fact is that I assured the “World” men that the woman who bowed to me and Mrs.
Kent on that occasion was Mrs. Eddy.
Again, just before the above quotation I am made to say: “On several occasions the
carriage has passed me with lowered curtains and absolutely empty. Both my wife and I
have seen this trick done many times.”
What I told them was that several years ago, I saw the carriage pass with curtains partly
lowered and no one seated inside. Mrs. Kent never saw the carriage empty, nor did she
make any statement to that effect.117

With Eddy suddenly thrust into the national news, an interview of sorts was hastily arranged
where Eddy would meet with a selected group of reports from the major dailies, but they would
49

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
only be able to ask several pre-arranged questions as Eddy departed on her daily carriage ride.
The result and history of that interview may be seen in Peel, Authority, and Gill.118 In general,
Eddy came across as being very feeble and weak, based on a review of the many different
reporters’ accounts.
Merrill continued his efforts at the World headquarters, showing his reservations about aspects of
the expose, as noted in his diary:
[October 30:] “Spent an hour on Christian Science dispatches, rumors, etc. Told Spurgeon
to print extracts from all Boston and New York correspondents showing our facts
correctly given.”
[November 2:] “Senior Christian Science story bad today. We must not attack the faith.
Sincere followers of it have right to know, however, whether a clique of personal
intriguers surround and control the aged founder of cult. Keep the exposure on that line.”
[November 5:] “Pointed out to Gyrate [Van Hamm] the stupid handling of ‘Secret History
of Christian Science”---a revelation of really the highest value, interest and importance
which, however, was literally killed and made unreadable by a stupid introduction 1 ½
cols long---the real narrative being cut off in the middle for lack of room. . . .
Made contract with Spurgeon for two years salary for his Christian Science story in Mr.
119
Ande’s [i.e,, Joseph Pulitzer’s] name.”

While Merrill seems to have believed his reporters in general in the Eddy expose, he and even
Joseph Pulitzer appear to have had scruples about attacking religion and unnecessary
sensationalism that was vulgar or in bad taste—even though the muckraking pioneers of that day,
Pulitizer and his rival, William Randolph Hearst, were generally known for their sensationalistic
attacks.
[December 31:] “Changed page headline over chorus girl beggar feature in Wall street to
get out of really good story the aspect of cheap sensationalism. Explained reason for
change is Chapin made him understand that a popular paper, made up to interest the
masses, and not the classes, need not lie, need not exalt the cheap and vulgar, need not
exaggerate or pervert the news to be interesting. One article gross in sensationalism or
bad taste destroys the work of a month. I told him Junior [Ralph Pulitzer, presumably]
must be uniformly careful and truthful to carry out Mr. Andes’ [Joseph Pulitzer’s] ideas.
This [being] Mr. Andes instructions as I understand them.”
[January 7, 1907:] “(To Gyrate [Van Hamm]) ‘Another Victim of Christian Science’
headline.—bad. Point the facts, let the reader draw conclusions. The World must not
attack any religion or sect per se.”

While it would be unrealistic to consider the World as anything other than a sensationalistic
journal, it is at least possible that Merrill, Van Hamm, and others were to some extent taken in by
Peabody and the two main reporters, Slaght and Lithchild. Merrill noted in his diary of January
11, 1907, about failings of Lithchild:
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I stopped and held up payment of Litchchild’s[sic] extravagant space bills for Penna. R.R.
graft story, which Gyrate [Van Hamm] passed. Pointed out bad work and waste to Gyrate.
He agreed. I told him to make fair allowance for Litchchild’s time. All his stories have to
be rewritten and reinvestigated. Gyrate decided after conference to drop him altogether. I
approved. . . .
Checked growing inaccuracy as to names and headlines in Senior [i.e., the Sunday edition
of the World]. Pointed out three atrocious cases today to Gyrate.

That a great deal of pressure existed on the reporters to produce, is seen in this comment in
Merrill’s diary entry the same day:
Advised Gyrate to take some punitive action in case of reporter so badly beaten by the
Sun and American on pretty Mrs. Reader’s husband’s letters about her relations with big
lawyers, diplomats and statesmen. Gyrate suspended Vincent Cooke one week for the
beat.

In the case of John Slaght, Florence D. White recorded this, about May 13, 1907:
Slaght has for months been doing subpoena service for [William E.] Chandler in the Eddy
case, at an average cost of about triple his salary, and without a chance of justifying news
development—but it meets Slaght’s wishes, and I might be suspected of nursing some
contingent personal interests—though I know of no fact to justify this latter appearance.

The reference “the Eddy case” was about, as mentioned above, by today’s standards an alarming
breach of journalistic ethics. Despite any misgivings that the World management might have had
(or claimed to have had) about misreporting the news, they did not have any problem as a news
organization with secretly attempting to instigate a law suit between Eddy’s heirs and the alleged
cabal of Eddy household members—thus crossing over the line from reporting the news to
secretly making the news that it was to report.120 The plan, as stated earlier, was to obtain the
services of a high profile New Hampshire attorney—the state where Eddy resided—to work with
the few remaining Eddy heirs to promote a suit ostensibly in Eddy’s own interest to free her from
the alleged cabal that was keeping her trapped. They would sue as the “next friends” of Eddy. To
do this, they clearly needed to convince Eddy’s son, George Glover, to join the suit. To
accomplish that they sent John Slaght out to Lead City, South Dakota, to see Glover. Merrill
noted in his diary on November 24, less than four weeks after the World expose had gone public:
Sent Slaght to South Dakota to get Glover, Mrs. Eddy’s son.

Beyond obtaining the consent of Glover and a few other relatives, the suit needed the high
profile attorney, and they certainly obtained that when they convinced William E. Chandler to
join the effort. He was twice elected Senator from the State of New Hampshire and was a former
Secretary of the Navy. Chandler had no use for Eddy and was not hard to convince to sign on as
the lead attorney in the suit. He realized that in such a high-profile case, he would need the help
of other attorneys, and on November 20, 1906, he wrote to his friend John W. Kelley in
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, to see if he would join him in the suit:
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The New York WORLD has taken up the cudgels for relatives of Mrs. Eddy who believe
she is virtually in jail. I have agreed to act as consulting counsel if they will employ you
121
and such other local counsel as you and I may agree upon.

Kelley was indeed willing, and he soon traveled to New York City to meet with the chief legal
firm for the New York World, Bower & Sands, to discuss the case. He met with the 50-year old
head of the firm, John M. Bowers, who, it turned out, was quite negative about the whole
proposed enterprise. Bowers was not in approval of these kinds of public litigation spurred by his
client, he indicated, and as the World’s chief law firm, he only represented them against libel
suits. On December 4, 1906, Kelley wrote to Chandler and told him of his meeting and his
impression of Bowers. He added this warning to Chandler (and later historians) about credibility
of the World reporters:
The second thing about him that impressed me was his plainly expressed contempt for
any evidence or reports adduced by World reporters. He said he did not think we had any
facts to go on, . . . I conceded that Mr. Bowers knew, of course, more about the truth and
creditableness of the World reporters and the World staff than you did, . . .

Merrill, for his part, noted dryly in his diary on December 3:
Consulted Bowers about proposed Mrs. Eddy proceedings.

Merrill next noted the case in his diary of January 11, 1907:
Spent an hour going over the Mrs. Eddy-Glover evidence with Slaght and sent him back
to Washington to see Senator Chandler, who is to act as counsel in certain legal
proceedings in New Hampshire. Made bargain with Senator Chandler as to cost of all
preliminary proceedings and drawing bill of complaint, which when ready I shall submit
to council next week, including Bowers.

In the New Hampshire Historical Society is an important cache of documents on the suit, mostly
from the files of Chandler, which he left to that institution. Once hired, Chandler was allied with
Slaght in his effort to get Glover to join their cause. Slaght wrote to Chandler on January 21,
1907, on how important it was to get the “right kind” of Eddy relatives to act as next friends:
My search for the right kind of ‘next friends’ is progressing very slowly. My greatest
difficulty is that I dare not fully explain the situation to the men I approach. There is
grave danger of leakage at every turn, and I am in doubt how to proceed. Will do my
best, however, and will report to you in person by Wednesday next.

Slaght had evidently determined that Eddy’s son George was the right kind of next friend,
judging from Glover’s letter to Chandler back on November 30, 1906:
I have seen Mr. Slaght and have with him gone over the situation.
122

I am willing and eager to investigate for myself. Temporary lack of funds renders this
impossible, but if my expenses are advanced I stand ready to go east at once to see for
myself and judge of her condition and surroundings for myself.
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I must stipulate for the companionship of my daughter on this trip. She is in my full
confidence and can aid me most effectively in the investigation I shall be glad to
undertake.
Should I discover that my mother is enfeebled in mind and body as represented and that
she is helpless in the power of Calvyn[sic] A. Frye and his associates.
I will gladly avail myself of your legal services in the protection of her rights and my
own.
Furthermore I agree to confide the results of my investigation alone to you or to Mr.
Slaght your accredited representative.
Expecting immediate reply and pledging myself to strict confidence in this matter I
remain,
Very truly yours,
George W. Glover
11 N. Main St.

123

Funds were quickly provided, and George and Mary Baker Glover (Eddy’s granddaughter) came
East to Washington, D.C., to confer with Chandler, who maintained an office there even though
he was a resident of New Hampshire. Chandler’s diary, now in the New Hampshire Historical
Society, shows how very busy he was on the case, with almost daily references to it in late
December, 1906, and January and February, 1907, prior to the suit formally being filed on March
1, 1907. Here are sample diary entries:
[December 26:]
[December 27:]
[December 27:]

[December 30:]
[December 31:]

“Geo . W. Glover & dau[ghter]. Mary (at the Shoreham)”
“Slaght appeared with [illegible] saw Glover & daughter”
“71st Birthday—Slaght came in office. Rev[?] I. Tomlinson had arrived to get
Mrs. Eddy Glover to go to Concord to see Mrs Eddy. Glover came over & in four
[illegible] Glover called; later Glover c[alle]d again to tell me fully of Tomlinson
who goes back to Concord tonight.”
“Mr Rice at one at office talked for an hour with Glover & Mary”
“Glover & Mary B cd”

After this time George Glover and Mary traveled to Concord, New Hampshire, to see Eddy at
her Pleasant View home, but they soon thereafter returned to Washington, D.C., to see Chandler.
[January 8:]
[January 14:]
[January 15:]
[January 16:]
[January 17:]
[January 18:]

“[J.W.] Slaght came—also Glover & daughter” | “at 4 —with S, & G &
Mary. . . long talk with G & Mary & Slaght & G told us fully his opinion
what ought to be done”
“at 5 [Caleb] Van Hamm [of New York World ] cd also Glover & Mary”
“at 5 with Slaght & Gl. & Mary” | “evg 1421—with Slaght”
“Glovers at 9 & 5”
“Glovers at 9” | “Glovers & Slaght at 5” | “Slaght at 1421 in evg he goes
to New York”
“Glover & M cd” | “at 5 G & M cd”
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Chandler was soon to have the financial rug pulled out from under him. Bradford Merrill
suddenly left the World about February 1 to team up with Pulitzer’s arch-rival, William
Randolph Hearst.124 That defection may in some way have precipitated the World’s decision to
call off its financial support of the suit. That appears to be what Chandler referred to below as
Ralph Pulitzer’s “flunking” on February 7.
[February 3:]

[February 4:]
[February 6:]
[February 7:]

“John W. Kelley [Chandler’s New Hampshire attorney on the case]
called at 8” | “at 3 with Kelley & Slaght to Ralph Pulitzer’s at 17 & 73d
met[?] with him, Van Hamm” | “evg till 11 with Kelley who went to
Boston at 12”
“not very well myself” | “evg x came Slaght till 11 ½ all night afraid of
bilious fever”
“at office early Gl & M” | “evg at home with Glover & Mary &
Curriden”
“R. Pulitzer letter flunking” | “evg wrote reply to Pulitzer”

Further in the month he noted:
[February 25]: “Last interview with Glover & Mary who left at 7:30 for Lead evg at home—got
off Bill in Equity & other papers to Kelley—worked with Curriden”
[February 26]: “Slaght at house for hours” | “Slaght to New York” | “letters to Kelley & Slaght”
[March 1]:
“Eddy Bill filed in Concord”

Despite the financial strain on Chandler without the World money (they gave him $5,000, but
that was not enough to finance the suit), Chandler’s work continued. He included on his team
Frederick Peabody, and it was Peabody who mentioned his excitement about the then upcoming,
unannounced suit to a newspaperman, Charles Copeland. On June 7, 1907, Copeland made an
affidavit, now recorded in the Chandler papers. He said he had known Peabody a bit because he
had talked to him the prior year when Peabody was to talk before the Public Health Committee
of Massachusetts against Christian Science. In February, 1907, Copeland saw him again because
Peabody was again set to testify against Christian Science that month. According to Copeland,
Peabody told him he hoped his testimony would be delayed until sometime “late in the month of
March. In the meantime, he said, something would happen which would practically wipe
Christian Science off the face of the earth. He said this would be more important to his cause
than anything else which had happened previously.” Chandler for his part made no effort to
interview Eddy to see if she was in favor of such a suit.
On March 2, 1907, the World provided extensive coverage to the filing of the lawsuit the day
before. The paper made no reference to its part in creating the suit (emphasis and comments
based on later evidence added):
In the elaborate presentation of this case in a bill of equity filed at Concord the plaintiffs
lay particular stress upon one point, namely:
That this action is in no sense an attack upon Christian Science nor upon Mary Baker G.
Eddy.
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[While the relatives might not have wished to attack Eddy exactly, it is clear from later
history that Chandler, Peabody, and others on the legal team had absolute contempt for
Eddy and wished to destroy her and Christian Science (see the above comments by
Peabody as an example). That is why they never made any attempt to see if she was in
favor of the suit (which she clearly was not), ignored the many clear signs that their case
against her competency was factually wrong, and after the suit was dropped when it
became clear, after the Masters interviewed Eddy, that she was competent to run her
affairs, Chandler and his team openly said to the press that they would still continue their
legal efforts unabated but just in a different manner (which account from the Boston
Herald was given earlier).]
Suit Brought by Eddy Relatives.
On the contrary, Mrs. Eddy herself appears as the real petitioner, and the suit is brought
by her relatives as “next friends,” under the well established rules of equity.
The foundations of this action were laid months ago in the public disclosures of gross
deception at Pleasant View, where a human dummy was employed in the impersonations
of Mrs. Eddy.
These disclosures were met with a storm of denial from Frye, Farlow, Tomlinson and
their agents.
Influences of enormous power were exerted in all directions to discredit the facts.
Representations were spread broadcast to create the impression that the disclosures really
veiled an attack upon Mrs. Eddy and Christian Science. [A simple review of the World’s
expose on Eddy shows beyond cavil its intent to destroy Eddy’s reputation.]
Men of solid reputation and prominence were induced to appear in public print in defense
of Frye and his associates. [There was never any record provided by the World that any of
the citizens were “induced” to give their statements.]
The Mayor of Concord was one of these.
Lord Dunmore, a prominent member of the British peerage, was another.
International interest was aroused and in the wide conflict of opinions the real facts were
clouded in doubt and uncertainty.
At this juncture public-spirited citizens [i.e., certain managers at the New York World]
decided that legal proceedings of the most dignified character were vitally necessary to
establish the truth.
In no other way could proper protection be afforded the feeble Mrs. Eddy.
In no other way, it was urged, could the power surrounding her be destroyed.
The selection of a man to direct the legal proceedings of such a great importance to those
immediately interested and to society at large was a work of great difficulty. Arrayed
against him would be one of the most powerful organizations known to modern
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history, backed by limitless wealth and influences of prodigious power permeating
all departments of life. [This gross hyperbole ignores the power of Joseph Pulitzer and
his newspaper empire.]
The choice fell upon William E. Chandler, New Hampshire’s distinguished statesman for
nearly a half century. . . .
[Regarding George Glover getting involved, considering his love for his mother and no
desire to help her enemies:]
It was with a knowledge of all these facts that an agent intrusted with the mission of
placing before Glover his legal opportunity, left New York for Lead City on the night of
Nov. 22. This agent bore with him two letters upon which he placed great store for the
successful outcome of his visit to Mary Baker G. Eddy’s son.
Chandler’s Part in the Action
As appears in the moving papers in the legal action, the senior counsel in the suit to
uncover so that all may see the exact situation at Pleasant View is William E. Chandler,
ex-United States Senator from New Hampshire and noted as one of the country’s most
able lawyers. Senator Chandler agreed to give to the case the sanction of his standing,
and daily since the cause became his care his interest in it has deepened and broadened.
As at first the success of the initial step was due, in the greatest part, to the suggestions
conveyed from Senator Chandler to George W. Glover, so now the augury of success in
the courts is that so learned and fearless a statesman and lawyer will conduct the case to
his fullest ability.
As events were unfolded in the West, it was clearly shown that the idea of enlisting the
services of Senator Chandler was nothing short of an inspiration. Glover was New
Hampshire born, and it was thought [by whom?] that, narrowed though his perspective
might be through lack of education, unable even to read, he must surely know of Senator
Chandler as one to command a hearing, no matter what the question might be. As
eventually proved, Glover did indeed know of Senator Chandler, had been able to follow
his career, and honored him as one who had added to the fame of his native State.
The matter of sending a letter in his own hand by Senator Chandler to the miner was
placed before the Senator by those working in Mrs. Eddy’s interests [i.e, the New York
World]. He approved, and this part of the project is best explained by submitting two
letters that the agent carried with him to Lead City. They follow:
Senator Chandler’s Letter to Glover.
‘Washington, D.C., Nov. 22, 1906.
My Dear Mr. Glover:
I have consented to act as legal counsel concerning certain questions which arise in
connection with Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy. They are stated in a letter from me to Mr.
_______[John W. Slaght], who will call upon you and can show you my letter to him.
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It is important for public and private interests that these questions should be investigated
and met and fairly and justly disposed of, as questions involving doubts which from large
and commendable motives all good citizens, and especially all relatives of Mrs. Eddy,
should help to solve and settle. Therefore please be sure and give Mr. ________[Slaght] a
full hearing, and possess yourself of all the facts which he will be able to give to you.
Very respectfully,
WILLIAM E. CHANDLER.’
Another Letter.
The other letter to which Senator Chandler referred read as follows:
‘Washington, D.C., Nov. 22, 1906.
My Dear Mr. _______:
I consent to act as legal counsel concerning questions which arise in connection with
Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy. It seems clear that there is serious doubt about several point.
1. Mrs. Eddy may be detained in the custody of strangers against her will.
2. She may be so nearly worn out in body and mind, as a confirmed invalid, that she is
incapable of deciding any question whatever according to any will or pleasure of her
own, and necessarily, therefore, incapable of managing her business and property
affairs.
3. Being thus restrained or incapable, and without relatives near her, she may be
surrounded by designing men, who either have already sought or may hear-after seek
to wrongfully possess themselves of her large property, or induce her to make a
disposition of it contrary to what would be her sane and deliberate intentions if she
were in perfect possessions of her liberty and mental faculties.
These doubts have arisen in connection with investigations recently made. Beyond all
questions, steps should be taken to solve the doubts; to correct wrong if it exists, and
to establish the right in every respect.
This new work should be done, if possible, in co-operation with Mrs. Eddy’s son, or any
other relatives who may be impressed by his duties in this regard; and if the relatives do
not move, it should be done by such right-minded citizens as are in sympathy with the
commendable movement.
Yours truly,
WILLIAM E. CHANDLER.”

A few days later, on March 6, Eddy created a trust for her financial affairs, with three trustees,
Henry M. Baker, Archibald McLellan, and Josiah Fernald (only McLellan was a Christian
Scientist). This allowed Eddy to be freed of her financial affairs and removed the defendants in
the Next Friends Suit from alleged oversight of her finances—although that did not dissuade the
Next Friends from continuing their suit. (Eddy also on February 25, 1907, set up a trust to benefit
her son and other Glover heirs.)
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In April, 1907, more than six weeks after the suit had been filed, Chandler offered this to
Streeter,
We therefore propose that you select three competent gentlemen and that we select three
others, and that at various convenient hours the six be allowed to visit Mrs. Eddy, and by
observation and conversation qualify themselves to be witnesses for or against our
125
contention, not one but these six persons to be allowed to talk to to her. . . .

Streeter was not interested in that, since he would have had no way of knowing the kind of men
that Chandler would have selected (entrenched enemies of Eddy such as Frederick Peabody, for
example?), but by the summer Eddy did in fact meet with six men who were free to publish their
reports after their respective meetings.
Here are highlights of those six meetings:
Interviewer:

Leigh Mitchell Hodges

Publication and Date: The North American (Philadelphia), July 15, 1907
Interview Date:

July 8, 1907

Day after tomorrow Mary Baker G. Eddy will be 86 years old.
Mentally and physically she is remarkable.
Almost without exception she seems more alert in mind and vigorous in body than any
woman of her age with whom I ever came in contact with. . . .
All things considered, she is extremely well preserved and the casual observer would
scarcely think her over 75. . . .
And in so far as I am able to play the camera and the phonograph, you have seen and
heard exactly what I saw and heard during the time I spent in the plainly furnished study
of the most famous woman in the world today.
A woman frail physically, yet scarcely in accordance with her years, and intellectually
robust, apparently if full possession and control of her mental faculties. A woman whose
appearance in no sense suggests the supernatural or ethereal, save as Time, robbing us of
our ruddiness and rotundity, always invests us with a certain measure of the latter.
Seems Capable.
A woman who impresses one as thoroughly practical and eminently capable of managing
her own affairs.
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Interviewer:

Edward French, M.D. (Superintendent of the Medfield Insane Asylum)

Publication and Date: Letter to Streeter & Hollis, Eddy’s attorneys, published in the New
Hampshire Patriot, August 29, 1907.
Interview Date:

July 10, 1907

I was given opportunity at Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy’s home for a full and complete
examination into her mental state and responsibility. Her mental application I found
good; also concentration. Her memory both for recent and past events was excellent. At
my request she wrote a letter with my pencil, which was well expressed, logical in
construction, and coherent both in language and idea. I asked her many questions
concerning personal matters, her business affairs, and received her replies, which in every
case I found fully sane and above the average in intelligence and directness. She gave me
freely her reasons for appointing trustees, with a personal description of each man
selected by her for this trust. I was fully persuaded that there was not the least evidence of
mental weakness or incompetency, and I was impressed with her intelligence and
business ability. In my opinion she is mentally capable and competent to manage her own
affairs of whatever nature.

Interviewer:

Allan McLane Hamilton, M.D. (a noted “alienist” or psychiatrist)

Publication and Date: Boston Herald , August 22, 1907
Interview Date:

August 12, 1907

I have informed myself in regard to the mental condition of Mrs. [Mary] Baker G. Eddy
and for this purpose have examined a large number of documents and letters, perhaps 100
in all, and have examined her at her Pleasant View, in this city [i.e., Concord, NH]. . . .
The inspection and examination of autographic letters written by her show inherent
evidences of mental vigor. Her mode of expression is logical and connected. Her
construction is admirable, and these as well as typewritten communications emanating
from her are the products of an unusually intelligent mind. Not only are their contents
responsive, but they show contemplation and the exercise of normal memory. In several
of them there are interlineations, corrections and additions which convey more fully what
she had already said.
In her letters to her counsel, which I have read with some care, I find that she has
returned to him certain ones with explanatory interlineations, and there has been a
promptness and vigor in her replies to his own letters. The handwriting itself is
remarkably firm for a person of her age, and there are no mistakes, neither are there
omissions. Her words are well formed, and, although there is a slight tremor not
uncommon in old people, and possibly because her mind travels faster than her pen, I do
not regard this as in any way pathological. . . .
[Relating to his interview with her:] There was no tremor, no affection of speech, and
beside a certain amount of slight deafness, I found nothing the matter with her. She fully
understood the nature and object of my visit and was willing as long as she could to
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answer my questions. In doing so she did not manifest any excess of feeling and
126
responded quickly and intelligently when she heard what was asked of her.

Other interviews during the summer period included Arthur Brisbane (New York Evening Journal
but writing for Cosmopolitan), Edwin J. Park (Boston Globe), and William Curtis (Chicago
Record-Herald).
Park interviewed Eddy on June 15 and recorded the following:
It is not my purpose to write a brief for Mrs. Eddy nor in her behalf, but to relate with
entire truthfulness and as much accuracy as possible what occurred between us at
Pleasant View this afternoon. I am not an alienist, and my experience with women
eighty-six years of age has been nil, but I do desire to say here that if the mental
competency of Mrs. Eddy had not been called in question by the "next friends," and if I
had met her and talked with her as I did this afternoon, the thought that she was not fully
competent mentally would have been the last one that ever would have entered my
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mind.

William Curtis recorded this of his interview:
There was no difficulty in securing an interview with Mrs. Eddy. As soon as Mr.
Meehan, editor of the Concord Patriot, notified her household. I received an invitation to
call at Pleasant View at two o'clock, and he went with me. . . .
As we entered her study, Mrs. Eddy arose from an easy chair in which she had been
sitting beside a desk covered with correspondence and books and gave me a hearty
greeting. Her hand is thin and almost transparent.. . . The veins stand out boldly, making
a mysterious map of blue lines. She was dressed simply in a white shirtwaist, trimmed
with a good deal of lace, and a black skirt. A gauze scarf was thrown over her shoulders
and a brooch of diamonds with delicate settings in the shape of a coronet was fastened at
her neck. Her hair is abundant and perfectly white, and is dressed low on her forehead
with graceful wave. . . . Her eyes are full, clear, and bright. Her grasp is quite strong and
indicates considerable physical vitality. Indeed, I have never seen a woman eighty-six
years of age with greater physical or mental vigor.
As we stood for a few moments exchanging greetings, my companion slipped his hand
under her arm. She drew away impatiently, inquiring:
“Why do you take hold of my arm?”
“To support you,” was the reply.
“I need no support,” said Mrs. Eddy, rather independently, “but I think it is better that we
all sit down.”
She indicated a chair beside her table for me and another for my friend, and resumed her
seat in a large easy chair upholstered in red velvet, which she had been occupying before
we came into the room. I watched her very closely—every motion that she made—
because her physical and mental condition is now the subject of litigation; but during the
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interview, which lasted about twenty minutes, I did not see the slightest sign of the
“senile debility,” “mental infirmity,” or “physical incapacity” which has been alleged as
128
the basis of a suit to deprive her of the care of her property.

Arthur Brisbane for his part would write a glowing account of his interview of June 8 with Eddy
for the August issue of Cosmopolitan magazine, which he would in turn further publish as a
booklet, Mary Baker G. Eddy, in 1908. (It was with some irony that this was so, as Brisbane
many years earlier had been a key employee and confidante of Pulitzer and had even had a
clandestine affair with Pulitzer’s wife, Kate.)
Before these interviews took place, Eddy certainly “helped her cause” as Gill put it, by writing a
holograph letter on May 16, 1907, to Judge Robert Chamberlin, who was the judge in charge of
the Next Friends Suit. Considering what was at stake and the low expectations of Eddy as
trumpeted in the press, the letter was a tour de force effort by Eddy to turn the legal tide against
the allegations of Chandler, her son, granddaughter, and others:
Respected Sir:
It is over forty years that I have attended personally to my secular affairs, to my income,
investments, deposits, expenditures and to my employees. I have personally selected all
my investments except in one or two instances and have paid for the same.
The increasing demands upon my time labors and thought and yearning for more peace
and to have my property and affairs carefully taken care of for the persons and purposes I
have desegnated[sic] by my last will influenced me to select a board of trustees to take
charge of my property namely Hon. Henry M. Baker[,] Mr. Archibald McLellan[,] Mr.
Josiah E. Fernald[.]
I had contemplated doing this before ther present proceedings were brought or I knew
aught of them and I had consulted lawyer Streeter about the method.
I selected said trustees because I had implicit confidence in each one of them as to
honesty and business capacity.
No person influenced me to make this selection. I find myself able to select the trustees I
need without the help of others[.] I gave them my property to take care of because I
wanted it protected and myself relieved of the burden of doing this.
They have agreed with me to take care of my property and I consider this agreement a
great benefit to me already.
This suit was brought without my knowledge and is being carried on contrary to my
wishes. I feel that it is not for my benefit in any way but for my injury and I know it was
not needed to protect my person or property.
The present proceedings test my trust in divine Love[.] My personal reputation is assailed
and some of my students and trusted personal friends are cruelly unjustly and wrongly
accused.
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Mr Calvin A Frye and other students often ask me to receive persons whom I desire to see
but decline to receive solely [because] I find that I cannot “serve two masters”—I cannot
be a Chrsitian Scientist except I leave all for Christ[.]
Trusting that I have not exceeded the bounds of propriety in the statements herein made
by me
I remain Most Respectfully
Yours truly,
129
Mary Baker G. Eddy

The suit eventually was dropped in August after Chandler and three Masters appointed by the
court finally interviewed Eddy on August 14. The interview went very well for Eddy; it made
clear that Eddy was quite capable of managing her own financial and other affairs, and a week
later the suit was finally dropped. That did not stop Chandler and his team, however. It should be
remembered that the purported goal of the suit was to protect Eddy from an alleged cabal of
household members that was taking advantage of her, financially and otherwise. Thus the
Masters interview, along with the many independent interviews given above, made it clear that
the suit had no standing, unless of course the real goal of the suit was quite different. In a lengthy
account of the collapse of the case in the Boston Herald, August 22, 1907, the following account
was given of how the Chandler camp was responding to the end of the suit:
Next Friends Busy.
But while they [the Eddy followers] were rejoicing, the attorneys for the “next friends”
were holding important conferences, which lasted throughout the day. Former Senator
William E. Chandler and his associates, instead of being discouraged, appeared to be
buoyed up by a subtle hope of greater success along other legal lines.
They announced at noon that they would probably interesting for publication early in the
evening, but they changed their minds. . . .
The counsel for the “next friends” are not disclosing their hand, but that they have settled
upon a new and definite plan of action was plainly apparent from their bearing today.

Compare that public report to this private letter from Chandler to alienist, Dr. H.R. Stedman, on
August 18, 1907, now in NHHS:
On the other hand I consider it of vital importance that there should be several
examinations. I believe she is stimulated into a state of high exaltation when she is
tohave[sic] important interviews. Her brain on August 14 seemed to me to be unnaturally
excited–and we did not remain to see any collapse.
As a layman I consider her a very cunning lunatic. It is for you to find out whether I am
right or wrong.

(Chandler’s plan of attack was ultimately to wait for Eddy’s passing and then attack her last will
and testament based on an obscure law that did not allow a donation to a charity that was set up
under the law Eddy had used to create her Church—if the donation yielded an annual income to
62

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
the charity over $2,000 per year. Chandler hoped to have that gift thrown out and then passed to
the surviving heirs, the “next friends.” He eventually failed when the court allowed the creation
of a testamentary trust called Trustees under the Will of Mary Baker G. Eddy, which effectively
accomplished what Eddy had wanted. In the meantime, Chandler continued to harrass the Eddy
camp.)
The collapse of the suit led to another interview of Eddy less than two weeks later as well as a
statement from Glover upon his return to his home in Lead which when juxtaposed together
provide an interesting contrast. Eddy met with a reporter from the New York American, W. T.
MacIntyre, at her home in Concord on August 25. The account included this description of the
meeting:
I was ushered up the thickly-carpeted stairway of the celebrated ‘House of Mystery,’
which isn’t a bit mysterious, but an unusually comfortable New England home, and taken
into the apartments of Mrs. Eddy. As I entered the room I saw a white-haired old lady of
venerable appearance rise smiling from a rocking chair near a French window and come
forward with outstretched hands, holding herself very straight, and with wonderful light
in her eyes she greeted me as follows:
‘I am glad to have you call upon me. Now, won’t you sit down here and talk to me.’ She
seated herself beside her literary work table, covered with dozens of letters, a volume of
‘Science and Health’ and a book of hymns.
Tears filled her eyes when I told her that there were legions who were not Christian
Scientists who rejoiced that the suits against her had collapsed and that the persecution
was ended.
In a voice slightly quivering, but of indescribable softness, Mrs. Eddy leaned forward and
said:
“Truth and right will always prevail. Persecution cannot last forever. There is always a
reaction. But I hold no enmity. Those who have attempted to injure me have gained
130
nothing.”

Despite the fact that not just Eddy but also the reporter saw the suit as a persecution of her, and
despite the fact that Eddy has shown herself quite capable of running her own affairs (especially
after she had placed her financial dealings in a trust run by three trustees), here is Glover’s
statement upon returning home, issued on September 1, in response to questions from the press:
“Why did you give up your suit?” Mr. Glover was asked.
“Mainly because the master did not give up a fair chance to prepare the case. We were
required to get ready for trial in two weeks. We were denied the right to take depositions.
We were not permitted to see books or papers nor to show delusions back of 1890 in
order to show delusions now. When the hearing was to be adjourned to Mrs. Eddy’s
house and she was to be examined, my daughter and I were prohibited from being present
and so also were all my counsel except one. Our alienists were not to question Mrs. Eddy
about her delusions.”
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“What are you going to do next?”
“That I cannot answer, as we must be controlled by future developments. We may not be
called upon to do anything further during my mother’s lifetime.
Of course I shall stand ready to defend the rights of my mother and my rights as her only
child and heir. For the present I am satisfied with having forced the execution of the trust
131
deed, which has taken the control of her property out of the hands of the men in whom
I have no confidence, and who I bellieve[sic] would have used it for their own personal
benefit.
My only regret is that my mother is left under their baneful influence, to be kept by them
132
a virtual prisoner in her own home during the remainder of her life.”

Glover attempted to maintain the mythology originally begun by the New York World, that a
cabal of Eddy household members were essentially holding Eddy hostage for their own purposes.
Progressive writer and publisher, Benjamin O. Flower, who was quite supportive of Christian
Science, wrote this in his periodical, Arena, in the September, 1907, issue:
The complete collapse of the attempt to obtain Mrs. Eddy’s property and to discredit the
founder of Christian Science, came on August 21st when Mr. William E. Chandler as
senior counsel for the so-called “next friends” asked leave to withdraw. Thus this long
and carefully executed newspaper campaign of calumny, slander, reckless assertions and
misleading statements, this shameful attempt to prejudge a case by sensational attacks, by
falsehoods and by coloring facts so that the inferences drawn were entirely unwarranted
by the simple truth undoctored and uncolored together with all the ingenious methods of
the reckless attorneys, who hope to win through arousing prejudice where justice and
evidence were wanting, has come to nought. The case will go down in history as the most
remarkable trial involving religious beliefs since the days of the Salem witchcraft and the
persecution of the Quakers in New England. Hypocrisy and false pretense marked almost
every step of the proceeding, in so far as the representatives of the so-called “next
friends” were concerned.

The Chandler-Glover efforts did not stop with the ending of the suit. Michael Meehan as editor
for the New Hampshire Patriot, on January 2, 1908, echoing Flower, excoriated Chandler for
further interfering with Eddy and her financial affairs as run by her trustees:
The action of Mr. William E. Chandler and the attorneys who were associated with him
in representing “next friends” in the court trial which ended so ignominiously some
months ago, in serving notices on the trustees of Mrs. Eddy’s estate with the view of
stopping them and Mrs. Eddy from investing her money or any part thereof in charitable
work, partakes even more of the ridiculous and ludicrous, and has even less claim to
reasonableness, justice and decency than the former proceeding. . . .
The attitude of these same parties now in the effort at further trouble-giving, conveys the
impression that they would seek to accomplish through some justice-of-the-peace
decision, what they failed to effect in the tribunal wherein a Judge of the Federal Court
was acting in the capacity of Master.
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The last move reveals very clearly the ends sought in the former trial, that is, that it was
Mrs. Eddy’s money that they were after and not a desire to protect Mrs. Eddy from
herself or her friends to guard the interests of society.

____________________
Before returning to Georgine Milmine and Willa Cather, it is worthwhile to see just how the
World in its issue of October 28, 1906, effectively scooped McClure’s in their sensationalistic
exposé of Eddy, and how that seminal event helped shape the view of Eddy to this day.133 The
World followed up with an alleged history of Eddy in its issue of October 30. The World
representation of Eddy can be reduced to a series of broad-brush characterizations or themes,
with some comments by me added based on a review of over a century of later scholarship.
While the World covered Eddy and her history to some extent in other issues as well, its main
focus on her history appeared in the issue below:

NEW YORK WORLD EXCERPTS—OCTOBER 30, 1906
The World coverage was clearly biased and distorted, which determination is based in part on
later information that was not known then. Many across the country did not like the fact that the
paper had taken on an elderly female who had not attacked them. Nonetheless the World was
able to find some newspapers that supported them. Here is what a newspaper in Bath, Maine,
wrote, as reprinted in the World on November 12, 1906:
An Amazing Exposure.
(From the Bath Anvil)
The Anvil has followed the amazing exposures of the life of Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy and
the present condition of this remarkable woman in the successive broadsides of the N.Y.
World, beginning in last Sunday’s issue of that journal, with greatest interest.
The World is one of the ablest newspapers published in New York City, and in this matter
it has devoted its ablest writers and most painstaking, careful efforts as well as unlimited
money toward obtaining the facts of the case. . . .

The section below is designed in part to see if the World coverage succeeded in obtaining the
facts of the case:
The World:
Eddy was reputedly uneducated, having come from an uneducated family:
Mark Baker was unable to afford his children the advantage of an education other than
could be had in the little red schoolhouse during three winter months each year. . . . Up to
the age of twelve, when Mary Baker was taken by her parents to live in Concord, she had
not mastered the intricacies of the multiplication table. She was the conventional ignorant
little backwoods girl. In truth, she never got any “schooling” in spite of the fact that she
had recorded it in her memoirs that she mastered Greek, Latin, and Hebrew, as well as
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mathematics, under the tuition[sic] of her brother Albert. As the records show that Albert
left home to go to Boston the same year the Baker family moved into Concord—that is,
in 1833—having then arrived at the age of seventeen, and that for the next dozen years he
studied in the schools and law college, finally becoming a lawyer, it is easy to see that the
twelve-year-old Mary and her seventeen-year-old brother Albert must have been infant
prodigies.
As a matter of fact, testified to by Mrs. H. L. Philbrook [i.e., Hannah Sanborn, born
September 1826], of Tilton, N.H., had not anything like mastered the “three R’s” when, at
the age of fourteen, she become[sic] a pupil in the public school in Tilton; and up to the
day of her completion of her single term in that school had not achieved long division.
She could not spell words of four letters with familiarity, and her reading was halting. . . .
So Mary Morse Baker, at the age of twelve, left the little, old five-roomed farmhouse and
went to live in Concord with her father. It is remembered that Mary Baker was a very
pretty and very vain little girl, who wore her long brown hair in ringlets, and whose big
eyes were always dancing with mischief. She did not go to school much in Concord for
the reason that her health was delicate.
Two years later, at the age of fourteen, Mary Baker was taken to Tilton to live. Her
mother, Abigail, died there in 1849, and Mark Baker took a second wife. Mary was sent
for a single term to the Tilton Grammar School, and her desk was directly behind that of
the present Mrs. Philbrook, already referred to. Mrs. Philbrook was then but nine years
old, and Mary Baker affected to look down on her, because of her superior age. But she
did not decline to permit the younger girl to do her “sums” in long division for her, Mrs.
Philbrook declares, she never got beyond long division.

Comments
While the schooling of much of early 19th century America might be described as back-woods,134
in the case of the Baker family, the education was probably better than most. When Eddy’s
mother died in 1849, her obituary written by local Methodist minister and family friend, Richard
Rust, noted: “She ever entertained a lively sense of the parental obligation in regard to the
education of her children.” (This line is marked in Eddy’s copy of the obituary in her scrapbook.)
Certainly a shining example of that was Albert Baker, who graduated from Dartmouth College in
1834, where the entrance requirement for a freshman included the ability to be able to translate
Greek and Latin.135 (Before his days at Dartmouth, he taught school in Concord at the young age
of 16.) Eddy later recalled that, home from Dartmouth College, Albert would help her. As she
put it, “From my brother Albert I received lessons in ancient tongues, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin.
My brother studied Hebrew during his college vacations.”136 Eddy only said that she received
“lessons” from her brother; she never claimed to have mastered the languages.137 See also what
she told Henry Robinson about 1895, as recorded by him in writing with Eddy’s handwritten
corrections on the document:
The principal teachers whose schools I attended were Miss Sarah Bodwell principal of
Ipswich Seminary; Mr. Courser principal of Sanbornton Bridge Academy; Albert Baker
graduate of Dartmouth College; Prof. Dyer H. Sanborn author of Sanborn’s Grammer
[sic]. Some of my studies were natural philosophy, chemistry, astronomy, Watts ‘On the
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Mind’. Blair’s Rhetoric, Whatley’s Logic, Moral Science, Lock’s [sic] metaphysics, a
138
smattering of Latin, French, Greek and Hebrew.

Note the offhanded comment that her studies included only a “smattering” of the languages.
Her comments did not mention mathematics, but some ten years later Eddy was tutoring a
neighbor’s child, Daniel Kidder, who recalled a half-century later:
I was a frequent caller [at Eddy’s house, then Patterson], as Mrs. Patterson helped me in
my studies. I was back-ward in grammar and did not like it, and she tried hard to make
me take an interest in it, she being a very fine grammarian. My other studies in which she
rendered me much assistance were Philosophy and Mathematics, also Physical
139
Geography. She was a good one in Mathematics.

The Baker family never moved to Concord, New Hampshire, although they did attend the
Church there.
Eddy’s schooling was indeed limited, largely due to ill health, but the available schooling to her
was more than simply “during three winter months.” See for example the following two Baker
family letters that reference Eddy’s schooling in the summer of 1836:
Abigail Baker – Geo S. Baker, August 5, 1836:
. . . Mary has been able to attend school all summer. This is more than we could have
140
expected once from her usual state of health. . . .
Albert Baker – Geo S. Baker, August 23, 1836:
Mary has attended school all summer, and is quite as well as could be expected.

141

Also, see Eddy’s letter to her brother, George, on April 17, 1837:
I have been studying ev[e]ry leisure moment this winter I shal[l] attend school this
summer if I possiblely can as my health is extremely poor occasioned by a cold I hope as
142
almost every won is complaining of some disseas occasioned by our severe seasons.

It is worth comparing Eddy’s comment “I have been studying ev[e]ry leisure moment this
winter” to the quote in McClure’s, based on statements by Philbrook and reportedly others
(emphasis added):
According to her old neighbors at Tilton, Mary Baker had even less schooling than most
girls in her class. Her ill-health and hysteria constantly interfered. She would attend
school for a few weeks, have a nervous spell, and then drop out. Consequently, she
usually recited with girls considerably younger than herself. Her old schoolmates say
she was indolent, constantly lolled in her seat, and spent much time scribbling on
her slate. Apparently, she was incapable of concentrated or continuous thought. . . .
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Another point to note is that Philbrook’s reminiscence below only discussed what she said Eddy
said and did in 1836. It failed to mention the fact that she and Eddy attended the Sandbornton
Academy together in 1842, being two of the 72 females in that Academy that academic year143
(and perhaps they went to school in other years that are unrecorded). An advertisement for the
Academy about this time described it in this manner:
This Institution is pleasantly located at Sanbornton Bridge—communications with
Concord and Boston, daily. It is under the immediate superintendence of that popular and
successful teacher, D. H. Sanborn, A.M.
Branches taught are, English, Classical, French, and Italian. The year is divided into four
144
terms, eleven weeks each. Average number of scholars, per term, 59.

Philbrook, the wife of a Methodist minister in later years, and a source of many sensationalistic
tales of Eddy’s early years (as will be seen later), was five years younger than Eddy, and was in
the school class with her. In Milmine | Cather is recorded Philbrook’s following statement in
which she included the comment that Eddy started in the summer:
“I remember Mary Baker very well,” said one of her classmates now living in Tilton.
“She began to come to district school in the early summer of 1836. I recollect her very
distinctly because she sat just in front of me, and because she was such a big girl to be in
our class. I was only nine, but I helped her with her arithmetic when she needed help. We
studied Smith's Grammar and ciphered by ourselves in Adams's New Arithmetic, and
when she left school in three or four weeks we had both reached long division. She left
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on account of sickness.”

The McClure’s version (January, 1907) said this:
According to these [Eddy’s] schoolmates, Mary Baker completed her education when she
146
finished Smith’s grammar and reached long division in arithmetic.

Compare Philbrook’s “three or four weeks” of schooling, as remembered 70 years later, to the
contemporaneous family letters which stated she attended school “all summer.” It should also be
pointed out that Eddy moved to Sanbornton Bridge in 1836, so Philbrook would have had no
first-hand knowledge of what Eddy was doing in her schooling prior to that.
Little is known of Eddy’s early arithmetic skills,147 but her letters indicate a knowledge of
reading and writing that is certainly better than what Philbrook claimed. Here is a sample letter
she wrote to her brother, George, with all of its flaws, on September 9, 1835, at age fourteen, and
before she moved to Sanbornton Bridge:
As I have an opportunity of sending you a letter by Mr. Cutchins without putting you to
that expense which any intelligence that I could communicate would ill repay I improve it
with pleasure. If solitude will make ones thoughts flow uninterrupted I think I shall have
plenty of them this afternoon as Father Mother and Martha (which makes up the family)
has gone to attend the funeral of J. L. Cavis and I am left alone to review past events and
paint to my imag[in]tion the many hap[p]y sabbaths we have spent together still as you
informed us in your letter you enjoyed contentment and health at which I do most
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sincerely rejoice; and I should in your case and think the sacrifice at which you obtained
it but a mere momentary gratification compared with the enjoyment of health. . . . my
health at presant is improveing slowly and I hope by dieting and being careful to
sometime regain it. . . . Write every opportunity excuse all mistakes as this is the second
letter I ever wrote and accept the well wishes of your affectionate sister.148

Here is another letter to George written a little over a year later, December 20, 1836:
We attended a party of young Ladies at Miss Hayes last evening she was truly sorry our
Brother from Conn. was not there, but she is soon to be married and then the dilemma
will close as it is your fortune to have some opposeing obstacle to extricate you. Oh
Brother! I wish I could see you, and I h[ar]dly think Abby and I would be as sleepy as we
wer[e] the last night you spent with us; but could amuse ourselves (if not you) by things
that by telling you things that would excite laughter if nothing more. But when are we to
realize this this [sic] happiness? I am impatient to learn soon verry soon I hope: but if we
are not to see you soon, to hear of your health and prosperity is a pleasure that none but
those to whom we are most nearly can experience.149

Finally, here is a poem that Eddy wrote to her eighteen year old friend and neighbor, Andrew
Gault, as the Baker family was leaving Bow for Sanbornton Bridge, about 1836:
Hard is the task to take a final leave
Of friends whom we shall see Ah! Never
With unaccustomed grief my bosom heaves
And burns with latent fire forever
A vernal fe[e]ling thrills my very heart
And scarce the accustomed word is spoken
We firmer grasp the hand still loath to part
And wish that grasp might ne’er be broken
But go—those finer feelings riven
Which through my bosom shot
And with the[e] take this flower of Heaven
The flower forget me not
To Andrew Gault Jr
From a Friend
150
M.B.

Philbrook’s accounts, here in the World, and elsewhere, provided a belabored picture of young
Mary Baker as being self-centered, with a haughty mien. While some other accounts from the
same time period give a quite different impression, it is that kind of focus on pettiness that may
have led Milmine to write to Lyman Powell, as later recorded by him in a larger observation of
the time period when the World and McClure’s were researching Eddy’s life (which Powell had
done himself as well at roughly the same time):
As a critic [Milmine presumably] has written the author, much of the testimony of that
period was one-sided. Out of the obscurity of small-town life, some of the witnesses —
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not all— emerged into nationwide notoriety, the enjoyment of which they made no effort
to conceal. Not in every instance, dryly observes a critic [Milmine], were “they the kind
151
of sources we would have chosen.”

Philbrook’s portrait of Eddy in the World and McClure’s as a teenage tyrant, vain, supercilious,
and hysterical, needs to be balanced by opposing testimony of those years. See, for example, the
1902 statement of Samuel B.G. [Bartlett] Corser, who knew Eddy in the early Sanbornton
Bridge days and, as stated earlier, was the son of her pastor, Rev. Enoch Corser (1787-1868):
In speaking a word about my acquaintance with Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy, I would like first
to say I am not a Christian Scientist, but an old-fashioned Orthodox Congregationalist.
My father, the Rev. Enoch Corser, was from 1837 to 1843 pastor of the church of that
denomination in Northfield and Tilton (then Sanbornton Bridge), N. H. with which the
Baker family was connected.
As Mrs. Eddy's pastor—and for a time teacher—my father held her in the highest esteem;
in fact he considered her, even at an early age, superior both intellectually and spiritually,
to any other woman in Tilton, and greatly enjoyed talking with her. It was in 1837 when,
if I remember rightly, Mrs. Eddy was about fifteen that I first knew her, she being several
years younger than myself. I well remember her gift of expression which was very
marked, as girls of that time were not usually possessed of so large a vocabulary. She and
my father used to converse on deep subjects—frequently (as I recall to mind, from
remarks made by my father) too deep for me.
She was always pure and good, or my father as her pastor could not have received her
into his church and communion. If he were living today I am sure his recommendation of
her would be unqualified. She stands out in my mind distinctly as his brightest pupil, and
I also remember her great admiration for him. I have never heard spiritualism mentioned
in connection with her or her family. The Bakers were superior people, well to do and
well educated. The fact that Mrs. Eddy's brother Albert was nominated to Congress by
the largest majority ever registered in the state, dying, however, before the election,
shows the estimation in which he was held by the community. A younger brother was a
skilled musician, and led the church choir (quorum pars fui) at the Bridge for a number of
year. Her sister Martha was a teacher for a time in the Academy at Sanbornton Square, of
which Prof. Dyer H. Sanborn, author of the grammar, was then principal.
I never heard or knew anything about Mrs. Eddy in her youth in regard to her relations
with her family or the community which would give any foundation for the derogatory
stories now in circulation, purporting to deal with the time in life when I knew her best.
They seem to have been invented of late years, since those who could bear testimony to
the actual facts have become few in number. It has occurred to me that jealousy of her
remarkable success may have given rise to the invention of these preposterous stories.
The fact is, during my residence of some years, previous to the fall of 1843, in or near the
present town of Tilton, I never heard a lisp against the good name of Miss Baker, but
always praise for her superior abilities and scholarship, her depth and independence of
thought, and not least, spiritual-mindedness, all prophetic of her future eminence when
once her true life's mission should be revealed to her by that Providence “that shapes our
ends, rough-hew them how we will.”
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(Signed) S. B. G. CORSER.

152

In Chapter Five we will see more of an early, girlhood poem that Eddy wrote in her copybook,
which included this “resolution”:
I’ll earnestly seek for deliverance from
Indulgence in sinful mirth;
From thoughtlessness, vanity, all that is wrong,
153
With ambition, that binds me to earth.

A brief alternative and contemporary look at young Mary Baker as a good and serious friend is
seen in a passing reference by a “Lydia Ann” to Eddy’s close friend Augusta Holmes, in a letter
dated August 19, 1838. The writer was extolling the importance of having a “sympathising
companion,” one “to whom you can unbosom your whole heart.” She continued, “I am rejoiced
you have found one in Miss Baker. Give my love to her (for as your friend I already love her) &
say to her, I trust you will be mutual helps to each other & tho’ you now walk alone, in the
straight & narrow path, I hope the time is not far distant, that many through your example, will
be led to seek the same heavenly inheritance.”154
Returning to Corser, Christian Scientist Emma Easton Newman, who knew Eddy as early as the
1890s when Newman was a young woman and her father was a pastor in Eddy’s church in
Boston, wrote a half century later in The Christian Science Journal (February, 1940) of having
spoken to Bartlett Corser (who was Newman’s grandfather’s cousin): “In 1894 the writer heard
from the lips of her cousin, who was slightly older than Mrs. Eddy, an account of his and his
father’s intimate and life-long friendship with the Baker family; of the visits of father and son to
the Baker home at Bow, and of the fact that while the son mingled with the young people of the
household, Mary Baker, at fifteen, preferred to walk in the garden with the elderly clergyman,
that they might talk of the things of the spirit.” Newman was evidently referring to a visit that
actually took place in 1893. Newman wrote to Eddy of that visit and received this letter from
Eddy, dated July 2, 1893:
Your letter was an oasis. It was like lying down in green pastures beside still waters. . . .
Nothing could have given me more pleasure, that pertains to earth, than your account of
seeing Mr. Bartlett Corser and of his relationship! I remember him as an ideal man, a
scholar, a great-hearted and great-minded man. And his father, Rev. Enoch Corser, I used
to think was the most naturally eloquent, gifted preacher I ever heard speak. It was the
sweet memory of girlhood days that your letter awakened which rested me. Thank you
155
for it. I shall certainly try to have him visit me.

Irving Tomlinson for his part visited the younger Corser with Newman in 1902 and recorded that
visit in later years:
It will be remembered that one of Mrs. Eddy's early friends at Tilton, New Hampshire,
was Rev. Enoch Corser. It is known that his son Samuel Bartlett Garish Corser A.M. had
a tender regard for Mrs. Eddy. It was the writer’s pleasure in company with Miss Emma
Easton (daughter of Rev. Dr. Easton, one-time pastor of The Mother Church, now Mrs.
Newman of Los Angeles) and others to visit Boscawen, New Hampshire, the early home
of Daniel Webster some ten miles from Concord, and then the home of Mr. Samuel
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Bartlett Garish Corser. The real object of this visit was to gather facts with which to
refute the falsehoods then being broadcast by Mrs. Woodbury and her adherents. . . .
Preparatory to visiting Mr. Corser, Mrs. Eddy had provided the writer with an exhaustive
list of questions which she wished presented during the conversation. This is now in the
writer's possession. When Miss Easton and the writer reached the old homestead where
Mr. Corser lived, they found him willing and glad to answer the questions and to have his
words quoted. He seemed to appreciate the fact that he was the friend of so distinguished
a character. Mr. Corser talked for sometime of his friendship with Mrs. Eddy in her
childhood days in Tilton. The writer told him of Mrs. Eddy's early interest in Sanborn's
Grammar. Mr. Corser then looked in his library, which was a very large one filled with
books of antique vintage, found Sanborn's Grammar and sent it with his compliments to
Mrs. Eddy. The writer recorded this visit in a letter which he sent to his Leader reading:
"Dearest Mother I am glad to be the medium thro which your friend Mr. Bartlett Corser,
presents you with a copy of the Grammar of your famous instructor Dyer H. Sanborn. . . .
The present Mr. C. speaks with pleasure of his acquaintance with you and of his intimate
friendship in your family. He remembers you very well and speaks highly of your
intellectual proficiency. He has many pleasant memories to relate of the older sister
Martha who was nearer his age and who he smilingly says used to pin flowers in his
button hole. He relates that the Baker girls were noted for their gift of language and as he
quaintly puts it, 'They talked the dictionary'. He illustrates this by a story of one of them,
who, to some one in the household failing to hear distinctly said, 'How is it that you do
not understand me when I vociferate so loudly.' The journey to the Corser homestead in
Boscawen was made in company with your student Miss Easton, . . . . This elderly
gentleman and scholar, now past 84, is strong and vigorous and is taking great interest in
preparing a history of the Corser family in which he has written a brief but well written
account of your work by Miss Easton. In this narrative occurs this striking passage
concerning you 'She was a favorite pupil of his father (Rev. Enoch Corser) then (1838)
teacher as well as preacher at Sanbornton Bridge, N.H., by whom she was held in high
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estimation for her varied gifts of intellect (notably) as well as heart,' etc."

Wilbur later interviewed Bartlett Corser and said this of the younger and older Corser:
The Rev. Enoch Corser, pastor of the Tilton church for all of the period of their residence
at the farm, was also a frequent and honored guest of the Bakers. He was a man of liberal
culture as may be imagined from the fact that he privately tutored his son Bartlett,
sending him to college prepared to eliminate the first two years of Greek, Latin, and
mathematics. This was Mary Baker’s pastor who first received her into communion. His
son has declared his father’s disposition toward her to be one of highest esteem, deep
admiration and warm interest. This pastor regarded Mary as his special pupil and the
brightest he ever had.
An intellectual comradeship grew up between Mary and her pastor who, as his son
declared, preferred to talk with her to any one of his acquaintance. They discussed
subjects too deep to be attractive to other members of the family, which the family freely
and good-humoredly admitted. . . .
[After the elder Corser and Eddy went for a walk and discussed poetry and religious
issues:] “Mary, your poetry goes beyond my theology,” cried her pastor; “why should I
preach to you!”
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As they turned they encountered his son Bartlett and Abigail; for Bartlett was a suitor for
Abigail’s hand and once pinned a rose on his coat in this garden. It is possible that both
men were uplifted as they walked down the hill from the Baker home, and that it was the
father, halting his son with a hand on his shoulder, declared to him what he at some time
certainly said: “Bright, good, and pure, aye brilliant! I never before had a pupil with such
depth and independence of thought. She has some great future, mark that. She is an
intellectual and spiritual genius.”
The young man may not have marked it then, absorbed in his thoughts of the other sister.
But he lived to remember it and to pay tribute to that genius by recalling his father’s
157
words.

Enoch Corser’s esteem of Eddy as a young girl is further confirmed by the much later statement
of his housekeeper, Adeline Pillsbury. She was quoted by Wilbur in Human Life (February 1907)
as saying that Corser considered the young woman as a prodigy and an intellectual and spiritual
genius, the most beautiful young woman in town at that time. In MBEL is an unsigned statement
from Pillsbury in the John Dittemore papers (he helped finance Wilbur’s writing and would have
had access to at least some of what she learned and the statements she obtained):
Statement of Mrs. Pillsbury
I get this through Mr. Corser, who used to speak of Mrs. Eddy as being a very nice girl.
He knew her in her girlhood, and never was sick of praising her scholarship. He was
enthusiastic. He used to talk about her in that fashion. Her people were very wee well
educated people. I take it in comfortable means, were considered rich in those days. They
used to entertain company at to their house, teachers at the Sanbornton Academy. Mrs.
Eddy had good opportunity of mingling with the best people. Sanbornton was a good old
New England town. Mr. Corser taught school for a while in Standish, Maine. (high
school or academy); also taught the languages at Boscowan Plains. At times he used to
receive private students, who came to recite to him. Prof. Lucien Hunt, lives in Gorham,
Maine, was a personal friend of Mr. Corser’s.
Now I would like to say that there is a lady in Warner, N.H. Amanda Harris. Mrs. Eddy
came to Warner and went to school, and boarded with Miss. Harris. [Note: there is no
record of that and that does not appear to be accurate.]
Mrs. O’Brien asked me if Mrs. Eddy or her family were ever interested in Spiritualism.
That is something I can’t tell, I don’t know about it.
Mrs. Eddy was not a strong girl; had to be kept from school a good deal. There was one
Baker in College. As I remember he was one of the best scholars ever at Hanover [i.e.,
Dartmouth College in Hanover, New Hampshire].
Never heard Mr. Corser allude to Mrs. Eddy’s life with Dr. Patterson, in any way.
Regarding that period of her life, Mr. Corser could only give what he had heard other
people say, saying “All you want of me is my personal knowledge.”
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Mr. Corser sent Mrs. Eddy an old Grammar. . . . [after speaking of Corser’s personal
library] I gave Mrs. O’Brieno Mr. Enoch Corser, Mr. Bartlett Corser’s and my own
158
picture. I think Mr. Enoch Corser was a very fine looking man.

A less polished reminiscence is from Alfred Farlow’s interview with a cousin of Eddy’s on her
mother’s side, Ann True Ambrose. In these notes it is not clear whether the interlineations are at
the behest of Ambrose or are simply Farlow’s editing for possible future publication by him.
Ambrose had interactions with Eddy up to about the year 1848:
On December 29th, 1906, it was my pleasure to visit Miss. Ann True Ambrose, an own
[?] cousin of Mrs. Eddy, and a lady three years Mrs. Eddy’s junior. I found her measuring
up the characteristics of the Ambrose family, being keen of intellect and having a
wonderfully retentive memory. She had known Mrs. Eddy, up to the time she was
twenty-six years of age.
(Get exact relationship with Miss. Marjorie Ambrose, 23 Batavia Street, Boston)
Miss. Ambrose said. Our families visited once in a while back and fourth[sic]. We lived
in Deerfield and they lived in Bow, N.H., then in Tilton. I always considered Mrs. Eddy’s
father was always an honest upright man. Do not know how the community regarded
him. I knew only no one in Tilton except the Baker family in Tilton. Knew nothing I
never knew any[thing] against her; I am her friend. Mrs. Eddy’s father was a very firm
in what he believed to be right and very uncompromising with what he believed to
be wrong stern man, but straightforward. We Hhad only been discussing this morning,
after reading McClure’s article, the Baker family and mentioned the fact that they were
very their aristocratic. I cannot tell how many years since I saw her Mrs. Eddy; her boy
was about four years old when I saw her last. Never saw her husband Mr. Glover.
Stayed with her many a few weeks. Indigestion was her greatest trouble; she called a
doctor occasionally. Never knew of her going off into trances. Nothing unusual about her,
nothing different from any one not in a very good state of health. She was a pleasant
woman. I was always treated well. She had a good education; we considered all the
family well educated, especially Albert, who boarded with us a few weeks during his
college life while he taught school, during his college life. He was [a] A very smart
young man. I N[n]ever heard anything against any of them.
[The following two paragraphs were crossed out even after the changes were made:]
When shown the picture used by McClure [i.e., the photo falsely said to be of Eddy] as an
“ad”, she said, “Should not say that picture has any look of any of the family. I cannot see
any likeness; there is usually some family likeness resemblance in all pictures.”
My family were republicans and abolitionists and often had arguments with Mark Baker
on the question of slavery. Mark Baker was pro slavery a democrat.
In reply to the question "was there ever such a school as the Sanborn Academy,[”] she
replied, “there was such a school, later the name was changed.[”]
She does not know in what way Mrs. Eddy is related to the McNeil family.
Mark Baker was a great reader and had con a considerable number of books.
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Sarah Clement Kimball, the niece of Eddy’s good friend, Augusta Holmes, was interviewed
many years later160 and left this account of her years as a neighbor and young friend of Eddy.
She was born May 8, 1840, and lived in Sanbornton Bridge from about 1843 to 1852. Speaking
of her much-older friend many years later, she said: “Mrs. Eddy had a decided influence on my
life, I am sure. I was with her so much and she was so very literary.” Kimball proceeded to leave
a detailed look at Eddy as seen through the eyes of a young girl who was one of the students in
Eddy’s abortive attempt at an early version of a Kindergarten class on the Tilton property. This
account provides an interesting comparison to the account of Hannah Philbrook as given to
Milmine:
I saw her daily in those years of my childhood; the Tilton house was directly across the
street from our house and Mrs. Eddy was a frequent visitor while I ran over to her house
any time of the day, hanging about as children will; sometimes unobserved, but always
observing. Mrs. Eddy was never too absorbed in what she was doing to be gracious and
interested in my childish conversation. Tall, slender and exceedingly graceful, she was,
altogether one of the most beautiful women I have ever seen. Her hair was wonderful,
soft, silky, of a reddish brown tint, and very curly, the sort that is dark in the shadow, but
has a gold or reddish tinge in the sunlight. Both she and Mrs. Tilton wore it looped up in
ringlets, parted in the middle of the for[e]head and drawn toward the back of the head
where it formed a cascade of curls. Her complexion was of the sort that goes with the
reddish blond hair. She had beautiful eyes, bluish gray, I should say. As I remember, her
features were rather small, her teeth even, white, and very lovely. As I have said, she was
altogether one of the most charming and beautiful women I have ever known. My uncle
[probably Daniel Holmes, born 1826 or Henry Holmes, born 1834], who only died a few
years ago, said that as a boy he used to sit in church without thinking of the service, his
thoughts being busy contemplating Mrs. Glover's beauty. She was always neatly, but
simply dressed. Mrs. Tilton was inclined to be the dressy member of the family. She was
161
peculiar in her dress; she would wear white when no one else thought of doing so.
Mrs. Eddy had a happy disposition; she was always cheerful. I never saw her when she
was the least depressed, and I have seen her at all times and on all occasions. She read a
great deal and used to borrow books from our library. Her laugh was very sweet and I
often used to hear her talking to my mother and laughing. She had a nice sense of humor.
I remember once overhearing her discussing a prize story [from 1849], “Pauline [i.e.,
“Paolina”] or Sybil of the Arno, , which had been published in the . . . Ledger, Robert
Bonner's paper. The story was written by Martha Ann Clough and its scene was laid in
sunny Italy. When mother asked Mrs. Eddy what she thought of it, she said that since
everyone was dressed in velvet she should have thought they would have suffered from
the heat. I remember I was quite annoyed as I had thought it was a beautiful story and did
162
not like to have it criticized.

While this sounds like the late 1840s, the reference to Eddy living with the Tiltons suggests after
1850, when Mark Baker remarried. It is not clear how long Eddy’s nascent Kindergarten lasted.
While the Kimball account below seems to suggest three years (Eddy started it in 1846 or later,
and Kimball was four years old in 1844-1845), that may be too long. In comparison, Milmine |
Cather account, stated the following:
While living with Mrs. Tilton she [Eddy] taught a class of children, holding the sessions
in a small building, once used as a shop, on the Tilton place. After a few weeks' trial she
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gave it up. A little later she repeated the experiment, but with the same result. Although
Mrs. Glover was later to have a “college” of her own, and to be its president and sole
instructor, teaching was assuredly not her vocation in these early Tilton days. Perhaps a
dozen of her Tilton pupils are still living, and they are fond of relating anecdotes of the
163
days when they went to school to Mrs. Glover.

Of course, it stretches credulity to the breaking point to believe that Milmine found a dozen or so
old timers who happened to like relating anecdotes about an infant class that took place some
sixty years earlier and purportedly lasted only a few weeks.
Sarah Clement Kimball was one who recalled the class—which she remembered being in the
range of three years as opposed to only a few weeks—but probably did not talk to Milmine. She
provided a detailed recollection of what it was like to be in the class:
Yes, I attended the infant school in my very young days, from the time I was about four
until I was seven years of age. I remember it was a small building and was at one time
used as a shoemaker's shop. It was painted red and situated on the land owned by Mr.
Tilton. The walls were of plaster and there were little chairs and desks. It consisted of just
one room with a brick chimney in the middle. Two pretty big shade trees stood out in
front. I do not remember anything unpleasant about the life there, but then I knew Mrs.
Eddy very well and was not at all afraid of her. I had no playmates and as I loved Mrs.
Eddy, I spent much of my time with her. I do recollect, however, being afraid of her once.
I was an 'enfant terrible' at times and one day Mrs. Eddy said she would have to whip me
so to go out and cho[o]se a stick. I went out in fear and trembling and brought in a little
twig, the smallest I could find. When I took it to her, she looked at it and then at me and
then she smiled—and I don't have to go way back to remember her smile because no one
who has ever seen it would be likely to forget it, for she had the most beautiful smile. She
told me to go and take my seat and that ended the incident.
"I do not remember much about what we did at the school except that we marched about
singing, I go to Mrs. Glover and tell her that I love her,' an adapt[at]ion from an old
German song:
‘Lightly row. Lightly row
O’er the glassy wave we go;
Smoothly glide, smoothly glide
O’er the flowing tide.’
I was quite a pet of Mrs. Eddy's and sometimes when I went over she would read to me. I
164
remember her reading Longfellow's 'Hyperion,' a little German tale, especially.

The Kimball account of the song the children sang appears to tell the words of a version of a
song, but Milmine | Cather record the improvised lyrics as:
We will tell Mrs. Glover
How much we love her;
By the light of the moon
We will come to her.
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Reportedly those lyrics were an adaptation of another song about a Jane or Joan Glover.
In her final year, Eddy talked to her corresponding secretary, William Rathvon, which he
recorded as follows in his diary:
Infant School
March 23,1910: Today our Leader told of a reminiscence following her return from the
South after her husband’s passing. She said, "When I was in the South with my husband I
saw for the first time in infant school that interested me greatly, as we had nothing of that
kind where I had been living. After my husband died I returned to the North and opened
such a school, the first of the kind in New England. I had forty little children, among
them the little boy of my brother-in-law, Mr. Tilton, a prominent manufacturer. One day
he was passing and speaking of it afterwards said, ‘I looked in the window and saw a
long row of little hats hung up orderly in a row, and looking farther I saw as many little
head bowed upon their little hands, all repeating the Lord’s Prayer, ‘Our Father,’ and my
boy was among them.’ He had been an infidel, but the sight of the little children at prayer
was too much for him and he never afterwards was known to scoff or ridicule religious
faith.”

The child to whom Eddy was referring was her nephew Albert Baker Tilton (June 9, 1845 August 25, 1870). Based on his date of birth, and Sarah Clement Kimball’s reminiscence of her
class with Eddy being from her ages four to seven (i.e., roughly 1847 to 1851) it appears that
Eddy class, which may well have been intermittent, lasted far longer than a “few weeks.”
Looking back when Eddy was fifteen, her brother Albert Baker wrote a letter to her, March 27,
1837, and said of one Harrison Andrews, “He is a very close student, and is as much given to
discursive talking as yourself, though he has not quite so much poetry at his command.”
Other sources found by or written by Christian Scientists support the view of Eddy as a studious
reader above and beyond the norm of her day.165 (Recall Eddy’s letter above from 1837 to her
brother: “I have been studying ev[e]ry leisure moment this winter I shal[l] attend school this
summer if I possiblely can as my health is extremely poor occasioned by a cold. . . .”)
Julia166 Sargent and her sister Emily Sargent167 were fellow students and friends of Eddy in these
early years, and the former was one of Eddy’s bridesmaids in her wedding in 1843. The daughter
of Julia Sargent (later Julia Sargent Wood) recalled this after the McClure’s serial came out with
its portrait of Eddy as a tyrant or worse:
Mrs. Wood [her mother] often referred to the beautiful character shown by Mrs. Eddy as
a school girl. The principal of the academy, which these young ladies attended at that
time, in speaking of the high grade of scholarship attained by Mary Baker and the
brilliant future in store for her, often said that she was an exceptionally bright student,
and the writer’s mother frequently referred to the esteem in which Mary was held by the
other members of her family, Col. George S. Baker saying, “We are all proud of my
sister, Mary.” Mrs. Wood spoke of Mrs. Eddy as a typical New England woman whose
natural talent and conspicuous ability had gained the esteem and admiration of the people
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of all religious denominations, and had also won a warm place in the hearts of all those
168
with whom she had come in contact.

A biographical sketch of an Eddy local contemporary and possible friend (born 1822), William
F. Knowles, provides an important glimpse at the educational opportunities available in the
Sanbornton Bridge area in the 1830s and 1840s. (Knowles later became a successful railroad
executive, worthy, it was deemed, of his own biographical sketch.)
Like many other New Hampshire boys who have made their mark, William passed his
boyhood at home, under the eye of a careful, industrious and much respected Christian
father and mother, aiding in cultivating the well-tilled fields, laying the foundations by
temperance, pure air and hard work, for that stock of good health and strength which
were to serve him so well in after-life, and acquiring those habits of industry upon which
his future success has so much depended.
The winter district-school was his only source of education till he was sixteen, when he
attended two terms at the Franklin, N. H., Academy, and the following winter made his
first essay in teaching in the Sanborn district, in Sanbornton, in the years 1839-40.
The next winter he was a pupil in the New London, N. H., Literary Institution, and the
ensuing fall of the Academy at Newbury, Vt., and the winter after, taught in Haverhill, N.
H., always working on the farm during the summer.
The Academical School of Professor Dyer H. Sanborn, a noted teacher of those times,
was then in the flood-tide of its prosperity, at Sanbornton Bridge (now Tilton) and thither
William wended his way in the fall of 1842.
The writer [i.e., Lucian Hunt] attended the school at the same time, and remembers him
well as a hard worker, a close student and unexceptionable in his observance of the
school regulations, while in scholarship he stood in the front rank,—his tastes and
strength seeming to lie more particularly in mathematics. In the subsequent winter he
169
taught with general acceptance in his home-district of Bay Hill.

Both Knowles and Hunt were members of same class that Eddy attended in 1842. It is interesting
to compare the family educational upbringing of Knowles to that of Eddy, especially given the
dearth of early education opportunities compared to his later success. (William Knowles is likely
the “Dr. Knowles” mentioned by Philbrook above as having said that Dr. Rust told him Eddy
served as a teacher only one week as a substitute. Eddy in her response to the McClure’s article
said she had been a temporary teacher but did not say how long.)
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HANNAH HILL SANBORN PHILBROOK
(HIGHLY INFLUENTIAL EDDY CRITIC)

(September 24, 1826 – September 10, 1913)
[Ralph Byron Copper collection]

We have seen several statements made by, or attributed to, Hannah Sanborn (later Philbrook), a
girl five years younger than Eddy. Philbrook said her connection to Eddy was as a fellow student
in the local school in 1836. On March 30, 1851, Sanborn married a Methodist minister, Nathan
Page Philbrook (they had seven children between 1852 and 1867, and his name was sometimes
spelled Philbrick), seen here:

(May 6, 1823 – April 27, 1910)
[Ralph Byron Copper collection]

Rev. Philbrook’s various appointments took him (and his family) to many locations in
Massachusetts until 1866. Thus, Hannah Philbrook’s first hand knowledge of Eddy would
have been from the years 1836-1851.170 (Philbrook was appointed to Groton and Rumney
(1872-1873), Franklin (1866), and the Tilton area (1871, 1874 and 1880-1882, and then back in
the 1890s.) The coincidence of them living in many of the areas that Eddy lived perhaps helps to
explain some of the comments that she made about Eddy outside of Sanbornton Bridge.
Hannah Philbrook, while little known or recognized as such by later historians, would become
one of the most influential commentators on Eddy’s past simply by virtue of the importance her
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statements—or alleged statements, since many of the comments ascribed to her were not direct
quotes—had on later Eddy biographers. The influence that she had on shaping later opinion on
Eddy’s early life has been huge, and yet there has been very little discussion of her outside of a
fairly small mention of her in the Peel and Gill biographies and some early comments by Wilbur.
While Milmine wrote that she had talked to “scores” of Eddy’s contemporaries in the New
Hampshire towns that she lived in (which seems quite unlikely given the 40-70+ year time span),
in Tilton her sources instead seemed to be mainly Philbrook, perhaps a bit from Martha Rand
Baker (that will be discussed below) and some information from Mary C. Whittier.
The timing of when the Philbrooks lived in the Sandbornton Bridge|Tilton area is important
because Philbrook was quoted at times as giving purportedly first hand statements for times
when she did not live in the area. For example, in the New York World, November 5, 1906, she
was quoted in the following fashion regarding the time period in 1862 or early 1863 when Eddy
was trying to get financial and other support to travel to see Quimby:
There is abundant evidence at hand to prove that Mrs. Eddy never heard of Christian
Science nor its principles until Dr. Quimby was brought to her notice. Mrs. H. L.
Philbrook, of Tilton, N.H., a life-long acquaintance and schoolmate of Mrs. Eddy’s, who
knew her when she was an inmate of the home of Mrs. Alexander Tilton, Mrs. Eddy’s
sister, asserts that she, then Mrs. Patterson, frequently spoke of Dr. Quimby and
expressed the wish to get sufficient money to go to Portland, Me., and study the science
under Dr. Quimby’s tuition.
She also, in a signed statement, says that Mrs. Patterson pretended to be ill and induced
her sister, Mrs. Tilton, to advance her certain sums of money which she had hoarded until
she amassed sufficient to take her to Portland and sustain her there while she was being
treated for “a nervous” ailment and studying the system of healing for which Dr. Quimby
was noted at that period.

Philbrook did not live in the area in 1862-1863 and thus would have been at best relaying second
hand information which appears distorted. Based on the early letters between Eddy and Quimby,
her connection to him was limited until she met him. Thus, any effort by Eddy to get money
from the Tiltons to help her study his system of healing would have been after she returned from
her first visit. The early letter from Eddy to Quimby when she returned to Tilton after her first
visit indicated how delighted she was for feeling well. Later she told of a return of certain
ailments after she ate a rich meal. Since Eddy was praising Quimby’s healing ability and wanted
to get her sister, Abigail, to go see him for her ailments, the letters (printed in Chapter Seven) do
not fit with someone who was feigning illness in order to raise money. See this letter from Eddy
to Quimby, January 12, 1863, shortly after she returned from her first visit with Quimby:
I am to all who once knew me a living wonder, and a living monument of your power:
Five or six of my friends are going to visit you. My sister, Mrs. Tilton, will not find it
convenient to leave at present. I am at this time with her, and company from Boston will
detain her at present. She wishes me to accompany her son to Portland to see you and
probably he will visit you soon.

In Peel’s Discovery, he spoke of Whittier, who was born about 1835 and said her grandfather
was one of Mark Baker’s brothers. Peel was in error in some of what he wrote, as when he said
80

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
that the alleged comment from Dr. Nathaniel G. Ladd, that Eddy’s problem was “hysteria
mingled with bad temper,” appeared in a letter to Milmine from Whittier. It does not—Philbrook
is the actual source of that comment. Of the two, Philbrook’s contribution to Eddy’s history,
rightly or wrongly, was far greater than Whittier’s. However, Milmine did use some of the
Whittier statements in her work. So it is to the Whittier letter to Milmine and its accompanying
history of events that transpired some 45 years earlier that we now turn:
Fitchburg, Mass.
Sat. August 19 [1905]
My dear Miss Milmine,—
I am feeling quite disappointed on account of my loss of a little visit from you, but when
I see your whole future is pending on your presence at that marriage [Milmine was
married three days later]; and consequently I have at last yielded to your wish, and now
forward the sketch I had written for the historian in regard to Mrs. Eddy of such fame,
and hope it may add some points of interest, but of course were I to meet you could recall
things which you would deem of some services.—
Now I beg you not to use my name in this sketch—you ask for Mrs. E’s own mother[’]s
picture, I don[’]t know as I have ever seen one—and the son’s Geo Glover I have never
seen.—he has shown some of his Mother’s determined ways by coming East and
demanding money from her, and would not give up until gratified.
Now I hope there is a bright future for you, and can be of great success in your
undertaking—and believe me very kindly[.]
Mary C. Whittier
This last remark would not allow repeating, and I have now some misgivings about
giving all this to you.—“

As is sometimes the case in dealing with controversial figures—individuals who are both loved
by supporters and hated by enemies—those who wish to make statements against the public
figure sometimes wish to do so privately. This might be for reasons of privacy, fear of
retaliation, etc., but at a minimum it allows the person to say anything he or she wants without
being challenged. If a public statement is made with full attribution, others are able to challenge
the statement, especially by interviewing the person separately and asking questions and seeking
corroboration. We see this with Wilbur and Milmine and their different interviews with the same
source and how they sometimes obtained different responses. Such a challenge is not possible
when allegations are made anonymously, which of course is sometimes the very reason for
anonymity.
Here is the historical sketch that Whittier included with her letter:
Miss Georgine Milmine
My dear Madam,—
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After I sent you the letter declining to give a written statement concerning my knowledge
of Mrs. Mary Baker Glover Patterson Eddy [The number “1” was written over the name
Glover, “2” over Patterson, and “3” over Eddy, signifying the number of marriages] I
had a call from Mrs. Philbrook who urged me so much to aid you, I have finally
concsented to send what I had written at the time [i.e., when Milmine had asked earlier],
also her picture taken according to her dress about 1860—but I do not know the pictures
of her Father & his 2nd wife were published in N.E. Mag. some yrs ago—(the wife not
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being her mother.) You asked me to give facts concerning her early life, but that I have
no knowledge of, for my first acquaintance was when she was a widow Glover with a son
6 yrs. old then in my father’s care—and my age was 14 yrs. and came in contact with the
family when her mother was ill, which and caused her death.

Whittier’s direct connection to Eddy appears to have been from 1849 to perhaps the time of
Eddy’s second wedding in 1853, but her time in the Baker household appears to have been
limited to a few months.
But during her illness I was allowed to go into the kitchen for aid—Now it seems as tho
what I learned concerning Mrs Glover would be of little value to you when in search of
history; but ‘such as I have’ I can give you. — The Baker home was about a mile from
the village (then Sanbornton Br.) and Mrs. G. was in the village with her sister Mrs.
Tilton, sailing about with her bright ribbons of decoration and the sick mother had no
nurse & the fever bed was changed only once a week or occasionally; my stay of only a
few days, then Mrs. G. came & did attend to her mother a little when she wasn’t writing
poetry—but from her early life the brothers & sisters tell of their being slaves to her & in
fact all the family when she could not have her own way, keeping all hands at her service
when Hysteria took possession—

Whittier mentioned the connection that she had from Philbrook, who had pushed her to talk to
Milmine and give her history, and it is impossible to know at this late date how much Whittier
may have been influenced by Philbrook in her account here about hysteria, what her brothers and
sisters said (well before 1849), etc. Note that she does not say or suggest directly that she
witnessed any hysterical behavior herself, just that her brothers and sisters allegedly
complained about it (to whom?) from her childhood. Whittier mentioned that she knew
nothing of Eddy’s early life, so this account probably came from, or was heavily influenced by,
Philbrook. Whittier clearly wished to paint a picture of a young Eddy blithely travelling around
town while her mother was deathly ill at home (or helping out a bit at home when she was not
too busy writing poetry)172, as if she did not care about her mother’s plight. To that latter point,
as a point of comparison, here is what Eddy wrote to her brother after their mother died:
This morning looks on us bereft of a Mother! Yes, that angel on earth is now in Heaven! I
have prayed for support to write this letter but I find it impossible to tell you particulars at
this time. She failed rapidly from the time you saw her, but her last struggles were most
severe, her Physician spoke of it as owing to so strong a constitution—Oh!, Geo, What is
left of earth to me! But Oh my Mother—she has suffered long with me let me then be
willing she should now rejoice, and I bear on till I follow her. I cannot write more my
grief overpowers me—Write to me[.]
Your affec. Sister
Mary
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Died last night at half past seven o’clock[;] will be burried next Saturday. I wish you
173
could be here[.]

Whittier’s account to Milmine continued:
After the mother died they left the farm to live in a new house near the village (winter)—
and again were in need of assistance, so I was allowed to go several weeks to the house—
work washing & all—but Mrs. Glover kept her room and after supper the kitchen fire was
allowed to go out so there was no warm room in the house to spend an evening but in
Mrs. G’s room, and her callers were received there, and if she wanted the room to herself
[.] I was sent to bed.
Now as I recall these things my in[n]ocent childhood was not suspicious of any thing
wrong, but later knowledge of the world and some reviews of her capers bring to mind
what they meant.

Whittier appears to indicate that her total time period in the Baker household was limited to
several weeks. By the time Whittier joined the Baker family house, Eddy was widowed with a
son and nearing age 30. That she would have occasional adult callers and not wish to have a 14
year old around is hardly surprising, but Whittier went out of the way to imply something
immoral or unseemly by that. Whittier’s reference of “later knowledge of the world and some
reviews of her capers” suggests the possible import that accounts from Philbrook or others about
Eddy had on Whittier and her interpretation of events. Certainly the word “capers” is not a
neutral term. Of course, for a female religious leader to be suspected of sexual impropriety or
loose behaviour was no small thing, so Whittier’s “suspicions” were not meant lightly, however
especially weak the evidence might have been.
Mrs Glover was a member of the Congregational Church and was not a worker to its
interest, but when she attended the Ladies gatherings where religious observance was in
order & she was called upon to offer prayer, she would make herself as angelic as
possible[.]
During my stay in the family news came from the west of the death of a man [i..e, John
Bartlett who died late in 1849] to whom she was engaged, and his friends live in Hill
N.H.—So her father took his horse & sleigh & drove to the lover[’]s funeral,—but her
hysteria was postponed ’till she was home again, but her sister was obliged to leave home
& family & watch with Mary.—& later there was a step-mother bro[ugh]t in & she was
made slave to her—

Again it is not clear whether the word “hysteria” was original to Whittier from her time in 1849
or was a later term she heard from Philbrook or someone else. She appears to be saying that
Eddy was suddenly well enough to make a trip to Hill for the funeral of Bartlett, the implication
being that Eddy’s illnesses were merely psychosomatic. There is no record of the family
considering themselves slaves to Eddy, although Eddy appears to have been resentful of her stepmother, who married into the family only a year after her mother’s death. Eddy’s step-mother
wrote to George Baker on June 6, 1856, and included this concern about Eddy’s health up in
North Groton:
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We do not hear one word about Mary[’s] health[;] when he has written lately to anny one
he says nothing about her[;] they do not write us[;] she wrote to some one that she wanted
me to go up and take care of her but I thought she needed some one who had some wit
even one tallant but it was no use for me to go as in her opinion I did not possess even
that. We do not know what will become of them as it requires all his time to take care of
174
her[.] We pitty them.

Later Eddy reconciled with her step-mother, and they became close. There is certainly nothing in
that letter that suggests the family considered Eddy’s illnesses as being fake or the result of
hysteria.
Whittier’s account continued:
and little later her married sister took Mary home, and the two sisters took turns in
serving her, Mrs. G. having bed with rockers and obliged them to rock her to sleep by
attaching a cord & sitting outside the room, but could not allow any one to be in her
room—this service lasted many months,

Various accounts from the late 1840s or early 1850s mention a bed with rockers added to allow
the bed to be rocked, which became an event for some of the young people in town who helped
her out in that way. This will be discussed later in this chapter, but the rocking of Eddy to help
her sleep during this era has been so played up by her critics that it would be significant if
Whittier was correct that it only lasted a matter of “many months.” It is not clear that such is the
case. Based on available evidence, it appears that Eddy was rocked in a bed with rockers added,
and it appears that a swing was made (or already existed) that Eddy used as well at the same
time, sometimes being pushed by local children.
and late in winter her brother from Boston was on a visit there, and one day while waiting
for the train at the Depot he looked around & there was his feeble sister all dressed up in
cloak & hood going to visit her Mother[’]s grave to which he followed her, also her
return and pass’d her sister’s home on to her father’s, when he entered and when he had
gone thro’ the house in search of Mary & found her hid under a bed—afterward came to
ask my Mother to go over and help put Mary into a cold sheet pack, so they had quite an
experience, but she did not return to her sister[’]s at that time but pressed her step mother
into service[.]

It is unclear medically what occurred, based on Whittier’s description. Eddy, who was feeble,
according to Whittier, chose to go out on probably a very cold winter day, to see her mother’s
grave. She ended up ill at Abigail Tilton’s house. The brother, presumably Samuel, evidently
followed her to make sure she would be all right, lost track of her, and found her “hid under a
bed” according to Whittier. The brother then, for some reason (perhaps no one was at home),
asked Whittier’s mother to help put Mary into a cold sheet pack. Whittier was not an eyewitness
to this event evidently. The source appears to be third-hand (i.e., Eddy’s brother recounting what
happened to Whittier’s mother, who in turn told her daughter) given more than four decades
later.
During the coming summer she was quite ill and was in need of carriage ride every day
for 3 or 4 months when she had an hour or two to spend with an unmarried Dentist who
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made arrangements for a new set of false teeth, which was to be set in platinum (as gold
was not nice enough)[.]

Eddy’s contact with Dr. Patterson began about December, 1852. Compare this far-fetched
account of Eddy wanting a set of false teeth in platinum (because superior to gold) to what Eddy
actually wrote to Patterson about her teeth (emphasis added):
I take the liberty of forwarding you a line by Mr. Philbrick. Those teeth you named,
requiring to be filled, are very sensitive and at time painful. Will you please inform me if
it were best to have it done immediately? I would like to retain as long as possible all I
have left! . . . Never knowing before the loss of teeth I was ignorant of all the
difficulties I find attend it. I think you must get me a temporary set, that I may get used
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to the plate and appear out, by and by. Will it not be best?

Eddy had never had teeth pulled before and wanted to keep her natural teeth as long as possible,
and referenced possibly having some teeth filled. Eddy never had any platinum teeth, nor are any
gold teeth known, and the remaining letters to Patterson (generally covered in Chapter Five)
suggest nothing about Eddy wanting any such extravagance.
Later she took walks every day but was suffering with a ‘tumor’—and later was so very
ill the Dentist felt it was his duty to marry her but her father took him and told him all the
struggles he might expect, but still he was so charmed he could not resist—so he took her
up in his arms and carried her down into the parlor for the ceremony—after a while [i.e.,
about seven years later] they went to Rumney to live and during their stay she had
another long illness but would not allow anyone to serve her but her husband—and after
he had prepared a meal I’ve been told of her not being pleased, would draw up her feet
and kick it acrost[sic] the room.

In Chapter Five Eddy’s relationship and marriage to Dr. Daniel Patterson will be examined. The
extant letters clearly do not suggest a marriage by Patterson out of a sense of duty or that Eddy
was suffering with a “tumor,” and there is no corroboration of any conversation between Mark
Baker and Patterson about “struggles he might expect,” although given Eddy’s health history
such a conversation is not out of the question. Nonetheless, the Patterson letters make clear that
Baker at least early on did not want his daughter to marry Patterson due to his religious beliefs.
Whittier’s knowledge of the Rumney years is clearly second-hand and again possibly from
Philbrook, who had lived in Rumney after the Pattersons lived there and thus had contacts there.
I don[’]t know just how this ended; but afterwards Dr. Patterson went to Washington
during the war & was out for a walk when he was taken prisoner. I learned [from whom?]
during his absence her sister Mrs. Tilton sent her to Hill, N.H. to a Sanitarium where she
learned about the Portland Dr. Quimby and was possessed to go to him but her sister was
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not ready to supply money for that purpose, but she hatched up special needs enough
to collect funds to carry out her own wishes, where she was cured—and while she was in
177
Lynn she stayed until they were about to drive her out of town.
The question about the people she gave her son to I do not know—but for her to try to
make it appear that her son was torn from her—is all a farce—Mrs Eddy is deception
through and through—if there is any thing in her that is good, it must have come since I
knew her[.]
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Whittier here misread what Eddy had said about her son. (Compare Whittier’s comment here on
Eddy claiming that her son had been “torn from her” to Philbrook’s claim in a 1901 letter to
Eddy given later in this chapter, where Philbrook accused Eddy have giving the impression that
her son had been “spirited away” from her.) See for example what Eddy wrote in Retrospection
and Introspection:
A few months before my father's second marriage, to Mrs. Elizabeth Patterson Duncan,
sister of Lieutenant-Governor George W. Patterson of New York, my little son, about
four years of age, was sent away from me, and put under the care of our family nurse,
who had married, and resided in the northern part of New Hampshire. I had no training
for self-support, and my home I regarded as very precious. The night before my child was
taken from me, I knelt by his side throughout the dark hours, hoping for a vision of relief
from this trial. The following lines are taken from my poem,
"Mother's Darling," written after this separation:-Thy smile through tears, as sunshine o'er the sea,
Awoke new beauty in the surge's roll!
Oh, life is dead, bereft of all, with thee,-Star of my earthly hope, babe of my soul. . . .
My dominant thought in marrying again was to get back my child, but after our marriage
his stepfather was not willing he should have a home with me. A plot was consummated
for keeping us apart. The family to whose care he was committed very soon removed to
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what was then regarded as the Far West.

Eddy did not claim that her child was wrenched from her. While she did not like it, given her
invalidism, she understood her family’s rationale for her son being sent to the Cheneys, but she
hoped later that by marrying Patterson she could get her son back—but that did not happen. The
“plot” she referred to had to do with the Cheneys moving from North Groton, where they and the
Pattersons lived, to Minnesota and out of her life. That will be discussed in greater detail later in
this chapter.
Whittier ended her history with a clear sense of her personal feelings in the matter (emphasis
added):
Well, now perhaps you’d like to know why I come to know as much since I was young—
Mrs. Eddy’s father & my grandfather were brothers—and every opportunity I have to
say a word to discourage the progress of her therory[sic] I am ready to risk my
safety[.]
I am so sorry for any one who is so bewitched as to think she is right from God & an
angel of light.—
I came in contact with a lady when I was traveling some yrs. ago, & by some remark I
made to my companion in regard to her being seasick, bro’t on quite a conversation
which ended in her giving her own experience and disappointment in regard to her being
married, by finding a letter from Mrs. Eddy in her lover’s pocket, — l could but
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congratulate her upon her discovery in season to escape further and deeper anguish.—
Even good sensible people about every thing else, to be carried away with this
woman will prove one of the rounds of ‘witch craft’—and if the managers of public
affairs were on duty as in Salem 100 years ago, I’m sure she’d have the same
treatment and her life taken upon the gallows.

Whittier was clearly not what in legal terms would be considered a disinterested witness. It was
about sources such as Whittier that Peel cited Milmine’s letter to Lyman Powell that not in all
cases were they “the kind of sources we would have chosen.”179 Whether Milmine specifically
was thinking of sources as decidedly biased as Whittier is not known, but it is worth noting that
Milmine at least felt that way about some of her sources were less than desirable.
As mentioned above, Philbrook was clearly the most important of Milmine’s sources for the
early years, but before taking a closer look at Philbrook, I would like to make a brief
historiographical diversion. When looking at anyone’s life story and the sources for that story, it
is all too easy to accept a statement either at face value or completely reject it. The simplistic
assumption is that a person making a statement must either be telling the whole truth or is lying,
without a lot of room in between. In historical research we do indeed find some statements that
are completely true and some that are lies, but often there is a middle ground of mistaken
statements that are believed to be true, rationalized statements that are true only from a skewed
perspective, exaggerated or embellished accounts, and statements based on an event taken out of
its historical context. But even beyond that, there is the issue of how people can perceive the
same event or person differently. I recall a conversation many years ago with Robert Peel about
his early desire to write a biography of Eddy. He recalled the furor over the release of the Dakin
biography of Eddy in 1929. (Seen from the perspective of over three quarters of a century of later
research, it is clear that the Dakin biography was extremely weak and highly tendentious to the
point of being inflammatory, but its patina of scholarship, such as merely including a
bibliography in the back of the book, won it high praise at the time.) When the friendly Lyman
Powell biography of Eddy was released soon thereafter, Peel realized that the Powell biography
was not even remotely close to the biography that he believed needed to be written. Nonetheless,
it would be another three decades before Peel was prepared to write his version of Eddy’s life.
His comment to me was that the delay was beneficial because as he lived longer, he had a better
appreciation for the historiographical issues raised above just from the experience of living and
seeing how people perceive and remember things differently. In my own life I have known
people who elicited from others around them vastly different reactions, from very positive to
very negative. If I asked those people to describe the person in question, the variance in
responses that I would get would suggest they were talking about different people. I have seen
people hold on to an alleged fact that to all known facts was objectively false but they could not
be swayed from their belief, a belief that dominated their view of a certain person or event. Of
course in the world of politics, we see politicians who are lionized by one party or group and
demonized by an opposing group. The task of sifting through such accounts is not an easy one,
but at the least one can make a cautionary note that reminiscences that are extremely friendly or
unfriendly need to be especially examined to see if they really leave behind a balanced and fair
view.
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While the above caution can certainly apply to all reminiscences, given the surprising importance
that Philbrook’s comments have had on the history of Eddy’s biographical studies, a much closer
look at her comments and history is in order.
Ray Perkins, a Tilton resident for many years and a Christian Scientist (as was his mother, Emily
Perkins), would provide a wealth of information on Eddy and her fellow citizens based on his
own research ca. 1906 and later years, including his own knowledge as a long-time resident. In
later years he wrote extensively of what he found, and on February 17, 1932, he prepared notes
(now in MBEL, which includes his many letters to the Christian Science Church) that included
the following on Hannah Sanborn Philbrook. However, Perkins somehow replaced the name
“Sanborn” with “Dearborn.” (Peel pointed out that Sanborn’s father’s name was Dearborn
Sanborn, which may have led to the error.) Perkins talked about how Eddy must have visited the
“Dearborn home.” Perkins continued:
And also Mrs Eddy’s girlhood companion, I am told, was Miss Hannah Dearborn and she
lived in this house, but in later life Miss Dearborn was Mrs H.P. Philbrick or Philbrook
and one of the most bitter enemies of our Beloved Leader; and for no other reason than
over a girlhood jealousy, because Mrs Eddy (quoting Thomas M. Towns and Joseph
Wyatt) came first with the boys of the village and Miss Dearborn second. I have seen my
mother, (Emily A. Perkins, C.S.) stop in the middle of a Sunday C. S. Service, and go to
Mrs Philbrook’s side and politely ask her to behave herself or leave the meeting, and I
have seen her make it necessary for mother to taken[sic] her by the arm and lead her to
the door; and then finish reading the Sunday School Lesson, and Mrs. Philbrook was a
very aged woman then. And why she was so set against Mrs Eddy, even her own
(educated) daughters did not understand, nor could her husband who was a minister, say.”

This comment is interesting, that, according to Perkins, the Philbrook family said that Hannah
Philbrook disliked Eddy to an extent that they could not explain.
Perkins continued, including a discussion of two allegations to be discussed later, that Eddy was
rocked in a “cradle” by the local farmhand, John Varney, and she also had immoral conduct with
him.
Mrs. William J. Durgin [the former wife of Eddy’s nephew Albert Tilton] talked with the
writer on several occasions years ago, presumably in 1907-8 relative to her knowledge of
Mrs. Eddy’s being rocked in a ‘Cradle’ and she did not believe there ever was a cradle
but thought perhaps there may have been a swing or a hammock. . . . She always spoke
very fondly of Mrs Eddy. She did not believe any of the stories floating around about the
actions of John Varney; she always said that “Mrs. Eddy was not a bit inclined in that
way, she was a very delicate lady, and very lovable, nice to take care of.”

Endearing if petty childhood crushes and the like show up in these reports and become in their
own way part of the larger story. Perkins continued his account with his notes on Joseph Wyatt,
born on December 3, 1830, in neighboring Northfield, and nine years younger than Eddy:
[Wyatt] always lived in his native town[;] here he receive his education. Talked with the
writer on two or more occasion[s] several years ago, he said he was quite well acquainted
with Miss Mary Baker, in fact he used to go home with her whenever he got the chance,
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sometimes some other boy cut him out and occasionally he went home with Hannah
Dearborn, but Mary Baker was the belle of the community, a very aristocratic little Miss
180
but a very refined girl and all the boys liked her very much. He never for an instant
believed any of the stories told in later years about her and John Varney; he said he may
have worked for her father some but Varney was not the kind of a fellow that Mrs Eddy
would take to in the least.

Regarding Towns he wrote:
Mr. Towns talked with me several times about Miss Mary Baker and he kept in touch
with her always, never had anything but the very best to say about her as a child, as a
young lady and after she left Tilton; and he said he had often accompanied her home
from evening entertainment, he said she was the ‘belle’ of the community, always
laughing, a happy-go-lucky girl. Asked if he believed any of the stories about her and
John Varney and he emphatically said ‘NO’; yes he had known Varney, and known him
well, but he said there was no truth in any story detrimental to Mrs Eddy. Towns was not
a C.S. but had nothing to say against it.

Perkins noted of another local resident:
George S. Philbrick, born in Tilton, Aug. 31, 1843, talked with the writer once about
having known Mrs Eddy, spoke in the highest terms about her morals.

How well did Eddy and Philbrook know each other? That is not known. It is perhaps
noteworthy that in all of the letters and recorded statements by Philbrook, the only
reference she made to having personally had a connection with Eddy was from a class they
were both in, taught by Sarah Jane Bodwell in 1836. (Mark Baker’s account book in the
Longyear Museum records some business dealings with Philbrook’s father, Dearborn Sanborn,
starting in 1844.) Perkins noted at one point that he heard the two were “intimate” friends and
then described where Hannah Philbrook had lived, based on “a conversation between the writer
and the late Rev. N. P. Philbrick [sic] and another conversation with the late Joseph C. Wyatt.” It
is not clear what the source was for the statement that the two knew each other intimately. Unlike
many other friends and neighbors of the Bakers, who are mentioned in the Baker family
collection of letters, whether significant or not, there is no record of Hannah Sanborn in that
correspondence. Eddy left no reference to her in her letters or other writings. However, there is
this one record from Eddy’s assistant Lewis Strang to Alfred Farlow shortly after the first issue
of the McClure’s serial came out: “We never have heard of Mrs. Philbrook’s history here. She
lived in Decatur, Ill., before she returned to Tilton. She was rather intimate with Henry M. Baker
[Eddy’s cousin]. But Mrs. Eddy had nothing to do with her for years. Mrs. Philbrook was what
Mr. Frye calls ‘a hard ticket.’”181

HANNAH PHILBROOK LETTERS TO MARY BAKER EDDY
Philbrook wrote several letters to Eddy in later years but only two have been preserved. The first
one, written from Tilton on September 30, evidently from 1899 or 1900, was fairly tepid as it
asked Eddy for money for an impoverished Martha Rand Baker, on whose behalf Philbrook
wrote:

89

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
Mrs. Mary B. Eddy—
Several weeks ago, I wrote to you a matter which is very interesting to me. I think there
has been no reply as, when I saw your brother George[’]s wife last, I asked her casually if
she had heard from you lately & she said she had not. I do not wish to have her know that
I have written to you as it would detract from the pleasure that your gift might confer[.] I
conclude that my letter did not reach you–if it had you must have responded. She is not
well & she has always worked so hard for her husband & son that she is aging fast & is
not able to work as she feels obliged to do. I do not think she has any resources—nothing
but a house to shelter her—She has a son but he has been very unfortunate—Martha may
not think as you do upon certain matters but you are too liberal to condemn her for that,
of course. She has never disgraced the Baker name & has been a true, hardworking wife
& mother & during all the years that you were so tenderly cared for by the family she was
doing & suffering for her husband & child. And is there not any obligation on your part?
It seems to me that there was quite a long time when you were sick, or thought you were
and your brother & his wife took care of you & only a few days ago that an old lady
[Martha Rand Baker? Someone else?] was telling me of seeing you[r] brother driving by
at the top of his speed when he met a man who asked him “What is the matter?” without
stopping he shouted back, “Mary is dying.” He took Dr. Ladd into the wagon & rushed
home almost frantic from anxiety. [In the McClure’s series, this story is duplicated but
Mark Baker is given as the one who rushed out to get Dr. Ladd and yelled that Mary was
dying.] Cannot you help this brother[’]s wife? “who” he once assured me “is the only
woman that he ever wanted to marry”— You and I are not strangers—You remember
when we went to school to Sarah Jane Bodwell—of pleasant memory—& while I was
working hard for an education you were tenderly cared for as a helpless invalid. I have
had a busy life & in some respects a hard one but my aim has been to help the poor &
unfortunate to the full extent of my ability & I would not ask you to help your sister, if I
had the means to do it myself. If neither Martha not I shall conclude that you have not
recieved[sic] this for I would sooner believe that the whole U.S. Mail Service had
had[sic] failed up than believe that you would refuse to respond to my request. I shall
continue to you write you till I am assured, that in some was, that you have heard from
me.
Respectfully
H.S. Philbrook

Philbrook referred to the 1836 class that she and Eddy were in, which was taught by Sarah Jane
Bodwell and nothing else.182 In MBEL is a record of an autograph book owned by Bodwell with
inscriptions dated from 1832 to 1836, which included an undated inscribed note by “Mary M.
Baker.” The inscription duplicated an anonymous essay called “Sadness” and then ended with
this poem that may or may not have been original to Eddy:
So life is one continued scene
Of good and all together;
For to-day is fine and all serene
To-morrow stormy weather.
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At a minimum the inscription indicated Eddy’s literary leanings and focus at age 14 or 15, which
to some extent belies the Philbrook portrait in the World of Eddy, that she “could not spell words
of four letters with familiarity, and her reading was halting. . .”
The above letter from 1899 or 1900 appears to be the one cited by Philbrook in the New York
World, October 28, 1906, cited as having been written about “a year ago”:
Illuminating Mrs. Eddy’s real view of charity may be instanced the manner in which she
responded to an appeal for assistance for her sister-in-law, Mrs. George Baker, of Tilton,
N. H. Mrs. Baker, who is in her eighties and the widow of Mrs. Eddy’s seocnd[sic]
brother, George, earns her livelihood with her needle.
About a year ago she fell ill with typhoid fever, and in order to provide funds for the
employment of a nurse and to procure medicines and necessaries, had to mortgage her
home. Learning of the sad circumstances, Mrs. H. L. Phillbrook[sic], a lifelong
acquaintance of Mrs. Eddy, and her schoolmate, also a resident of Tilton, wrote to the
head of the Christian Science Church, detailing the circumstances and praying the rich
woman to forward a small sum to provide for the invalid.
At the end of three weeks no answer was returned, and Mrs. Philbrook again wrote, this
time more impetuously, notifying Mrs. Eddy that her sister-in-law would lose her interest
in her home and become a charge upon the community, even if she recovered from her
illness, unless Mrs. Eddy stepped forward and helped her.
Deaf of Charity’s Appeal
No answer was vouchsafed to this appeal and Mrs. Phillbrook[sic] wrote still a third
appeal, this time conveying some unpleasant truths, insinuating, among other things, that
Mrs. Baker had often befriended her sister-in-law during her widowhood, and shared with
her her little all. There came no answer.

Despite Philbrook’s efforts, Eddy was not inclined to support Martha Rand Baker, but she was
profuse in financial and personal support for her other surviving sister-in-law, Mary Ann Baker.
The question about Eddy meeting with Martha Rand Baker came up in 1904.183 Calvin Frye
wrote Eddy student, Nemi Robertson, on August 16, 1904, about that. After saying that they had
sent $25 to Mrs. Baker, he wrote:
The whole matter of their coming together will have to remain until some future time.
When Mrs. Eddy began her work in Christian Science her family declared she was
disgracing them by her strange notions and tried to induce her to give it but when she
replied she could not but must pursue the course she had adopted she turned away from
184
her.

Some weeks later, Frye wrote to Robertson and explained the problem in greater detail:
Mrs. Eddy declares it was not her favorite sister, Mrs. Abbie Tilton which made the
trouble in the family, but that Mrs. M.D.R. Baker lied most unmercifully to Abbie and to
Mrs. Eddy’s father about Mrs. E. and she believed for the purpose of influencing him to
thereby will his property to his youngest son Mrs. Baker’s husband and I understand he
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did this with almost all of his property. And when her husband during his last years was
stricken blind, instead of her remaining with him and caring for his comfort she went off
185
travelling and left him to die alone.

As stated above, in comparison, Eddy was very close to Mary Ann Cook Baker. Late in her life,
the latter Baker had fallen on hard times and Eddy went out of her way to support her, sending
Eddy student Janette Weller to help her and provide for her daily comforts. While Mary Ann
Baker did not share Eddy’s religious views, she was always supportive of her (which was a
human trait that Eddy never forgot), and I think Eddy had a long memory for familial hurts,
including her erstwhile friend, Martha Rand Baker.
Weller gave a brief description of her connection to Eddy and Mary Ann Baker in 1922:
I first met Mrs. [Mary Ann Cook] Baker first at the [Massachusetts Metaphysical]
College at 571 Columbus Avenue, at Thanksgiving dinner, just after I went through my
first class [in 1884]. . . .
Mrs. Eddy took care of her, paid all her expenses, including those of her burial. The
money went through my hands and I know. We took all care of Mrs. Baker, without even
consulting Mrs. Eddy. Mrs. Baker was always feeble after I knew her. She had no means
of support. Mrs. Eddy kept sending her money and always said she wanted ‘Mary to have
all she needed.’ Mrs. Eddy gave her so much more than she needed that Mrs. Baker used
to give it away into orthodox hands. There was a Swedish pastor, Dur.[sic]Gunn, a good,
honest man. Mrs. Baker gave some of Mrs. Eddy’s money to him and he hardly wanted
to take it.
Mrs. Baker during this period, was past ability to manager her affairs and to take care of
herself, though Mrs. Eddy did not entirely realize this. She ordered me to get everything
that Mrs. Baker could possibly need. She was paid abundantly, and when she passed
186
away, she was buried in the family plot at Tilton, N.H., at Mrs. Eddy’s expense.

Eddy was very generous in sending money to Baker, which was sometimes more than Baker
needed. One check for $4,000 was actually donated by Baker to her local church. Eddy may or
may not have known that when she wrote to Baker, asking her to return the check in lieu of Eddy
just paying her bills:
My beloved Sister:
Will you let your friend, and my student, Mrs. Weller purchase food for you and supply
you at my expense with every possible thing that you desire or that will make you more
comfortable. Also will you return to me the check for $4000 that I may see it is not in any
way misused, and let me pay all the bills that you have not ready means to pay for? O,
may our dear God comfort and support you with his presence, and reward the great good
you have done to others, with all that earth can give to you, and the sure and brighter joys
of Heaven that He has in store for you, my faithful Christian Sister.
With deep love from
187

Mary Baker Eddy
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Mary Ann Baker had been ill with cancer for many years and died on June 29, 1902. Frederick
Peabody widely published this account in his anti-Eddy pamphlet in 1904:
At Mrs. Eddy’s request, Mrs. Baker has submitted to Christian Science “treatment,” the
healer, selected by Mrs. Eddy, being Mrs. Janette E. Weller, a close friend of Mrs. Eddy
and her confidential representative in Boston; but Mrs. Baker derived no benefit from it
188
whatever, and died while in the care of Dr. H. S. Dearing, of Boston.

Peabody was probably also the source for this in the New York World, October 29, 1906:
However, she failed to cure her sister-in-law, Mrs. Samuel Baker, and passed her over to
Mrs. Jeanette E. Weller, a Science healer and a close friend of the follower. For seven
long years the unfortunate woman suffered the anguish of the burning pain in her breast.
When she perceived that death was near Mrs. Eddy caused Mrs. Baker to be carried to
Dr. H. S. Dearing, of Boston, who operated on her unsuccessfully, although he eased the
suffering of the dying woman. Mrs. Eddy sent a check to the surgeon to cover the
expense of the treatment.

Compared to what Peabody wrote in 1904 (and quite likely publicized in his anti-Christian
Science lectures), a different view was published in the Jackson [Michigan] Daily Citizen,
August 2, 1902, where a Charles K. Skinner sent a letter to the editor denying that Mrs. Baker
had had Christian Science treatment. He quoted the following by W. B. McLean, in whose home
Baker had died on June 29:
Mrs. Baker had received no Christian Science treatment, but had been attended by Dr.
Howard S. Deering[sic] of Dortmouth[sic] street.
Although a sister-in-law of Mrs. Eddy and one of her admirers, Mrs. Baker was not a
Christian Scientist. She had been for 50 years a devout member of the Park Street
Congregational Church. I was in attendance on Mrs. Baker at the time of her death.

A quarter century after Peabody’s pamphlet appeared with his allegation, Edwin Dakin upped the
ante by writing:
When she [Eddy] first learned of Mary Ann’s condition, she engaged a Christian Science
practitioner, Mrs. Jeannette[sic] E. Weller, to give the anguished woman mental
treatment. When Mrs. Weller failed even to establish relief from pain, Mrs. Eddy sent her
sister to Dr. H. S. Dearing of Boston, after the woman had been in agony for seven years.
189
Dr. Dearing performed an operation and was paid by Mrs. Eddy’s own check.

In Dakin’s account Eddy sent her sister-in-law to Dr. Dearing for surgery and paid him for the
operation. This account by Dakin brought forth this response from Kendall S. McLean to
Clifford Smith at the Christian Science Church in Boston, April 23, 1936:
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The statement made by Edwin Franden Dakin [that Dr. Dearing had performed surgery
on Mrs. Baker] is to my own knowledge absolutely untrue, as Mrs. Baker lived and
passed away in my father’s house, and I was familiar with the whole situation of Mrs.
Baker’s illness. In the first place Mrs. Baker, who was a friend of my family for many
year’s standing, met Dr. Dearing through my parents as Dr. Dearing was their family
physician. I clearly remember how shocked we all were when the diagnosis by Dr.
Dearing was that of cancer, and how he told Mrs. Baker at the time to put her house in
order. Dr. Dearing never performed an operation of any kind on Mrs. Baker. Mrs. Weller,
who came to see Mrs. Baker, came as a friend from her sister-in-law, Mrs. Eddy. As Mrs.
Baker did not share Mrs. Eddy’s ideas of healing, Mrs. Weller could not very well
undertake to treat her. While the most cordial feeling existed between Mrs. Baker and her
sister-in-law, I believe that they did not agree chiefly on the doctrine of original sin as
explained to be by Mrs. Baker.
It may be of interest, in passing, to mention that a gift of $4,000 that Mrs. Eddy had sent
to Mrs. Baker was passed over by her to the Scotch Presbyterian Church of Boston, as
she had had her last church communion there. This money was of great value to the
Scotch Presbyterian Church as during that period they were in bad financial straits. . . .
I am glad to send in this information in fairness to all concerned. I am not a Christian
Scientist but I believe in fair play.

That response might be considered an “official” response because McLean sent a separate letter
to Smith the same day regarding an equivalent remark about Dearing and Baker in Charles
Reynolds Brown’s book, Faith and Health:
Mrs. Baker, whom I had known since childhood, came to live in our home several years
before her death. Frequently Mrs. Baker told me that she did not share Mrs. Eddy’s ideas
of healing. Mrs. Baker had medical attention, and investigated through different
physicians and other sources the possibility of having an operation; but did not resort to
surgery because on advice of our family physician, Dr. Howard S. Dearing, she felt it
would be useless.
A cordial feeling existed to the best of my knowledge and understanding between Mrs.
Eddy and herself, and in fairness to Mrs. Eddy I wish to state that no attempt at Christian
190
Science healing was ever undertaken.

When Baker died, Anna White Baker, in Eddy’s daily household at the time, noted in her diary:
To-day she learned of the death of her sister-in-law, Mary Baker, the wife of her brother
Samuel. I went in to her Study, when I knew about it, and found her alone, the tears in
her eyes, overcome for a moment with the human sense of loss.
“She is the last of my family,” she said, “and I am now alone.”
I endeavored to destroy the shadow of this suggestion, and she herself would quickly
have done for another, and she soon rose above it, saying,

94

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
“Sister Mary would never believe that death is not a reality. I could not make her think
191
my way. Now she knows that she has not died. She has realized Life.”

It is interesting and significant that Eddy evidently did not consider Martha Rand Baker, who
was still living, part of her family.
Returning to Philbrook’s letter to Eddy, which was written on behalf of Martha Rand Baker,
Eddy evidently never responded to Philbrook’s letter, so the gloves came off and the long knives
came out in Philbrook’s later letter, dated April 7, 1901:
Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy–
Madam– You have doubtless recieved[sic] three letters written by me at different times,
in behalf of the widow of your brother George or, as we used to call him, Sullivan Baker.
Perhaps you do not remember that you had such a brother as I find no reference to him in
your book “Introspections” &c. Many of your friends have been surprised to find that
there were any other children in your father[’]s family except yourself & the Hon. Albert
as they had never heard of any others.

Eddy in Retrospection and Introspection focused on her beloved mother and her brother, Albert.
She wrote, “Among the treasured reminiscences of my much respected parents, brothers, and
sisters, is the memory of my second brother, Albert Baker, who was, next to my mother, the very
dearest of my kindred.”192 By 1891, when the book came out, all of her parents, brothers, and
sisters were dead, but such selectivity in her brief family history did not sit well with some of the
remaining family descendants.
I wrote about Martha partly because I pitied her & partly to give you a chance to do some
real good with a little of the money which comes to you so easily—she did not know any
thing about it till a short time ago when I asked her if she had heard anything from you– I
have done all I can for her[.] I now have a duty to you–I did not expect you to help her—
you have other uses for your money. I have never read any of your books till lately—I
had your history pretty well in my mind so I did not need that but I have read it out of
curiosity and as for your theory, it did not take long to learn that as after one has read a
single page, he knows the whole. I suppose you pretend to be accurate when you make
statements & so I take the liberty to make a few inquiries & corrections. According to the
“Town History” you were born in Bow July 16,,[sic] 1821. Your family moved to
Sanbornton in 1836–I think it was early in the spring as you were said to be 14 at the
time. You convey the idea that you were 12 when you joined the Congregational church
in this place – I have consulted the church records through Deacon Abbot & find you
joined in 1838 when you were 17 years old. You or some of your followers have tried to
make out a correspondence between your age at this time & that of Christ when he
appeared in the temple. You say that, at the time you joined which you call 1833, your
father & mother had been members for half a century— 1833–50 = 1783– Your father
was born 1785-1783=2. Your mother was born 1794 – 1783=-11..[sic]

Here Philbrook commented on Eddy’s statement in Retrospection, “At the age of twelve I was
admitted to the Congregational (Trinitarian) Church, my parents having been members of that
body for a half-century.”193 While Eddy may have meant to say simply that her parents had been
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members of the church all their lives, she clearly was wrong to say they had been members for
50 years.
I hope your greater light which obliterated your knowledge of the dead languages has left
you the simple rules of arithmetic–For a short time after you moved here you attended the
district school taught by Sarah J. Bodwell–you were 14 then–and I would be ten in Sept.
You studied Arithmetic by yourself as we had no regular lessons in it and was in the class
in Smith[’]s grammar with me–You say that you studied Latin & Greek & Hebrew with
your brother Albert and that the knowledge of those languages fled before the wonderful
light which you professed to have later. Now your brother Albert was born in 1810 which
would have made him 11 years older than you—I do not know where he fitted for college
but he must have gone from home as early as 1830 since he graduated in 1834[.]

This comment is odd inasmuch as Philbrook clearly had read Retrospection, and in that Eddy had
written: “My brother Albert was graduated at Dartmouth College in 1834, and was reputed one
of the most talented, close, and thorough scholars ever connected with that institution.”194
You could not have been over 9 years old when he entered. When did you study Latin &
Greek & Hebrew? You refer to your childhood as wonderful, as though you were a
favorite of Heaven from your earliest years–how you heard your named called &c. An
imaginative child frequently thinks it hears its name called– I have done it scores of
195
times but it did not occur to me that I was a second Samuel. Your father and mother,
indeed all your family brothers & sisters declared that you were the most nervous &
troublesome child that ever could be–

There is no hint of that in the Baker family papers or reminiscences. Also at this point it is worth
looking at what first hand knowledge Philbrook would have had of the Eddy and the Baker
family. At noted above, her only references to having known Eddy personally were from their
1836 class.196 That is not to say they did not know each other at other times, since Sanbornton
Bridge was a small town, but Philbrook mentioned no other examples. Eddy’s brothers Albert
and Samuel did not live in Sanbornton Bridge and only occasionally visited it. She evidently
knew George S. Baker to some extent (how well is not known since George was away from
Sanbornton Bridge during much of the time when Philbrook lived there during his lifetime) but
she obviously knew his spouse in later years. It does not appear that she had any direct
connection to Eddy’s parents. When she spoke of George Baker rushing for Dr. Ladd, she
attributed that story to someone else.
No one is to blame for a natural disposition but need not attempt to prove himself a born
saint. You know probably what your family especially your father & Mrs. Tilton thought
of your Sainthood as long as they lived. Dr. Ladd used to say that that [sic] the sickness
which you thought you had most of the time for years before your first marriage was only
hysterics and some other things which you may remember.

96

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate

Nathaniel G. Ladd, M.D. Carte De Visite, ca. 1860s
Compare this statement that her sickness was allegedly “only hysterics & some other things
which you may remember” to the stronger alleged diagnosis as recorded by Milmine that her
sickness was “hysteria mingled with bad temper.” Also note that the letter specifically limits the
Ladd alleged comment to Eddy’s early years before her first marriage in 1843. (Later, as we shall
see, Philbrook quoted Dr. Ladd to say Eddy’s illness was due to “hysterics & temper.”)
I do not write this to you because it is pleasant but because I believe you are
decieving[sic] yourself and others-that you are selling your soul for money, power &
notoriety & it is somebody[’]s duty to call you back to facts & revive your memory of
former things. You have awakened a great deal of sympathy by giving the impression
that your son was spirited away & you were cruelly kept in ignorance of his
Whereabouts—You know that you gave him to Mahala Sanborn because he was a burden
to you—She was in my father[’]s house, only a few days before she went away & she
said she had accepted the gift because she had become attached to him & because she
pitied him. If you did not hear from him it was your own fault for Mrs. Daniel Clement,
Mahala[’]s sister recieved[sic] letters from her occasionally & in some of them regretted
bitterly that she had taken such a task upon herself & it was a relief when he enlisted.

This is an interesting comment about Mahala Cheney, that she confessed after they moved from
New Hampshire she regretted having taken on the raising of George and was glad that he had
enlisted in the army. Many reports incorrectly stated that she died prior to his enlisting in the
army, although later Jewel Smaus was able to find her gravestone with the year of death shown
as 1866. Based on the corroborating information we have about George being unhappy having to
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perform almost slave labor for Russell Cheney, and the many reminiscences looking back to the
1850s that recounted how George was difficult to control, it is not unlikely that he was difficult
for her, and especially Russell. Since the Philbrooks left the Sanbornton Bridge area sometime in
1851 it is not clear whether Hannah Philbrook was in her father’s house when Mahala Sanborn
was there as a witness or only heard of it. The reference to “in my father[’]s house” by Philbrook
perhaps suggests that she was not there at the time, since she did not say “in our house,” or
perhaps the Philbrooks were still in town after their marriage and before they moved to
Massachusetts, but had their own home, which again could suggest that Philbrook was not there
when Mahala Cheney visited her father’s home. (Did Philbrook instead mean when the Cheneys
moved West in 1856?)
Philbrook claimed to know that Eddy had given up her son to the Cheneys because he was a
burden, but she gave no evidence of that (and it goes against the available verifiable
information); however it is worth noting that the actual statements of what Cheney wrote to her
sister as recorded by Philbrooks did not say that. (Information on letters from Mahala Cheney to
her sister is noteworthy. One wishes those letters had been preserved.)
Philbrook presumed that it was Eddy’s fault that she did not hear from her son, while evidence
from the Glover family supports Eddy’s contention that the Cheneys told George that his mother
had died and therefore worked to seal off any contact between mother and son. Later in this
chapter the issue of Eddy’s son being raised by the Cheneys will be examined in depth.
What was your manner of life after your first marriage and at Mr. Tilton[’]s? Who rocked
you to sleep in his arms & swung you & slept in an adjoining room? Mr. Tilton used to
say he was a slave in his own house, that he could not even open or shut a door without
asking—How was this for a woman who for three years read nothing but the Bible & was
being inspired? What was your history while living in Rumney? I had it from Julia
Sanborn—Why did you leave Lynn? I am sorry that Dr. Patterson does not think it best to
give his experience to the world—he ought to do it—I am sorry that Martha is so modest
about telling what she knows—I hope she will some time.

She mentioned what Eddy’s sister’s husband, Alexander Tilton, allegedly said, but it is not clear
if that was first or second hand. (The Philbrooks were gone from the area for many years starting
in 1851, so they were away most of the time that Eddy lived with the Tiltons. Alexander Tilton
died in 1878. Thus is seems unlikely, but not impossible, that Philbrook heard such a comment
directly from him.)
While Milmine and others have tended to treat comments by Philbrook as first-hand witness
information, that generally does not appear to be the case.
Even though Eddy was not financially supporting Martha Rand Baker, the available comments
about Eddy by her were generally friendly and mildly supportive. She gave no sign of providing
a tell-all story that Philbrook (and the New York World, which had talked to Philbrook) implied
that she was capable of telling. Philbrook’s reference to Eddy being rocked related to a story that
John Varney, who died in 1879, supposedly said. That will be examined later in this chapter.
Philbrook’s letter continued:
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What about Mr. Eddy[’]s death? [Eddy believed her husband Asa Eddy in 1882 had been
killed through mesmeric means by Edward Arens.] You were reported in a daily paper as
saying that he did die of poison but not by any poison that was administered, only from
the wishes of his enemies. Mrs. Berry late of Lynn gave me quite a history of the affair.
Then you were reported as saying your could saved his life if you had not been so
occupied—Think of your being so busy that you could not stop to stop to save your
husband[’]s life when you could have done it with a word or a thought: Then I suppose
you were too busy to come to T[ilton] and see him properly buried but sent him to be
packed away like a bundle of merchandise or perhaps a favorite dog. It is a pity that he
had not some friends who could have investigated his case.

Asa Eddy died on June 2, 1882.197 Eddy became fearful and distraught and accused Edward
Arens of killing him through mental means. She later referenced this time period and event in a
comment to Frye:
Mrs Eddy told Miss Shannon, I C Tomlinson & myself this morning that when she began
healing she used no arguments and really did not know how she healed but only knew
God did the work; but when she began to teach students to heal she had to work all sorts
of ways to start them from their standpoint for she could not start them from hers for they
could not understand them and were not ready to do as she did. But when she dropped
down to their methods of arguments she began to fear and the errors began to appear real
198
to her at the time of her husband’s death [in 1882].

A funeral in Lynn was held on June 5, which Eddy attended. A student, George Choate (the
husband of Clara Choate below), took the body to Tilton for burial near the gravesites of other
members of the Baker family in Park Cemetery. Eddy in bereavement escaped from Boston the
following month to Vermont for an extended stay, and while there she wrote several letters to her
student, Clara Choate. It was perhaps about this time that Eddy and Choate visited Tilton to see
Asa Eddy’s gravesite, or perhaps they both went up to see it before Eddy left for Vermont. In
either case, see this reminiscence from Addie Towns Arnold: “After my marriage [in 1880] I
used to return to Tilton to visit my parents, and on these occasions, particularly after I became
interested in Christian Science, my family and friends told me many things they remembered
about Mary Baker Eddy and her family. At one time my father and also Martha Rand Baker told
me that after Abigail had turned her back on her sister, Mrs. Eddy paid a visit to Tilton with Mrs.
Choate to see Dr. [Asa] Eddy's monument. She arrived one noon and on the way a heavy shower
set in, so that she and Mrs. Choate were forced to seek shelter. They drove into her sister’s barn,
which they happened to be passing at the time, but when Abigail discovered them she
immediately ordered them out.”199
Mrs. Berry told me of the absolute despotism which you exercised over your pupils–
scarcely one of them dared to question your statements or differ from you in anything. It
would take me more time than I can afford to write all I wish but a few more words about
your theory— there is nothing in it that not been known thousands of years that is of any
value–It has never been doubted that the mind has a certain influence over the health &
only new things are the falsehoods. I have known of several so called cures which could
easily be credited to other causes than your ideas & an abundance of so called cures
where there was no cure at all—and generally the victim of disease & your fanaticism
goes on the to death the same as others perhaps declaring with with [sic] his last breath
that he is not sick & never was. I know of a woman who has a nervous affection of her
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hand—it shakes dreadfully but she declares she is cured. Another will cough day & night
and declares that he does not cough & dies with the lie on his lips & then one of the
charlatans will remark, “if I had been here he would have lived,” and the pretenders go on
just the same making money and of those who like to be humbugged. The worst feature
of this wicked business is its deception—its utter want of honesty—You know that most
of your system you took from another & now to tell about being inspired! You were
shrewd enough to see that in every human heart there is a religious element so you take
advantage of this & give them something so indefinite & negative that they can put any
meaning on it that they please—it requires no repentance, not nothing only mind & you
have glossed the whole over with religious phrases & passages from the Bible in a
200
manner that is terrible. You have stolen the livery of Heaven to serve the [illegible] in,
truly. Think of the blasphemy of some of your followers—one writes over her own name
in the Boston Journal, “I consider Mrs. Eddy the feminine of the Deity.” Another says,
“We consider her purer than Christ.” Think of that in the light of your whole life! I have
not the time to write out all I wish all I might but I hope I have reminded you of a few
things that you may have forgotten.

Philbrook was the wife of an orthodox Christian minister, and her religious problems with
Eddy’s Christian Science are evident here.
You are an old woman—you must die like the rest of us, in a few years at most—are you
willing to meet your Judge with the sins upon your soul? May God forgive you repent &
try to undo the wrong which you have done.
H.S. Philbrook
I purpose to send a copy of this or something similar to several of your friends for their
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enlightenment—I have neglected by duty in this regard too long.

Philbrook’s “duty” to enlighten the world about Eddy included nine letters that she wrote to
Milmine from 1905-1907, which are now in the Milmine papers in MBEL. Most of the letters
were on mundane current issues; the limited references to Eddy’s history in those letters are
given below:
—Philbrook to Milmine, March 2, 1905:
One thing that I wish to emphasize is this—her friends say that the disreputable things
which are said of her false—the fabrications of her enemies. Why were there never any
unpleasant rumors about her sisters Mrs. Tilton & Mrs. Pillsbury? These two were
universally respected while nobody could endure Mrs. E. You speak in your last of
receiving my last letter [;] did you get a package of several large sheets which were
originally written to Rev. A. C. Dixon of Boston?

Reverend Amzi Clarence Dixon was a well-known critic of Eddy and Christian Science. He was
at that time a Boston pastor; later he was co-founder of a publication, The Fundamentals, which
in time helped lead to the general term “fundamentalist” Christianity. That Philbrook was
supplying him with information is another sign of her mission to, in her mind, expose Eddy. The
reference to no one saying anything negative against Eddy’s sisters ignores the cultural climate
of the day that generally did not reward women for being public figures outside of the carefully
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delineated roles that had been set aside for them by society. While Philbrook and a few others
(all Eddy critics) claimed there were “unpleasant rumors,” others in town said there were no such
rumors until much later, and they were not believable. It is not known what “large sheets”
Philbrook was sending to Milmine.
—Philbrook to Milmine, May 7 [but added to by Philbrook on May 28], 1905:
[Philbrook talked of going to a Christian Science service in Tilton (evidently) which
consisted of three families:]
After it was over I had a little talk with the house mother & spoke of [Henry] Robinson’s
paper [a historical sketch from 1903] & I told her that there was not of a word of truth in
it. She exclaimed ‘Mrs. Philbrook I cannot hear such talk’ so I retreated. . . .
Dr. Ladd[’]s name was Nathaniel G. Ladd—he died in Malden, Mass. several years ago.
He was a good man I think but inclined to experiment with with new things—he did it for
information—as Phrenology Mesmerism &c. I was standing with him & his daughter one
day in front of his house when Mrs. Glover went by—he said ‘If I wished I could stop
that woman where she is — she could not take another step: he said he had often done it
in her own home. Don[’]t quite understand the next question [evidently a question from
Milmine] & Mrs. P. is in Boston. Dr Ladd treated Mary Baker &c for her nerves & [word
struck through] said nothing ailed her but hysterics & temper.

This is perhaps the most significant of the points addressed in Philbrook’s letters to Milmine.
The 1904 Milmine manuscript of her proposed book did not include any reference to Dr. Ladd’s
alleged comment, immortalized and repeated by numerous later critics, that Eddy’s physical
ailments were merely due to “hysteria mingled with bad temper.” (Actually Milmine | Cather
overrode Philbrook’s quote and wrote: “Unquestionably, Mary’s attacks represented, to a great
degree, a genuine affliction. Although Dr. Ladd sometimes impatiently diagnosed them as
“hysteria mingled with bad temper,” he was, without doubt, deeply interested in her case. He
dabbled a little in mesmerism and sometimes experimented on Mary, whom he found a sensitive
subject. He discovered that he could partly control her movements by mental suggestion. ‘I can
make that girl stop in the street any time merely by willing it,’ he used to tell friends, and he
often demonstrated that he could do it.”202 Many later critics ignored the reference to a “genuine
affliction” by Milmine and simply said that Ladd dismissed Eddy’s illnesses with the phrase
above.) Milmine did not include any reference to this quote in her manuscripts until 1905,
evidently due to this letter. It is important to note that this is one of the few times in the
Philbrook material where she spoke first-hand, aside from her references to the 1836 Bodwell
class with Eddy. While the reference to Ladd and mesmerism is given first-hand, it is not clear
that the reference about hysterics and temper was first-hand since it does not say to whom the
comment was made.
Eddy mentioned Ladd in her “Reply to McClure’s Magazine,”203 where she denied these claims:
“McClure’s Magazine says that ‘the quarrels between Mary, a child ten years old, and her father,
a gray-haired man of fifty, frequently set the house in an uproar,’ and adds these ‘fits’ were
diagnosed by Dr. Ladd as ‘hysteria mingled with bad temper.’ My mother often presented my
disposition as exemplary for her older children to imitate, saying, ‘When do you ever see Mary

101

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
angry?’ When the first edition of Science and Health was published, Dr. Ladd said to Alexander
Tilton: ‘Read it, for it will do you good. It does not surprise me, it so resembles the author.’”
A couple of months after Eddy’s response to McClure’s, Calvin Frye sent a note to Alfred
Farlow, March 15, 1907, on what Eddy had dictated to him about Dr. Ladd:
Nathaniel G. Ladd, M.D., Mrs. Eddy's father's old family doctor when she was a child. He
lived in either Melrose or Malden about 1884, was a leading Methodist and when she was
then unable to find a place in Boston for church services he highly recommended her to
Wesl[e]yan headquarters on Bromfield St., Boston and they allowed her to hold her
204
services in Wesl[e]yan Hall for a time. (The Wesleyan Hall was located at 36 Bromfield
Street in Boston. The Methodist Episcopal Church was also located on Bromfield Street.)

It is interesting that Eddy referred to him as her father’s physician, since most of the biographers
have treated Ladd as her personal physician, which to some extent he may have been—but in
MBEL are documents relating to treatment of Eddy by other physicians such as Drs. Renton,
Woodbury, and Whidden. By 1884 her connection to him seemed fine, based on the above, but
back on January 22, 1848, she had written the following letter to her brother, George, in which
she told of a phrenological reading that Dr. Ladd commented upon, which elicited from Eddy a
response suggesting her feelings about him at that time were at best strained:
Perhaps tis partly induced from attending a Phrenological lecture last eve when the
lecturer called for a lady’s head—and Dr. Ladd Ham and Sleeper, came to me besetting
me to go forward—well I went, and O, Geo, how in his description he laid my heart bear;
he spoke of my atachment to friends—said I would stick by a friend through evil report
or good report, yes, he added the lady would die for a friend! he said there were three
marked points in my character—what do you suppose these were dear Geo?—
philosophy—truth combined with conscience—and affection—Do you believe him—he
is the best practical phrenologist I have ever seen or heard. after he had done the
examination he remarked the lady was a stranger to him but he found it one of the best
female heads he had ever examined and asked if some one present who knew would be
good enough to say if he told right. whereupon Dr. Ladd answered, ‘you have in no point
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exaggerated!’—only to hear this from him. Oh! This deceiving world. . . .”

While the above account suggests that Ladd and Eddy may have been contemporaries, actually
Dr. Ladd was 23 years older than Eddy. It is worth noting that while Eddy had a strained feeling
about Ladd at that time, the letter’s description of Ladd suggests he thought highly of her.206
If Ladd was in fact practicing on Eddy with mesmerism, with its emphasis on the patient’s
mental state, and given the nature of at least some of Eddy’s symptoms, it is possible that he
could have diagnosed them in part as being connected to hysteria, and judging from Eddy’s letter
to her brother above, she could have had a run-in with him and exhibited her temper, but the
history of Eddy’s physical problems outlined in this chapter suggests deeper problems, as Eddy’s
mother wrote to her son George on August 7, 1849 after Eddy’s lengthy stay with Dr. Whidden:
“Mary has been absent Seven weeks in Warner and Dr. Whid[d]en and its vicinity and we hope
she may be releiv’d from her distresses [;] the Dr sayes she could not live long as she was.”207
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If Ladd diagnosed Eddy in part as suffering from hysteria, what did that mean? It was a diagnosis
that eventually disappeared. Mark Micale wrote in his study, “On the ‘Disappearance’ of
Hysteria: A Study in the Clinical Deconstruction of a Diagnosis”:
The history of psychiatry, more than any other branch of the medical sciences, is marked
by the phenomenon of ‘rising,’ and ‘falling’ diseases. Burtonian melancholia in
seventeenth-century England, the ‘vapors’ of eighteenth-century Parisian society,
Beardian neurasthenia in the late-nineteenth-century America, and, during our own time,
psychogenic eating disorders—all are forms of psychiatric illness that appear to have
increased dramatically, even epidemically, in particular times and cultural settings.
Perhaps the best-known example is hysteria. After a long and convoluted evolution
across two and a half millenia of medical history, including an efflorescence at the turn of
the nineteenth century, hysteria is widely held nowadays to have dwindled greatly in its
occurrence, if not to have disappeared altogether.
. . . doctors during the latter half of the nineteenth century matter-of-factly considered
hysteria the most common of the functional nervous disorders among females.
Nineteenth-century medical publications on hysteria constitute a library of books,
monographs, and articles. . . . The contrast between the late nineteenth century and the
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late twentieth centuries could scarcely be greater.

While Micale focused on the latter half of the nineteenth century, the diagnosis of hysteria in the
first half of the nineteenth century was no more scientific.
—Philbrook to Milmine, October 6, 1906:
Was glad to meet Mr. [Burton] Hendrick [of McClure’s] & yesterday no Friday he came
also Miss Best . . .

—Philbrook to Milmine, December 16, 1906 (after it became known that McClure’s in its
December issue had run a photo incorrectly said to be of Eddy):
A merry Xmas to you. I cannot tell you how sorry I am about the picture. I don[’]t see
why the blunder was not discovered sooner. I hope it has not got into the Jan. number of
the Magazine—Mrs. Baker wrote to her relative in Philadelphia about that picture but in
the reply nothing was said about it so I asked her to write again.

—Philbrook to Milmine, January 2, 1907:
A woman [Sibyl Wilbur] has been here from Boston to try to get some thing favorable to
Mrs. Eddy to offset your article. You can form an idea what I said—then she got
[Christian Scientist] Bay Perkins to go with her & called on Mrs. Baker & Mr. & Mrs.
Noyes. They cross questioned & bothered as much as possible & now say that no one of
these said anything against Mrs. E. Yesterday Bay Perkins called here—he was all smiles
& wanted my picture for Human Life!! Don[’]t you think he got it? He had Mrs.
Baker[’]s—I should think she was taking leave of her senses. I have not seen any of these
persons to have any talk with them. Some one of the Eddy household sent Mrs. B. a
hundred dollars recently. Do you see the connection?
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Your article is about right, but knowing the setting of the incidents as I do I wish I could
have seen the article before it was published—but it is near enough.

—Philbrook to Milmine, January 6, 1907:
[Philbrook talks about Eddy’s published response to the first issue of the McClure’s
biographical serial of her:]
I am so disgusted & tired of her lies that I had not patience to read the article in the
journal which we take. Mr. P[hilbrook]. says ‘tell Mrs. Welles that it is simply a tissue of
lies.’ We also have the Human Life. What are you going to do about it? Mr. P[hilbrook].
& I & probably a dozen others in this town remember Mark Baker with his cane &
several others remember how he used to plant it firmly at every step. Dr. Knowles spoke
in the Sem. Chapel yesterday about her teaching in the Sem. Dr. Rust who was principal
at the time told Dr. K. that he employed her to go into the primary department one week
when the primary teacher was ill. . . . A few weeks ago some of ‘powers that be’ sent
Mrs. Baker a hundred dollars—of course it was intended as a sop—and she ought to have
known it—the minions of Eddyism have been to see her & say that she has nothing but
good to report of Mrs. E. I do not believe it & yet Mrs. B. may have withheld some things
from a sense of gratitude & common civility. . . . Mrs. E speaks pathetically of a blind
girl[;] have you ever heard of her? She is a widow now by the name of Wilson—& lives
in Ashland, N.H —there is also a woman named Craig who knew Mrs E. in Groton I
think.

Eddy did not have much contact with her father in his later years and evidently did not know of
his use of a cane in those years. Regarding the issue of Dr. Rust, Eddy had written in her reply:
“Notwithstanding that McClure's Magazine says, ‘Mary Baker completed her education when
she finished Smith's grammar and reached long division in arithmetic,’ I was called by the Rev.
R. S. Rust, D.D., Principal of the Methodist Conference Seminary at Sanbornton Bridge, to
supply the place of his leading teacher during her temporary absence.” Here Philbrook actually
seems to be agreeing with Eddy except that Eddy did not define her use of the word “temporary”
to directly state how long she meant. Eddy’s blind maid in the late 1850s was one of Sibyl
Wilbur’s chief witnesses to that time period, one that Milmine did not cite. While Philbrook
always indicated that Martha Rand Baker could be a source of negative stories of Eddy, all of the
recorded statements by her tend to range from neutral to positive, much to Philbrook’s regret.
Letters from Baker to Milmine and Wilbur in MBEL indicate she kept up a friendly stance and
rapport with both of them.
—Philbrook to Milmine, January 12, 1907:
Have you looked up Mrs. Eddy[’]s residence in Amesbury Mass? I heard a woman who
has friends there say yesterday in speaking of Mrs. E. ‘They drove her out of the town.’ .
..
I suppose you read the pretty little fling at Mrs. Noyes & myself in the Human Life. Shall
I answer it?”
[Philbrook signed her letter:] “H. S. Philbrook | The blacksmith[’]s daughter”
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There is no record of Eddy being driven out of Amesbury or anything remotely close to it. When
Sibyl Wilbur discussed her visit to Tilton, New Hampshire (having asked old timers about
Eddy), she included her interviews with Philbrook and Priscilla Noyes; in so doing she attempted
to denigrate them by pointing out that Philbrook’s father was a blacksmith and Noyes’ was a
butcher, suggesting that they did not come from sophisticated enough stock to understand or
appreciate the more refined Eddy.209
—Philbrook to Milmine, January 21, 1907:
Do you remember that when you were here & Mr. P[hilbrook]. took us out driving we
went down a side street & I called on a woman who lived in the family of A.H. Tilton? I
was a stranger & she seemed surprised & unable to give me any information of value.
She has told Mr. Wyatt her milkman & ours several things among them this—You know
Mrs. E. in her defense says that Mrs Tilton turned her out of doors on account of her C.
Science &c. The woman I can[’]t think of her name, said that Mr. Baker, pere, left a
wood lot & that Mr. T. Bbought it—one day the woman heard Mary asking Mr. T. for her
share of the money for the wood lot—his reply was ‘I have paid you your share of that
money a dozen times & now I want you to leave this house & never come into it again.’
This was in addition to the dismissal that Mrs. T. gave her when she accused the children
of stealing her watch &c long before C.S. was thought of.

Later in this chapter the allegation of Eddy having accused her niece or nephew of stealing from
her and being banished from the house is examined in some depth. Nothing is recorded of an
argument over the sale of wood. Mr. Tilton died in 1878, so any such event must have happened
in the late 1860s or in the 1870s.
As mentioned above, the Philbrook letters to Eddy and the Whittier letter to Milmine been
examined in such detail in recognition of the behind-the-scenes importance that they played in
the World-McClure’s portrait of Eddy, which portrait has heavily influenced most later histories
of Eddy. Philbrook’s obvious animus, evidently both personal as well as theological, and her
expressed feeling that she had a “duty” to expose Eddy (including her research into Eddy’s life to
help do so), does require one to handle her comments with care to see, at a miminum, if they are
at least first hand accounts as opposed to second or third hand accounts or local lore given as
fact. It is interesting, however, that while the above letters are a stinging rebuke of Eddy, their
claims about her life and history are fairly muted compared to the statements attributed to her in
the World and McClure’s.
The World:
After claiming that Eddy romanticized her old homestead (Eddy described her homestead to a
distant relative, Rufus Baker, and he sold a bucolic and idealized picture based on that
description) the World account continued about Eddy as the wife of a bricklayer and as a bad
mother:
Mary Baker married a bricklayer named George Washington Glover in 1843. The
ambitious girl introduced him among her friends as an architect and gave him the title of
“Colonel.” Then she went away with her husband and lived with him in Wilmington,

105

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
S.C.[sic] until his death five or six months later. He died in poverty and lies in an
unmarked grave in the Potter’s Field.
Then Mary Baker Eddy the young widow, reappeared in Tilton. She bore a son, George
Washington Glover, who was born three or four months after his father’s death. From the
first the mother did not care for this little boy. It is said that she would neither nurse him
nor tend to him to such an extent that kind-hearted persons prevailed upon her to give the
child away. Mark Baker, her father, said that “Mary was like an old ewe sheep who hates
her lamb.”
And so Mary Baker Glover gave away her son to the Varney family, in Sandbornton,
N.H., and did not see him for years. Indeed, the child was forced upon her subsequently
through death in the Varney family, and Mark Baker housed it, but the mother got rid of
it again, and when the youth grew up he drifted West. Of his subsequent career more will
be told later. . . .
Mrs. Ellen A. Locke, sister of George Allen, and daughter of that Mrs. Allen of whom
Mrs. Eddy boarded, and who now lives at No. 16 Park avenue, Lynn, says: . . .
“I knew George Washington Glover, Mrs. Eddy’s son. He was never lost, as Mrs. Eddy
has claimed, and she did not spend large sums to find him. He visited her at our house in
1873, and she never pretended to have lost track of her son. He ought now to be sixtyfive years old.”

Comments:
Eddy was upset by this slight to her first husband, who was a contractor-builder in Charleston,
South Carolina, before taking his wife up to Wilmington, North Carolina (not South Carolina). A
similar slight appeared in McClure’s about Eddy’s brother George, who was called a workman.
Milmine wrote in an apology to George’s wife, Martha Rand Baker, January 9, 1907: “I am very,
very sorry abt. [i.e., about] the statement that your husband was a workman in the woollen mill.
As I wrote it, it was correct — that he was employed in business with Mr. Tilton, and the word
‘workman’ was ‘partner.’”
Sibyl Wilbur recorded that George Glover was a businessman who had made thirteen
conveyances between 1839 and 1842, which indicates a role as a contractor rather than a
common laborer.210 How Eddy may have introduced him to her friends is unknown, although
calling him an architect would not have been far out of line for a builder who likely had some
architectural skills. Glover was certainly known as “Major” and he may also have been known as
Colonel.211
Eddy made a concerted effort prior to the World exposé to find her first husband’s grave to give
it a proper grave marker, and while some thought they had found it in a cemetery in Wilmington,
that is not certain.212
The issue of Eddy’s relationship with her son, including the alleged comment by Mark Baker,
will be discussed at great length below in the section on the McClure’s articles. In the World
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account the Varney family is mentioned as the only one that looked after Eddy’s son. (John
Varney was a worker for the Tiltons, and he lived with them at one point, and at another time
boarded in the house of Martha Pilsbury,213 the sister of Eddy) The federal census records do not
record a Varney family in Sandbornton (which is a variant spelling of Sanbornton) Bridge,
although a letter from Mark Baker to his son George, April 28, 1836, mentions the nearby farm
of Mr. Varney.214 The standard history of Sanbornton by M. T. Runnels215 records a Varney
family but it does not appear to have lived there during this time period in the 1840s, and it
shows no deaths in the Varney family during this same time period. Milmine | Cather, after
correctly stating that Mahala Sanborn often watched Eddy’s son, added that the son also was
“sent up the valley to a Mrs. Varney, whose son, John Varney, worked for the Tiltons.”216
Frederick Peabody, possibly a source for the World, or instead used the World as his source,
referred to this in 1910: “[Eddy] frequently sent him [George, her son] on long visits to the
family of John Varney, the hired man (in whose lap it was her custom, when a young widow, to
be rocked to sleep at night), . . .”217 It is not known what source Milmine | Cather used to make
that statement. John Varney had died many years before the interest in Eddy’s life came to the
public, so he was not available to Milmine, Wilbur or Peabody. Of course, Eddy did not give
away her son to the Varney family and thereby not see him for many years.
According to all available historical information, George Glover did not see his mother again
until he traveled East to see her in November, 1879. There is no record of his coming to see her
in 1873. By 1906 he was 62. The reported comment by Mrs. Allen came from someone in Lynn,
which is where Eddy lived years later. Eddy’s comments about trying to locate her son appear to
apply to the time period after she heard he had run away from the Cheneys in Minnesota and not
when she was living in Lynn.
The World:
Eddy’s second husband, Daniel Patterson, reputedly was a very successful businessman.
But Mary Baker Glover did not remain a sorrowing widow. Among the well known
characters of the locality, in those days, was Dr. Daniel Patterson, a man of 6 feet 8
inches in height, and of magnificent proportions. Dr. Patterson was a traveling dentist, a
man of culture and highly respected in that region.
He was a Harvard graduate, skilled in his profession, and had a lucrative practice among
the farmers and villagers throughout he State of New Hampshire and Maine. Dr.
Patterson had a regular route which he covered once in two years, and in the course of his
peregrinations fell in with the Widow Glover, two years his junior and then at the height
of her beauty.
They were married in June, 1853, and for a time Tilton saw Mary Baker Glover Patterson
no more. She traveled with her husband, and in course of time, the dentist settled down in
the city of Lynn, Mass., where he soon built up a lucrative practice. The couple lived in
turn in Groton, Plymouth, Rumney and other New Hampshire towns.

Comments:
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There is no record that Eddy’s grieving period was any less than that of other widows whose
husbands had died at a young age. The Daniel Patterson portrait in the World is largely fictional.
While he was considered tall, he is not believed to have been nearly six feet, eight inches tall,218
he was not known to have ever attended Harvard, and as time would show, he earned only a
meager income from his dental practice. The Pattersons lived in somewhat impoverished
conditions in the New Hampshire towns of Franklin, North Groton, and Rumney, but they never
lived in Plymouth. They eventually moved to Lynn, Massachusetts. His financial circumstances
did not appear to improve much in Lynn.
The World:
Patterson reputedly tried to stop Eddy from practicing spiritualism; he eventually broke up the
home to stop it.
During this period Mrs. Patterson attended spiritualistic seances and adopted the faith.
Dr. Patterson sought to restrain her from throwing herself into the movement, but without
any appreciable success. The upshot was, that Dr. Patterson broke up his home in Lynn,
and removed to Rumney, Grafton County, N.H., eighteen miles above Concord, thus
circumventing the spiritualists.
It was about this time that the civil war broke out, and Dr. Patterson determined to seek a
commission and go to the front. He was requested by the Governor of New Hampshire,
who was then in Washington, to come on to meet him and complied. This was in 1862.
The morning after his arrival in Washington he went out with a companion named James
O. Adams to visit the battle-field of Bull Run. There they were captured by Mosby’s
guerillas and carried to Richmond, in spite of their protests that they were noncombatants.
When Dr. Patterson returned to his home in Rumney he found it deserted. His wife had
gone back to her people in Tilton and declined longer to live with him. Patterson, broken
hearted, wandered away and Mrs. Patterson gave it out that he had eloped with another
woman, and subsequently in 1873 secured a divorce from him in Salem, Mass., upon the
ground of desertion. At this time she had found an asylum with her eldest sister, Abigail,
then married to Alexander Tilton, in the town of Tilton, N.H. . . .

Comments:
Many allegations have been made about Eddy being a spiritualist. Many citizens were drawn to
spiritualism in those days, and while Eddy likely took part from time to time, her religious
writings were so strongly against spiritualism that it stretches credulity to believe she was ever a
full-fledged spiritualist. Certainly the stories about Eddy being a spiritualist and medium in
Boston in the 1860s are apocryphal. It was during these years that Eddy published a poem that
included this line: “I am no medium but Truth’s, . . .”219
In 1901, Eddy’s sister-in-law, Mary Ann Baker, wrote a letter to Eddy’s aide, Irving Tomlinson,
which served as a reminiscence of her time with Eddy. In it she included:
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First, I will say that I am not a Christian Scientist, but am of the Orthodox faith, and for
more than half a century having been a member of the Park Street Congregational Church
in Boston, Mass. My beloved husband, long since passed to his rest, was Mrs. Eddy’s
oldest brother, and I know the facts of her life as no one can know them who is not thus
allied in kinship and family history. . . .
Whatever differences of belief the public may entertain concerning any of her doctrines,
they cannot justly ignore the fact that hers is an earnest, generous, and noble life—the
legitimate outgrowth of a noble soul.
Mrs. Eddy’s character is above reproach. No libelous words can touch it, no one can
assail it. Hidden in God it shall shine, and, reflecting Him, in brilliancy will be seen long
after she who labors ceases her work for ultimate rest. Her large and extensive work, with
her unprecedented following, has called forth malignant utterances so utterly false they
should not go unchallenged. . . .
I also desire to say most emphatically that my sister, Mrs. Eddy, never was a spiritualist.
She never held a spiritualistic séance in Boston, or anyone else. I have known her for fifty
years, and I know that all the charges brought against her are the work of ignorance and
malice, and wholly devoid of any semblance of fact. Her great kindness to me can never
be forgotten. I pray to God to sustain her and keep her from all harm. A difference in
theological views does not call for such treatment as she is receiving from some who
220
disagree with her.

The World account has Dr. Patterson breaking up the spiritualist clique in Lynn, Massachusetts
and then moving to Rumney New Hampshire, but the chronology is at least backwards. The
Pattersons moved to Lynn in 1864, two or so years after leaving Rumney.
After his return from captivity in a Southern prison, the World had Patterson returning to
Rumney only to find it deserted. His wife reportedly was back living in Tilton [i.e., Sanbornton
Bridge, until the town was renamed Tilton in 1869], and would no longer live with her husband.
The World claimed she lived with her sister in Tilton as a kind of asylum.
It is possible that Patterson returned to Rumney, although Peel said he returned to Sanbornton
Bridge, but his wife while he was gone had gone to a water cure facility in Hill, New Hampshire,
run by Dr. W. T. Vail, and from there she moved onto Portland, Maine, under the ministrations
of Phineas P. Quimby. Eddy was actually living in Portland when her husband returned North,
not Tilton, New Hampshire. Unlike the World account, where Eddy would reputedly no longer
live with her husband after he returned from the Southern prison late in 1862, she lived with him
off and on until he deserted her about 1866. There were times that she lived in Sanbornton
Bridge in 1863 with her sister, perhaps while Patterson was trying to get his dental practice
restarted, but in 1864 she rejoined him in Lynn, Massachusetts, where they lived together until
his desertion.
The World:
Eddy reputedly did not believe in marriage except for herself and she possibly had as many as
five husbands:
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The loss of her husband did not grieve Mrs. Patterson. She dropped his name and
consoled herself with the company of the young men of Tilton. She made her home at
this period with the longsuffering Mrs. Tilton, and on occasion made pilgrimages to
Boston, where she attempted to win fame and money among the Spiritualists, but always
returned penniless and dejected.
Mrs. Eddy in her writings inveighs against the married state—for others. For herself she
has certainly taken three husbands, probably four and possibly five.
Among the young men of that section who paid attention to the widowed divorcee, who
once more called herself Mrs. Mary Baker Glover, was John H. Bartlett, of Hill, N.H.
Mrs. Glover was paid marked attention by Bartlett, and announced her engagement to
him. When Bartlett went away to California Mrs. Eddy, according to Mrs. Philbrook,
stated that she had married him. She continued, however, to call herself Mrs. Glover.
At the expiration of about three years word came from California that Bartlett had met his
death there and that he lay buried in an inaccessible part of the coast. Mrs. Glover at once
put on mourning, grieved publicly and insisted upon Bartlett’s father holding a mock
funeral for his son. The funeral took place, Mrs. Glover-Bartlett posing as chief mourner
and wearing full widow’s weeds, according to the testimony of several of her associates
of that period now living.
From the time of the disappearance of Dr. Patterson to the advent of No. 3 or 4, in the
person of Asa Gilbert Eddy, or Gilbert Asa Eddy, as he has been variously called. Mrs.
Glover cut a remarkable figure from time to time in Tilton society. She had no visible
means of support, nevertheless she led a life of ease in the home of her sister, Mrs. Tilton.

Comments:
As stated above, Patterson deserted Eddy about 1866, more than ten years after she left Tilton—
with only occasional trips to see her old home and friends. As already mentioned, trips to Boston
by Eddy to “win fame and money” are completely fictional.
Eddy was married three times, not four or five. She was never married to Calvin Frye as some of
her critics alleged. In her writings she did not inveigh “against the married state.” One of the
early chapters in her book, Science and Health, is on marriage.
In light of her very open later family wedding to Daniel Patterson, a secret wedding to John
Bartlett is hardly believable. Eddy wrote in later years in her scrapbook next to the early 1850
published obituary of Bartlett that he was engaged to her before he left for California (where he
died soon thereafter). He left for California during the Gold Rush in 1849, and died soon
thereafter, in December 1849 in “Sacramento City” according to the obituary in the New
Hampshire Patriot—not three years after his trip began. Sacramento is not generally considered
a “remote part of the Coast.” There is no other record of extravagant mourning by Eddy over his
death, although there is every reason to believe she grieved. (See Chapter Five for more on John
H. Bartlett including his obituary.)
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Eddy has only limited access to the Tilton home after the Civil War. She certainly did not live a
life of ease with her sister during this time period.
The World:
Eddy reputedly was petulant, with a violent temper:
In other times her violent temper would involve her in quarrels which resulted in her
temporary removal to the home of her father. His death in 1865 left her at times the guest
of her mother-in-law, with whom she was not on the best of terms.
Her petulance and other peculiarities are attested to by John B. Noyes, Mrs. Noyes, Mrs.
Philbrook and Mrs. George Baker, a sister-in-law, still living in Tilton. She developed a
high state of “nerves,” and would manage to fall in a faint at the feet of a crowd of men,
so that she might be carried home, say the witnesses. She had a chair swing constructed
in her bedroom in her sister’s house. The swing hung from the centre of the ceiling. In
this Mrs. Glover was wont to swing until she became sleepy. A small boy named Lang,
now deputy sheriff of the county, was frequently called in to swing Mrs. Glover at such
times as John Varney, the farm hand, was not available.
Mrs. Glover carried her eccentricity so far as to have a cradle constructed out of a huge
sofa in the home of her father, in which she had to be rocked to sleep every night. John
Varney is said to have been sent for to rock Mrs. Glover when she had particular
tantrums. At other times Mrs. Noyes, then a young girl, and living next door to the Baker
home, was impressed into the service.
In a signed statement Mrs. Noyes says: “I knew Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy when she was
only fourteen years old. I first knew her directly after she came to Tilton. I knew her also
when she lived with her sister, Mrs. Abigail Tilton. I frequently saw Mrs. Eddy, then
Mrs. Patterson, lying in a bed made of a long, broad lounge, under which rockers had
been placed. I often sat at the end of this cradle and rocked her. She was then as old as
thirty-five years.[”]

Comments:
When Mark Baker died in 1865, Eddy was living in Lynn, Massachusetts, and did not return to
her old home in New Hampshire to live with her stepmother. While Eddy is known to have had a
temper at times,221 the extensive collection of Baker family letters extant today does not record
any such events as wild outbursts of temper, hysterical fits, or the like.222 The only first hand
account in the years up to 1866 of Eddy showing extreme temper appears in some of the
reminiscences of her maid, Myra Smith, for the years 1859-1860. The three reminiscences are a
vital first-hand look at Eddy during an important and little-recorded time period, but they are
somewhat uneven. In 1907 Smith stated in an affidavit:
Mrs. Patterson was a good woman and uniformly kind to me, I loved her and I am sure
she loved me, . . .
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No! things were not always pleasant but I bear in mind she was an invalid and one whom
I think had cause to for much unhappiness and was unhappy.

In one of two reminiscences in 1911, she dictated the following to her sister:
Before leaving, one day she had asked me to bring to her jar of butter that was moulding
in one spot. She asked me something about it and I sassed her or made a short reply when
she reached out as quick as a flash and slapped me, but immediately came and put her
arms around my neck and said that she was sorry and that “these soft hand of mine could
not hurt.” How this was not her usual self but was the breaking of her over wrought
nerves[.]

In the other of two reminiscences in 1911, she dictated:
She had a peculiar disposition in her own family but never failed to be polite and
entertaining to her numerous callers.
She was fond of Society but her ill health was a good reason why she could not go to
other places, but could entertain at home[.] . . .
She was of a nervous temperament and often went into hysterics and would do and say
very disagreeable things.
One day while I was assisting her at her toilet she became angry with me without any
cause [but see above separate reference where she said she had “sassed” her for what
may have been the same incident] only her nervousness and as I could not see to dodge
the blow she slapped my face[.]
I immediately left the house but she followed me and apologised and begged me to come
back. I finally went back but staid only a few days longer for she was so disagreeable to
me I could not stay[.]
Mr and Mrs Patterson often quarreled and as their life was so uncongenial they
separated[.]

It should be noted that the reference to Eddy’s “peculiar disposition in her own family” was from
a time when Eddy’s sister, Martha, was foreclosing on her house, leaving her nowhere to go
except to once again have to depend on the largess of her relatively rich older sister, Abigail.
See, for example, the note Eddy wrote in her scrapbook, during the time that Myra Smith was
assisting her (the poem beneath it appears to be related to Eddy’s note about her sister and
homestead):
Sept 20 1859
On this day my sister [Martha] sells our homestead; while I was lying sick by on the way
at the house of a kind stranger I was confined to my bed with great suffering and yet
deprived of a home! by and thus denied the small sum I offered her once in affliction
which was
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Fortune why thus”

[This is directly below the above note and appears to be connected to it. Note her despair as she
writes that even her faith is shaken by her sad lot in life and desperately pleads for God’s help.]
Father didst not thou the dark wave treading,
Lift from despair the struggler with the sea?
And seest Thou not the scalding tear I’m shedding,
O’er And knowest thou not my pain and agony?
O! is this weight of anguish which they bind
On life, thus searing to the quick of mind,
That but to God its own free path would crave,
This crushing out of life, of hope, of love.
Thy will O God?—Then stay me from above
For my sick soul is darkened unto death,
With stygian shadows from this world of wo;
The strong foundations of my early faith
Shrink from beneath me, whither shall I flee?
Hide me O, rock of ages! hide in thee.

A hint at the hurts that Eddy felt from her sister(s) is seen in a poem she wrote in 1867 after
leaving her old home of Sanbornton Bridge with her niece, whom she said she had healed of
enteritis, but not without ruffling feathers and evidently disturbing old wounds:
When cruel man kept all my gain,
Oft stored in tears through toil and pain,—
I’ve sought the home my childhood gave—
A moment’s shelter from the wave—
Could Then those when sick, whose pain I bore,
A sister Drove me from the door?

Ten years earlier, she had written in her scrapbook (May 7, 1857):
Thursday} I slept very little last night in consequence of memory and wounded feelings.
My spine is so weak and inflam[m]atory that the least mental emotion gives me suffering
that language cannot depict. Then the debility which follows seems nearly as distressing.
Oh! how long must I bear this burden life? This long and lingering passage of through
darkness and dull decay, uncheered by many of life’s last solaces even till now.

Eddy’s disposition in the first half of her life has been a matter of much debate. Her continual ill
health and the claims of a few later Tilton residents might suggest a disposition that was
routinely despondent and demanding, but that is not what her brother-in-law, Luther Pilsbury,
saw in her, for he wrote to her on May 17, 1848:
No Mary permit me to assure you I love you as well as ever, and that, I always loved you
dearly! Is not that a confession for a married man. I am however very sorry to hear you
say that you are not so lighthearted gay and frolicksome as formerly. Keep up the joyous
spirit — drive care trouble and gloomy foreboding from thee, ever keep the naturally
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lightsome feelings in the ascendent and my word for it you will yet again be the Mary
223
with whom the hours passed pleasantly smoothly and happily away.

As seen earlier, in 1876 (and long before she became a public figure), her cousin, D. Russell
Ambrose, would write a letter to her that described her as he remembered her as a child:
a frail, fair young maiden with transparent skin & brilliant blue eyes, cheerful, hopeful,
224
enthusiastic.

Eddy’s beau John Bartlett wrote this to her on June 17, 1847:
I hope and trust that you are as lively and gay as you were a part of the time while at Hill,
225
especially when returning, so you feel as well?

Abigail Baker’s letter to her daughter, Eddy, then living in Wilmington, N.C., of February 6,
1844, lamented that she missed Eddy’s “good cheer.” Beyond that, her husband’s obituary in
1844 referred to his “amiable wife.”
As Sarah Clement Kimball recalled many years later of her young girlhood days, as cited above:
Mrs. Eddy had a happy disposition; she was always cheerful. I never saw her when she
was the least depressed, and I have seen her at all times and on all occasions. She read a
great deal and used to borrow books from our library. Her laugh was very sweet and I
often used to hear her talking to my mother and laughing. She had a nice sense of
226
humor.

Myra Smith’s younger sister, Marcia, recalled in 1907 in an affidavit:
This is to certify that when I was ten (10) years of age and lived in North Groton, N.H.,
quite near Mrs. Patterson (now Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy), my sister, Sarah Elmira Smith
was caring for Mrs. Patterson. I had the opportunity of seeing Mrs. Patterson very often,
as she was pleased to have me come into her pleasant room, as she was an invalid, and
she would pat my head with her white hand and say many comforting words to me. As I
then felt the loss of a good, loving father of a year before this, I thought her a lovely lady,
almost an angel, and have always cherished her as a dear friend in memory. This was in
227
1859.

F. B. Eastman, of Rumney, N.H. (from 1843 – 1861) recalled in a signed statement:
I remember and know that Mrs. Daniel Patterson (now Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy) was
living in Rumney, N.H. in 1860 and 1861. . . . My sister, Mrs. Mary Willoughby, now
deceased, used to tell me of going to North Groton prior to this time I speak of to have
some dental work done. She met Mrs. Patterson and her impression of her was that she
was the most beautiful woman she had ever become acquainted with; the most beautiful
disposition. Also my brother, Henry H. Eastman, of Rumney, N.H. says “our sister Mary
used to speak of Mrs. Patterson to him frequently saying she was acquainted with her;
had met her often and had a very high opinion of her as a beautiful Christian woman. My
brother himself at one time in 1861 was attending a Baptist meeting in Rumney, Mrs.
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Patterson was there and someone asked my brother if he would carry her home in his
carriage, which he did, and has often remarked he thought her a beautiful Christian
228
character.”

Eddy early student, S. P. Bancroft, wrote to Mary Beecher Longyear on August 22, 1920, of
Eddy’s time as his teacher, especially early in the 1870s:
Her manner was dignified, but very cordial, nervous, like a force let loose, but no
hysteria. I should say she was naturally joy-loving and light-hearted, but the desertion of
her friends and relatives had saddened her. Indeed the feeling against her at that time
amounted almost to persecution. I know very little of Mrs Eddy’s life previous to 1870.
229
She rarely spoke of it. In fact she was constantly looking forward, not backward. . . .

Sibyl Wilbur wrote in the March 1907 installment in Human Life, based on Wilbur’s own
interviews with the locals:
. . . while she [Eddy] resided in Rumney she had the love of the whole community, from
the most cultivated to the little children who, picking berries, stopped at her door to talk
230
to the good sick lady.

Nonetheless, Wilbur made clear that while in North Groton and Rumney, Eddy was looked down
on by at least some that Wilbur talked to who felt Eddy had been faking her problems to attract
sympathy.231
In comparison Hannah Philbrook and perhaps one or two others painted a picture to Milmine of
Eddy in her early years as a young Xanthippe, a fright to be around, especially during one of her
hysterical “fits.” This picture received some level of support—at least for the period in the mid to
late 1850s—from an anonymous article (by a “North Groton Correspondent”) in the Plymouth
[N.H.] Record, July 23, 1904, entitled “Time Makes Changes”:
With the announcement of the dedication of the Christian Science Church at Concord, the
gift of Mary Baker Glover Patterson Eddy, the thoughts of many of the older residents
have turned back to the time when Mrs. Eddy, as the wife of Daniel Patterson, lived in
this place. These people remember the woman at that time as one who carried herself
above her fellows. With no stretch of the imagination they remember her ungovernable
temper and hysterical ways, and particularly well do they remember the night ride of one
of the citizens who went for her husband to calm her in one of her unreasonable moods.
The Mrs. Eddy of to-day is not the Mrs. Patterson of then, for this is a sort of Mr. Hyde
and Dr. Jekyll case, and the woman is now credited with many charitable and kindly
232
acts.

Jekyll and Hyde. That is how most of the anti-Eddy commentators have described Eddy. They
have generally accepted the Philbrook picture of Eddy but then often added, as McClure’s did,
that Eddy “was not incapable of gentler sentiments.” A first-hand picture of the mid-1850s (as
recorded a half-century later), is seen in a written statement by Daniel Kidder, who as a teenager
was a next-door neighbor of Eddy in North Groton:
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She was not a well woman, in fact an invalid, and while she has been in my mother[’]s
home I do not remember her walking over but am under the impression that she was
assisted over by the Dr. . . .
I was a frequent caller, as Mrs. Patterson helped me in my studies. I was back-ward in
grammar and did not like it, and she tried hard to make me take an interest in it, she being
a very fine grammarian. My other studies in which she rendered me much assistance
were Philosophy and Mathematics, also Physical Geography. She was a good one in
Mathematics.
She had a library of about 50 books or so, among them a large Drs. book. Dr. P[atterson]
practiced Homeopathy to some extent but did not do much with it. Patterson was in
frequent disputes and quarrels with the neighbors. He and Joseph Wheet had a fight but
233
do not know the particulars.
Kittridge Bryer came to see him once and they had quite a quarrel. He asserted the Dr.
234
was too frequent a caller upon his wife.

In a separate handwritten reminiscence, Kidder wrote:
Dr and Mrs Patterson moved to Groton in the year 1856. I was then a youth of 18 years.
[Daniel Kidder was recorded as being 22 in June 1860 when his family was canvassed
for the 1860 census. According to a note in MBEL, Cyrus Blood said Daniel Kidder’s
date of birth was June 15, 1838.]
Working away from home summers and back to attend the Autumn and Winter terms of
School.
The House occupied by the Pattersons and the House occupied by my Father[’]s family
were but thirty odd feet apart with Piazzos facing each other.
Mrs Patterson was in poor health all the time[.] She resided in Groton[.] She was a fine
looking woman[.] Intellectual and stately in appearance. She kept her house in the most
perfect order.
She wrote for the Magazines of the day, mostly Poetry. This was a source of much
interest and pleasure to me[.]
235

Mrs. Patterson took a great interest in the Education of the young
then living near
her[.] She was a great help to me and my sister at that time[.] I remember her as a sincere
friend[.]

Edwin Dakin, elaborating on the Milmine (and even Wilbur) material, wrote of Eddy and the
Kidders:
Mrs. Patterson, as previously, had her good days as well as bad and occasionally found
time to indulge her old hobbies. The neighboring Kidders showed an inclination to be
friendly because of an interest enjoyed mutually by Mrs. Patterson and Mrs. Kidder in the
mysteries of Spiritualism. Mrs. Patterson became rather attached to a child that was born
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at this time to the Kidder household, and named him Mark after her father. To an older
236
son of fifteen, Daniel, she gave spasmodic school lessons.

We know that Dakin was wrong about Eddy naming a child who was actually about five years
old when she would have met him, and Daniel Kidder was no younger than 17 when he met
Eddy, if not 18. The school lessons given to Kidder were remembered fondly by him decades
later, and there is no record from Kidder in his signed recollections that they were
“spasmodic”—although they were evidently provided only as needed or requested. The Dakin
account does, however, bring up the allegation of Eddy being a confirmed spiritualist during
these years. This subject is discussed elsewhere in this Introduction, but Myra Smith, the blind
maid of Eddy in 1859 when Eddy was still living next door to the Kidders, stated later, “I never
heard Mrs. Patterson say she was a spiritualist or a medium. Nothing ever occurred the two years
I was with her to indicate she was either. Never heard of anything of the kind to my best
recollection, while I was acting as her housekeeper and nurse nor afterward, only what I have
read in the papers.”
After the bombshell allegations in the World and McClure’s, a Christian Scientist, John H.
Thompson, traveled to New Hampshire to interview many of the locals and those that had known
Eddy decades earlier. He obtained many signed statements from Myra Smith, her sister, Marcia,
and many others. In his report on his findings, now in MBEL, he added:
I wish to add this, Mr. M.C. Lamprey of Concord, N.H. voluntarily called on me on
Tuesday January 15, 1907 and acknowledged to my wife and myself that he had sent
Mrs.[sic] Milmine to Daniel Kidder, Cyrus Blood and Mrs. Kenney, the Baptist
minister’s wife, of all North Groton, for information about Mrs. Patterson for McClure’s.
Said that the statement in McClure’s that Mrs. Patterson lived in North Groton, N.H. in
1851 when Mark Kidder was born, this being the boy it is claimed Mrs. Patterson named
after her [“]father” is not true, as she was not even Mrs. Patterson then, and Dan Kidder
and others are certainly mistaken. Said he, (Mr. Lamprey) felt somewhat responsible for
the McClure article and was annoyed at Dan Kidder and the others, and he must get the
North Groton people together sometime and have an understanding with them, implying
that he would have to get them together and come to a[sic] an understanding so they
237
would tell one story.

One of the starkest differences between the World|McClure’s account and the Wilbur account
can be seen in the accounts given by John B. Noyes, early resident of Sanbornton Bridge. We
saw above the World comment: “Her [Eddy’s] petulance and other peculiarities are attested to by
John B. Noyes, . . .” In the Milmine material in MBEL is a transcript of this affidavit from John
Noyes, dated October 6, 1906:
I knew personally and by reputation Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy, when she lived in
Tilton as Mrs. Glover. I can swear that she had the reputation of being an immoral
woman. I knew intimately one John Varney, deceased. Mr. Varney told me many
times that he frequently had immoral intercourse with Mrs. Eddy, when she lived
here as Mrs. Glover. [William Lang was the Justice of the Peace and took down
the statement. See later for a discussion of his reported bias against Eddy and the
purported reasons for it.]
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Ray Perkins wrote to H. Cornell Wilson in Eddy’s household on October 27, 1906, the day
before the World exposé of what he had heard from one of the World reporters (evidently J. H.
Lithchilds):
. . . he [the reporter] heard from the lips of Mr. Jonh[sic] Noyes of this town of Mrs.
Eddy’s childhood days of how she and a fellow named John Varney had been in each
other[’]s company of how he and Mrs. Eddy had drove through this village in a carriage
with a robe in front of them and of how she used the robe as a screen to cover her hand
and where she put her hands on his person, he also said that Noyes told him that John
Varney had told him that he varney[sic] had been in a certain place over forty times with
Mary Baker and of his committing a certain crime upon her person at all of these times,
he said that her age at this time was about fifteen years.

(The World reporter also told Perkins that Eddy was dying of stomach cancer, had a double for
her carriage ride who was a “well known malpractice doctor of New York City,” and other
wildly false statements.)
It should be remembered that Eddy was fifteen years old when her family moved to Sanbornton
Bridge in 1836, which makes the account especially unlikely given the tight rein that Mark Baker
held over his daughters. In addition, if such activities had actually taken place, and were known
to locals, that “fact” evidently never made it to Daniel Patterson, since he had Varney and James
Tilton co-sign his mortgage note about 1856 and then took out a $1,200 second mortgage from
them on October 6, 1856. Varney was well known in town, and according to the 1850 census he
lived as a boarder with Eddy’s sister’s family (Alexander and Abigail Tilton), later moved in
with Eddy’s other sister, Martha, as a boarder, as recorded in the 1860 census, and then moved
back with the Tiltons in the 1870 census. He died on March 4, 1879, and is buried in Tilton.238 It
is inconceivable to me that either Baker sister would have boarded someone who was known in
the community to have behaved in an immoral fashion with their younger sister.
In direct comparison to the above lurid account, Ray Perkins, who helped Wilbur get notarized
statements of Tilton, recalled in a statement he made on February 11, 1932:
John B. Noyes, Tilton, N.H. a boyhood chum of John Varney, who (Varney) at one time
was employed by Mark Baker at the Baker home on Main Street in Tilton; to queries put
to him by Sybil[sic] Wilbur O’Brian[sic], representative of the Human Life Magazine, at
the hitching post near the brick storehouse in the yard of the old Tilton Mill at the foot of
Mill st Mr. Noyes answered substantially as follows;
Yes, I knew John Varney. We were very close companions, yes, our relations were quite
intimate. Yes he worked some for Mark Baker, yes he knew the daughter Mary, yes they
were very good friends, yes I think if there had been anything between the two I would
have known it. Oh yes, if I had had any reason for thinking there was anything “intimate”
between them, he would have told me. No, I have no reason to believe that they (Varney
and Mrs Eddy) were anything but friendly. Never, no never for a minute did I think there
was anything immoral between them. No, I have never heard anyone say they thought
Mrs Eddy was a bad woman. Oh yes, if there had been anything intimate between them I
should have known it. (Mrs. O’Brian[sic] questioned him from every angle, she left no
hole to crawl out of, he stated under oath that he thought Mrs Eddy was always a good
woman[.]). His entire conversation was duly sworn to before me, a Notary Public.
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Ray H. Perkins
Tilton, N.H.

A month earlier, on January 9, Perkins wrote the following letter, as transcribed by Miriam
Loveland of the Christian Science Church archives:
A few days ago I came across a picture of the late John B. Noyes who in his younger
years was a chum of one John Varney; Years ago when Mrs. Sibyl Wilbur was getting
information for the Human Life Magazine and also the “Life of Mrs. Eddy”[sic] she had
a statement from Mr. Noyes relative to stories that had been circulated about Mr.
Varney’s attention to Mrs. Eddy when she was a girl, this statement cleared up any and
all particulars in that episode, the statement was given under oath and before me, then a
Notary Public. If the Directors will care for this picture, they can have it.

This juxtaposition of interviews by those friendly to Eddy after having been quoted (or
discussed) in McClure’s and the World, showed that the respective findings sometimes proved to
be completely different. As a point of comparison, and to show that Eddy did know Varney, see
this reminiscence from Addie Towns Arnold:
I remember as a child seeing him on the streets of Tilton. He was a tall man and at that
time unmarried. He usually drove the Tilton’s carriage for them. We had no postman in
those days and John Varney often went on errands for Mrs. Tilton and carried the mail
up. Mother told me that sometimes when he came down on our side of the street Mrs.
Patterson would call out to him from her father’s house, pronouncing his name as if it
were “Vee-o-nay” , and that he never paid any attention to her. Once when she called to
him like this and he continued on his way, she cried out, “Why don't you respond when I
vociferate so loudly?” When I heard this story I questioned mother about the word
“vociferate” and she declared that this was the word Mrs. Patterson used. This, however,
may have been only town gossip and not something my mother actually heard herself, for
I well remember the neighbors used to say the same thing and laugh about it. Everyone
always spoke as if this happened when she was Mrs. Patterson, and, of course, if by
chance this was something my mother saw herself, she must have been Mrs. Patterson
because I do not believe my family knew her before that, for the Bakers had moved down
from the farm which was their first home in Sanbornton Bridge, as it was then called,
some two or three years before my mother married and came to live in that neighborhood.

Eddy’s penchant for using large “literary” words was not well received by everyone, since it was
seen by some as a sign of haughtiness. Several different reminiscences of Eddy’s early years
record her using the phrase “vociferate so loudly.” See, for example, Milmine | Cather:
Perhaps it was this early habit of looking upon herself as a literary authority which led
her to take those curious liberties with English which have always been characteristic of
her. She drew largely upon the credit of the language, sometimes producing a word or
evolving a pronunciation which completely floored her hearers. Some of these words and
phrases have passed into local bywords. “When I vociferate so loudly, why do you not
respond with greater alacrity?” she sometimes seriously demanded of her attendants. She
referred to plain John Varney as “Mr. Ve-owney,” and few ordinary words were left
unadorned. She sought also to improve upon nature in the matter of her own good looks.
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Although she had a beautiful complexion, she rouged and powdered, and although she
had excellent teeth, she had some of them replaced by false ones, “made entirely of
239
platinum,” as Mrs. Glover described them.

Leaving aside the preposterous story from Whittier of Eddy having had her “excellent teeth”
replaced with platinum ones, which was discussed above, it appears that simple word play, even
if slightly affected, was greatly magnified and presented before a national audience as a point of
ridicule.
Irving Tomlinson, a loyal aide to Eddy, went out and did his own research in Tilton, New
Hampshire, as to what the locals remembered of Eddy. He wrote of this research as follows:
MCCLURE ARTICLES BY GEORGINE MILMINE When Georgine Milmine, an able
newspaper woman and writer, was commissioned by McClure's Magazine to write her
series of articles, “The Life of Mary Baker G. Eddy and the History of Christian
Science”, she did not come to the writer for any of her information, nor did she
apparently endeavor to secure information from other loyal Christian Scientists, but
concentrated all her efforts in obtaining detrimental accounts from those who were Mrs.
Eddy's enemies. As the writer had opportunity to learn, those who knew Mrs. Eddy either
became her very warm friends or very bitter enemies. People who came to her
unprejudiced and normal saw her for what she was a good woman - and esteemed and
honored her. Others from jealous motives turned against her, misconstrued every fact
concerning her, gathered together a mass of false statements about her and put them out
as truth. The writer discovered this for himself when he visited Tilton, New Hampshire
(see Chapter XVII [in Tomlinson’s reminiscence]) and conversed with some of the
women there who had known Mrs. Eddy in her early years. He found that many of them
were jealous of Mrs. Eddy and took delight in saying unkind and unjust things about her,
although the men of Tilton, for the most part, spoke of her in a kindly and appreciative
manner. It was from such unfriendly sources as this that Miss Milmine gathered much of
240
the aspersive information upon which she based her articles.

See also this surprisingly adulatory letter that Wilbur wrote to Eddy on May 22, 1907:
To you, Mrs. Eddy, I want to say I stand amazed in contemplation of the extraordinary
fight you have fought. In following up every year of your life, reconstructing its history
and denying falsehoods, I have seen you in battle after battle, in warfare after warfare,
against the trivial, the vain, the idle, the shallow, the malicious, the vicious, the sensual,
the liar, the worlding, the diseased, the perjurer, the weak, the vacillating,—it is like
witnessing these battles over again to meet these men and women who once knew you,
and force them to tell the truth.
I don’t know how it is done, I don’t know what force or power accomplishes it, but every
one of your so-called enemies receives me, answers my questions, and in some way
confuses himself in his own falsehoods, or, with amazing frankness, tells the truth. Of
these witnesses there are those who have sworn to other statements, and when I have
addressed them on certain matters they have allowed the truth to escape, as it were
inadvertently. I have heard every story they can tell, every conceivable invention of
worldliness and malice,—and the inventions are incredibly cunning,—but I have taken
your writings and the unimpeachable records of events, and read therein your true life
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story. Comparing this vision of yourself with the worldly distorted pictures given out
241
from time to time, the false lines fade away, leaving a likeness of extraordinary purity.
===========

One of the truly loaded words of the nineteenth century, to the point where connotation often far
outweighed denotation, was “hysterical” or one of its variations.242 To the laymen it might be
used to refer to someone who, in much later parlance, had “lost it” due to having momentarily
reached the breaking point for any one of many possible mental or emotional reasons. When
Myra Smith Wilson above, said the Eddy had a “nervous temperament” and “often went into
hysterics and would do and say very disagreeable things,” she quite likely used that term that
way, and certainly in Wilson’s account, Eddy’s excuse was her “over wrought nerves.”
However, the connotation of the word when used by many later writers and commentators led in
a very different direction, to a person (read female) who was mentally imbalanced, possibly a
sufferer of fake illnesses designed to achieve sympathy, an intellectual lightweight who was prey
to mental influences that a man would never give into. It is this nineteenth and even twentieth
century connotation that explains why it was so powerful for Milmine to allege that Eddy’s
problem was “hysteria mingled with bad temper,” which along with Hannah Philbrook’s
allegations of hysterical and mean-spirited fits, led to literary critic Harold Bloom’s bombastic
and oft-quoted comment that “Mary Baker[sic], when she came to Quimby, was an extraordinary
wreck, a monumental hysteric of classic dimensions, indeed a kind of anthology of nineteenthcentury nervous ailments.”243
The issue of Eddy and hysteria needs to be addressed by any Eddy biographer, since the
allegation was so forcefully made in the New York World, McClure’s and Milmine | Cather, and
then the later negative biographies of Eddy that generally accepted such accounts with alacrity.
We have seen the disparity between the allegations of Philbrook and a few others compared to
the very different picture painted by the Baker family letters from that era. Robert Peel, a
Christian Scientist and one of Eddy’s most detailed biographers, and one who was clearly
sympathetic to her, strongly doubted many of these accounts but accepted some level of
hysterical episodes. Gillian Gill, not a Christian Scientist, but who was also generally
sympathetic, somewhat took Peel to task for accepting as much as he did based largely, she said,
on the following account (p. 41 in her book). A member of the Christian Science Church had in
1936 interviewed the son of Lyman Durgin, a farm hand of Eddy’s father Mark Baker and
written a report of that interview. Lyman Durgin evidently died about 1872, when the son was
but 15 years old, and the son remembered decades later what his father had told him (at a time
long before Eddy was a household name):
The Durgin place was two miles from Sanbornton Bridge, as the town of Tilton was then
called. As a lad Lyman worked for Mark Baker on his farm. . . . He was particularly fond
of Mark Baker, and Mary Baker. He stated that the latter was very frail and frequently
had attacks or spells at night. Then he, Lyman, would be sent for the doctor. He often told
the story of going alone at such times and said he generally rode bareback because if he
was sent in the winter when it was very cold and horse helped to keep him warm.

Eddy had given a Bible to Durgin when he was a young man (he was born in 1827). Martha
Baker had written to Eddy shortly after the latter’s wedding and stated, “Lyman loves you

121

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
dearly, and wants me say so for him.”244 This account, while somewhat helpful, came from the
son who wanted to sell this Bible to the Christian Science Church during the depression.
Whether that affected the account is unknown, but except for the detail of attacks specifically at
night, and the specific use of the terms “attacks or spells at night,” it is not that different from the
general accounts of Eddy’s illnesses in those days from the Baker letters. Given Eddy’s record of
decades of ill health, it is certainly not unexpected that at some point the illness may have
reached the point where someone was sent posthaste to fetch the local physician. As Gill pointed
out, aside from the allegations in the New York World and McClure’s, and a newspaper account
a half century later, in 1904, little evidence supports allegations of hysterical fits and tantrums.
We saw earlier that the diagnosis of hysteria has gone away and the crisis of hysteria in the midnineteenth century has largely disappeared. That does not mean that the subject did not receive
considerable research by Charcot and others near the end of the nineteenth century, with the
result that the diagnosis of hysteria shifted from one deemed largely caused by female
reproductive organs to a diagnosis of psychological problems. Charcot and others focused on
what was called a hysterical fit. What exactly is such a fit? That is very broad question, but a
good example from the history of psychology may be an account found in a patient of noted
French psychologist and researcher, Pierre Janet. As explained in Henri F. Ellenberger’s seminal
and critical work, The Discovery of the Unconscious, p. 362, Janet’s patient Marie, was suffering
from a host of physical problems, tied somehow to her monthly issue. Each month “Marie’s
character changed; she became gloomy and violent, which was not in her habits, and suffered
pains, nervous spasms, and shivering in her entire body. . . . [after symptoms abated for a day
when her issue stopped] a great tremor seized the whole body; then a sharp pain ascended slowly
from the abdomen to the throat, and a great hysterical crisis ensued. The attacks, although they
were very violent, never lasted for a long time, . . there was a very long and severe delirium.”
The account continued, but for our purposes the import of this account is not to focus on any one
symptom but rather to note the extreme and even violent nature of this “hysterical” example.
This was the archetypal image of a hysterical fit, and one that McClure’s was able to feed on
with its iconoclastic accounts obtained from a one or more old timers some six decades after the
fact.
Gillian Gill, using a different and less extreme definition of a “hysteric” as simply a
psychosomatic sufferer and using the term “hysterical fit” to mean the focus of psychosomatic
problems to the point of the actual incapacitation of the sufferer into an unconscious state
(without necessarily any specific screams or other wild or violent actions), wrote:
The hysteric, who is almost always a woman, expresses frustration and impotence
through somatic symptoms which, all too often, become in time the crippling or even
lethal physical ailments the hysteric has mimed. Whereas I remain unconvinced by the
evidence that as a girl Mary Baker was ever subject to attacks of “grande hystérie” in the
manner of Charcot, I do believe that the adult Mrs. Mary Glover Patterson was a hysteric,
that her main presenting symptoms—constant pain in the back and abdomen and an
inability to sit up or stand—were not entirely or even largely a matter of diseased internal
organs or nerve damage.
What seems to me to be the first reliable report of Mrs. Eddy experiencing a hysterical fit
comes from the North Groton period. It can be considered reliable because it comes from
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the pen of Sibyl Wilbur, who wrote unabashedly to defend Mrs. Eddy from attack, in a
sympathetic narrative passage describing the results of Wilbur’s own reportorial forays
into New Hampshire.
Of Mrs. Eddy’s extreme invalidism at this time there is no doubt. “I had the honor to take
care of Mrs. Eddy once,” said a very old woman of Groton. “She was all alone in her
home and I heard her bell ringing. I went in and found her lying rigid with foam on her
lips. I brought her around with cold water. She motioned to her medicine chest, and I
245
have her what she wanted. Then I saw with her till she got better.”

While Gill considered the above account as an example of a hysterical fit, I am not convinced
that this single account represents evidence of such a fit by Gill’s definition.246 The described
symptoms could have had other causes. Nonetheless, it is important to note that one common use
of the term “hysteria,” or one of its derivatives, is to mean simply the psychological cause of a
psychosomatic condition; thus, by that definition, any psychosomatic condition is a result of
hysteria.
Without getting too involved in the exact diagnosis—which is not possible due to lack of
information at this late date—there is evidence that periodically Eddy experienced unconscious
spells at various times in her life (especially at night) and at least suffered anguished, sleepless
nights at times through much of her life.247 We saw above in the much later third-hand reference
to Eddy allegedly frequently having had “attacks or spells at night.” That did not define the
symptoms of such attacks, such as remaining conscious versus being unconscious, having wild
actions versus having no such actions, having physically-caused seizures versus having a
psychosomatic condition or even fainting. Separate accounts of ill spells, starting with the
Wilbur interview above looking back to the 1850s, include the following:
P. R. Russell’s comments to Georgine Milmine looking back some forty years to when Eddy
lived in his family’s house in 1866 in Lynn:
Once, when P. R. came home at night, his wife told him that Mrs. P. was ill. They went to
her room, to see if she needed help. Mrs. P. was lying on couch, apparently unconscious.
P.R. lifted her from the couch to bed. She was limp and white. Made no response. Russell
sent for Dr. James Nye, who came and attended her. Russell never knew what was the
248
matter with Mrs. P. on that occasion.

While not specifically relating to a health event, Mary Gale in Manchester, New Hampshire, in
1868 certainly worried about Eddy’s physical condition:
My dearest Friend
Your letter came on Tuesday and I read with sorrow and pain your account of your
unlucky journey home, I have pictured to myself over and over again what you
suffered—your poor, sensitive body dragged over weary miles in the wretched vehicle—
oppressed with heat, faint and exhausted—my heart aches now to think of it, and I can
only hope and pray that it has done you no lasting injury.
Next, dear one, I was disappointed to find no word respecting your health in your letter. I
am aware that there had been no time for improvement, but I longed to hear that you were
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no worse. Do let me know how you are feeling for I shall suffer continual anxiety till I
249
hear—

In Samuel P. Bancroft’s diary, January 11, 1875:
I received a letter today from George Barry giving me an account of a strange experience
which my teacher passed through on Friday and which he was present to witness. It
seems he called upon her with Mr. Hitchings and on rapping heard a voice hardly above a
whisper say “Come in.” On entering she arose to meet them but fell back and lost
consciousness. To their belief she was gathering herself on the other side. George went
after Mrs. Rawson who came and immediately a change took place. George had called on
her mentally to come back, but Mrs. Rawson called loudly as to someone afar off and the
answer came, faintly at first, but stronger and stronger until she was able to sit up and
have the Bible and Manuscripts read to her and finally recovered.250

Eddy to Bancroft, January 27, 1875:
I slept none scarcely last night. They [i.e., “the few who had remained faithful” per
Bancroft’s letter to Mrs. Longyear, September 12, 1920 (original in Longyear Museum)]
were up in the lower part until after midnight, very noisy, and I very nervous, or stirred
up after all I had to hear about in the evening; you, McDonald’s wife, and our business to
arrange with George [Barry] and Mr. H[itchings]. I am to day sick from its effect, ie, not
sick but covered or overwhelmed in care and physical suffering. Read the 10th chap. of
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Matthew 22 23 25 28 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 40 verses, especially.

(Again Eddy saw in the life and strong statements of Jesus parallels in her own life. However,
this same month of January, 1875, Eddy, as his teacher, wrote to him in a composed fashion
about a patient of his whom he was treating for lameness. Eddy wrote: “About that lady from the
Hotel Bancroft, as you sit alone, speak to her spiritually, and bring her up to your spiritual vision,
divested of all fetters of lameness, etc. When she visits you, tell her, mind controlled by a belief,
as in mesmerism, makes a joint stiff, and so it does in her case. Realize this yourself, and have as
much faith in Truth as the mesmerizer has in error, and you can snap her out like the blade of an
old jackknife. Having more faith in mind than matter, in head than hair, you will conquer at
length, and be ye weary in well doing.”252)
Eddy in 1876 wrote her cousin, Hattie Baker, of this event:
The day after my return home I had a violent seizure, I had been in the atmosphere of the
sick too long for my belief and was now in a bad fix. Mrs. B -- ran for Dr. Eddy, he came
when I was unconscious and immediately broke the spell! I was astonished at his skill, he
was calm, clear and strong, and so kind I fell in love with him! never before had I seen
253
his real character, so tender and yet so controlling[.]

Tied to the issue of occasional attacks or seizures were accounts of having struggles, sometimes
extreme, at night. Former, and disaffected, Eddy student, Luther Marston,254 was eager to give
his account of his time with Eddy in the early 1880s to Milmine, which included this comment:
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Mrs. Eddy was constantly having attacks of illness (always at night); we were often
called up about eleven o’clock at night to treat her, and were obliged to remain up until
255
about 2 o’clock A.M.

Another former Eddy student, Arthur Buswell, wrote a partial history of his time with Eddy and
provided it to someone at McClure’s; it gave a lurid account similar to Marston’s:
Mrs. Eddy rarely came to the breakfast table without showing the signs of one who had
passed a sleepless night, often appearing haggard and worn as though carrying a great
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and single burden which none but she could bear, and none but she could understand.

Contemporary documents do not corroborate the Marston and Buswell extreme accounts, but
such documents do record sleepless nights. See for example this letter from Eddy to Clara
Choate, January 8, 1884, who would eventually defect from her, only to rejoin Eddy’s church
decades later:
The letter and brieflets received from you yesterday gave me a heart ache that I hope
never to live over again[.]
O how I prayed mentally for wisdom from on High to know just what to do under the
circumstances[.] I tossed all night alone with my cares and trials[.] This morning I wanted
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to go to you but was detained by the class [Eddy was time teaching a class at the time.]

Back on November 15, 1883, Frye recorded:
Mrs. Eddy has had a belief of difficulty of breathing for the last two days and got only
temporary relief from it, this morning about 4 o’clock she called me to help her. I
attempted [to] do so for about ten minutes when she told me I made her worse afterwards
she told me she could not rise from the bed to speak to me because of the suffocating
sense it produced; worked for [her] faithfully last evening with little result. When we
were together this morning at about 9.30 she discovered that the mesmerists were arguing
to her inflamation and paralysis of spinal nerve to produce paralysis of muscles of lungs
and heart so as to prevent breathing & heart disease with sorenes[s] between the
shoulder[.]
She experienced the greatest relief when she and I took up Kennedy & Arens to break
their attempt to make her suffer from aforementioned beliefs, and she said “I have not
258
breathed so easy for two days[.]”

At the end of January, 1884, Eddy sent this letter to her student Eldridge J. Smith, which outlined
her anguish but nonethless ended with very good spirits:
For several months there has been a constant chemical in Boston [re: problems with
Clara Choate, Edward Arens, etc.]. By laying awake pretty much all night for one week
and working day and night succeeded in preventing her breaking up our church and
and[sic] Association and hope she will reform and be a good girl some time. I had ten
new members admitted to Church last Sunday. . . . Never was a time when the Cause was
in better condition than now. Rejoice, rejoice, the summer months are coming and you
259
with them.
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Gilbert Carpenter’s son recorded this based on what his father, who was still alive, told him
specifically about a few times that Eddy had morphine injections for extreme pain due to kidney
stones:
Strange to say he never knew her to suffer in the daytime. It came to her at midnight
260
when everything was dark and she seemed in great fear.

Christian Science historian, Stephen Gottschalk, recorded this night-time disturbance in 1900
during the Josephine Woodbury libel suit against Eddy:
During one particularly disturbed night in the midst of the Woodbury suit at 3 A.M. she
[Eddy] reached out for help by asking Calvin Frye “what Love is.” Neither he nor Laura
Sargent, who also came to her assistance, could answer to her satisfaction. Another
student [Pamelia Leonard] was called whose response was more helpful. Then Sargent
was called back again and “answered her heart’s yearning that ‘Love is selflessness
forgetting self and laboring for the good of others.’” This answer “relieved her severe
belief of constriction of air passages”; but it did so by defining God in a way that restored
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her sense of his presence.

In comparison to the above, see perhaps a different side of this occasional night-time
phenomenon in Bliss Knapp’s history of Eddy’s visit to the Knapp farm in the 1880s:
One morning during Mrs. Eddy’s visit, she was not ready at the usual time for breakfast.
When Mrs. Knapp went to her room, Mrs. Eddy said that she had spent the whole night in
prayer over some problem, and the outlook seemed dark and depressing. While Mrs.
Knapp was talking to her guest, Daphne [Bliss Knapp’s sister] sat down at the organ and
began to play and sing some Gospel hymns. The men joined in singing the old hymn,
“Joy cometh in the morning.” As Mrs. Eddy heard this dear old song and caught the
words, she paused and listened, and her face began to brighten. When they had finished,
she said to Mrs. Knapp, “Go and ask them to sing it again.” This they gladly did, and
sang it with even more spirit than at first. Then Mrs. Eddy arose, dressed herself, and
soon came out to breakfast, radiant and happy. That little touch of His presence had
scattered the clouds because she was listening, and immediately heard His message
through the song.
Some years later, when Mrs. Eddy learned that Mr. Knapp was going through a period of
stress, she wrote to him, reminding him of this incident in her visit, and advising him to
turn to the same hymn for help. She wrote, “Sing again the old sacred song referred to on
the first page of his letter—and sing it in same spirit you had in New Hampshire when
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you sang it years ago.”

Going back to December, 1881, when Eddy was in the throes of a defection of many key
students two months before, her pupil, Abbie Whiting sent a letter to fellow pupil Laura Smith
(later Goodwin) in which she wrote:
Oh, you should hear Mrs. Eddy last night speak of her experience of late at night, I think
she said, of the unspeakable joy and bliss she realizes, showing whether she has made
263
any impression or not in her problem.
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Without being specific as to the cause, see this account from William R. Rathvon’s reminiscence
in 1909:
[February 8, 1909:] Our Leader said, “sleep is Science is not necessary.” She spoke of
preaching her best after nights without any sleep. She was joyous and vigorous, the best
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yet, and said, “Am making way-showers of you.”

Juxtaposed against the above occasional records of nighttime agony by Eddy is this historical
account from 1876 by the venerable A. Bronson Alcott as he wrote in his journal of his first visit
to see Eddy (then still Glover) and her small band of followers. The Alcott account is one of
many examples that present an image of Eddy as an engaging, composed leader (albeit of a small
movement), quite apart from the distraught images recorded in some of the above accounts:
Leave early with Miss Watson for Boston, and from thence to Lynn, to see Mrs. Glover,
who responds to my letter wishing an interview.
She receives me cordially at her house, and I have an interesting visit. I find her one of
the fair saints, whose attractions have drawn about her a little circle of followers which
meets for fellowship at her house fortnightly, and by whose aid her book has been
published. They take the name of “Christian Scientists” and find in the Christian Records
the foundation of their faith, the gift of healing as practised by Christ being their central
doctrine. Mrs. Glover names hers “Metaphysical Healing”—curing by sympathy with
spiritual power over the mind of her patients. Drugs are wholly unused, and her cures
have been many.
I find her a devoted student of the New Testament, a Christian in the truest sense, an
idealist in apprehending the supremacy of mind over matter, and a faith in Spirit
transcending any contemporary whom I have been fortunate to meet.
I shall cultivate further acquaintance with a person of such attractions mentally and
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spiritually.

As a general rule, one of the weaknesses of the critical biographers of Eddy has been the
tendency to repeat, as if in a vacuum, the lurid or dramatic testimony of some of those, such as
Buswell and Marston, who had known Eddy and then later readily spoke to McClure’s. I call this
a weakness because the reader is left with very little to go on as to how such a seeming hysterical
harridan could have attracted a single follower, let alone a whole movement. (This issue was
discussed in the Introduction.) An intriguing look at Eddy’s personality in the early 1890s from
the vantage point of a devoted follower is seen in this reminiscence of Judge Septimus Hanna—a
depiction of a seemingly enraptured religious nature that helps explain how Eddy was able to
attract so many followers:
During a single conversation Mrs. Eddy would change her manner and countenance
many times. Sometimes she would appear youthful and sprightly, almost to girlishness.
That is what I would call her normal appearance, and she would present this appearance
when talking about ordinary social or current events and affairs; the instant, however, she
would begin talking about Christian Science or spiritual matters, her whole look and
manner would change. Her features would seem to enlarge from their normal, delicate
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look to an almost masculine and stern appearance. She would gesticulate in a masculine
and decided way, and at such times words and sentences would be uttered in the stately
and majestic way she expressed her thoughts in writing. Her eyes would become larger
than normal and would seem to be dark—almost black— as they appeared to me when I
saw her at Roslindale [where Eddy lived briefly in 1891]; she would seem to be oblivious
to others, looking away into space or into the future. Her whole demeanor would be that
of one enraptured and illuminated. At such times I could only describe her as being on
the mount of vision. As quickly as she [had] changed to this mood, she would resume her
normal look and manner and become again the sprightly and charming hostess. I have
seen her, soon after she came from the “mount,” run upstairs for some article she wished
to show us in as sprightly a way as would a girl of sixteen. As I have said, I never saw a
person whose mental moods affected her features, look, and manner as did hers. This can
be explained only by recognizing the supremacy of her spiritual nature over her physical
in an extraordinary way.266

While it is possible that Eddy as a girl periodically had such nighttime problems or attacks and
those became reported six decades later as hysterical fits, it should be noted that the claims of
such fits recorded in the World and McClure’s appear to have been during the daytime, not at
night, and in either case the Baker family papers record no such attacks or events.
Eddy herself gave some clues as to her nervous or “excitable” tendencies, which could result in
somatic symptoms. In her second letter to Quimby made this comment in August, 1862
(emphasis added):
Suppose I have faith sufficient to start for you[,] do you think I can reach you without
sinking from the effects of the journey? I am so excitable[.]

Eddy told her household in 1907 of her days in Wilmington, North Carolina, when she asked her
husband to take her by a black church service. One household member recorded her comments,
including this reference (emphasis added):
[Her husband] demurred. When I insisted, either upon going, or that he should tell me the
reason for his objection, he said: “Why, Mary, it is scarcely a fit place for you. They
sometimes get the ‘power’ and become very boisterous. You are delicate and nervous,
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and I don’t want you to go.”

Eddy in her account in Retrospection on combatting the doctrine of predestination seemed to
suggest that she became ill with a fever due to the purely mental battle:
So perturbed was I by the thoughts aroused by this erroneous doctrine, that the family
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doctor was summoned, and pronounced me stricken with fever.

Another recollection of Eddy early on having a “nervous temperament” is seen in Myra Smith’s
1911 recollection, cited earlier.
Thus, as mentioned above and within the context of above, it may be that the lurid description
painted by Milmine about alleged “fits” and “tantrums” by Eddy is instead a greatly exaggerated
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account of actual occasional periods of unconsciousness or nervous stress. We see this to some
extent in Martha Pilsbury’s letter to Martha Rand Baker, January 4, 1852:
Was then sent for to take care of sister Mary, for she having been taken much worse
immediately after I left home. . . . Found her very sick, from one of her most severe
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attacks of dyspepsia, liver-complaint and nervous disease.

Here the reference to “nervous disease” is added matter-of-factly with dyspepsia and livercomplaint, and the letter does not suggest in any way that the writer found Eddy responsible for
the situation or were exasperated with her. “Nervous disease” appears to Pilsbury to refer to a
disease of the nerves as a medical condition and not as a mental state.
Regardless of cause, a glimpse of Eddy’s physical condition at least near the end of her stay in
Rumney can be seen in her first two letters to Quimby, May 29, 1862, and August, 1862. In the
first letter she stated:
I have been sick 6 years with spinal inflam[m]ation, and its train of suffering — gastric
and bilious. . . . I was getting well this spring, but my dear husband was taken prisoner of
war by the Southrons and the shock overcame me and brought on a relapse; . . . My
disease is chronic and I have been unable to turn myself or to be moved by any but my
husband for one year at a time. I am just on the verge of such suffering again. . . . Please
pardon all errors. I write in bed and without ceremony.

In the second letter, from August of that year, she wrote from a Water Cure facility:
I have been at this Water Cure between 2 and 3 months, and when I came could walk ½
a mile, now I can sit up for a few minutes at one time.

For her part, Eddy later, in 1899, seemed to suggest that she believed her early medical
conditions were the result of her “mental struggle”:
At first my case improved wonderfully under his [Quimby’s] treatment, but it relapsed. I
was gradually emerging from materia medica, dogma, and creeds, and drifting whither I
knew not. This mental struggle might have caused my illness. The fallacy of materia
medica, its lack of science, and the want of divinity in scholastic theology, had already
dawned on me. My idealism, however, limped, for then it lacked Science. But the divine
Love will accomplish what all the powers of earth combined can never prevent being
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accomplished — the advent of divine healing and its divine Science.

Due to the different use of medical terminology, this concept of certain illnesses being
“psychosomatic” needs to be discussed here in greater length, since it is yet another term where
the denotation lags behind the connotation. A psychosomatic condition is simply a medical
problem that is largely attributed to mental conditions, which might include fear, stress, anxiety,
etc. Some skin conditions, for example, that are easily seen, felt, and diagnosed, are nonetheless
deemed psychosomatic. Thus the suffering of a psychosomatic condition is not necessarily a sign
of neurosis or hysteria, but to the common parlance the connotation is that of a weak-minded
sufferer of make-believe illnesses, a malingerer, a hypochondriac who could be dismissed or
made fun of. It is in this vein that I am reminded of the cartoon where the doctor told the patient,
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“We have your hypochondria in remission, but we want to maintain a regimen of placebo pills
just to be safe.” Beyond that humorous, somewhat benign portrait lurked at times the additional
view of such a one as an extreme neurotic, or even a strong-willed charlatan who used fake
illness for personal gain.
For the decided anti-Eddy chronicler, the desire to ignore the above morally-neutral denotation
in favor of the stigma derived from all the negative implications of the connotations has all too
often proved irresistible. For example, Caroline Fraser would write many years later: “It is
impossible to determine exactly what inspired Mary’s various symptoms, but her own and other
family members’ letters suggest that her suffering may have been a combination of
hypochondria, conscious histrionics and malingering, and unconscious rebellion against her
father. Early in her life, Mary established a pattern of claiming to be gravely ill and then
dramatically recovering; she seems to have discovered that such behavior unfailing attracted that
attention, sympathy, and concern of her family and friends.”271 That is an astonishing statement,
for a close reading of the Eddy and Baker letters does not even remotely lead to any of the above
conclusions; in fact the letters lead to a very different conclusion. As will be cited later, Eddy’s
niece was taught to consider her aunt during this general period a “suffering saint,” not a strongwilled shrew. Fraser’s sole example was from the first line only of this letter from Eddy to her
friend, Augusta Holmes Swasey in 1841:
Oh! the monotony of books, books, with an agreeable variety of pain; surely Augusta, I
could say with Biron[sic], ‘it be hardly life, to bear within myself this barrenness of
spirit’ was it not for absent friends, and those near me too, and this sweet, cherrished
rememberance, comes oer my spirits like a spell, and the only cloud that can forego this,
is the thoughts of a lingering disease. To die, is almost denied me! but why complain?
will not he[sic] that tempers the wind be the shorn Lamb, be mindful of me also? Yes
Augusta, I know it; and I will try to rally my spirits and congratulate you on your heroism
last evening, and I shall call you the heroine too, of that group of ladies that deserve a
monument[.] How I should enjoyed being by your side, doing good; making cold hearted
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man raise his standard of female excelence, still higher.

This “romantic melancholy,” to use Peel’s term, is not the norm in Eddy’s early letters or the
Baker letters. Far more common are the following examples:
Eddy – George S. Baker, September 9, 1835 (age 14):
. . . my health at presant is improveing slowly and I hope by dieting and being careful to
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sometime regain it. . . .

Abigail Baker – George S. Baker, August 5, 1836:
Mary has been able to attend school all summer. This is more than we could have
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expected once from her usual state of health. . . .

Martha Baker – George S. Baker, July 18, 1837:
Tilton[’]s partner Colby was married the 14th of July. . . . we did not attend on account of
Mary’s sickness. . . .
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[Mary] was taken ill again . . . which for a time, gave no signs of her recovery. In
addition to her former diseases her stomach became most shockingly cankered, and an
ulcer collected on her lungs, causing the most severe distress you can conceive of; the
physician with the family thought her cure impossible, but she has a good deal recovered
for two week past, and this morning was carried out to ride; tis possible she may yet
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enjoy her usual degree of health, but not without the utmost care, and exertion.

Martha Baker – George S. Baker, August 6, 1837:
Mary’s health at present, is about as it was when I wrote you last, and we have some hope
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that she will yet regain it.

Martha Baker – George S. Baker, October 15, 1837:
Mother has been quite sick for two weeks, caused by a violent attack of cold, which for
days produced serious symptoms of fever, but is not recovering. Mary’s health is
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gradually advancing on bread and water.

Albert Baker – George S. Baker, November 2, 1837:
278

I received a letter from Abi, all well but Mary. She has had another ill turn.

Abigail Baker Tilton – George S. Baker, October 13, 1838:
Mary spent the last week with me and appears quite comfortable, but the poor girl can
never enjoy life as most of us can should she live any time, and this is altogether
uncertain. It surely is with all of us but it seems to be more so with her, since she retains
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life only by dieting and brushing, and all such simple expedients.

Albert Baker – Eddy and other sisters, January 29, 1840:
But my joy was saddened, upon reading in your postscript, that Mary’s health is again in
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danger. I pray she will be careful. . . .

Albert Baker – Eddy, February 16, 1840 (emphasis added):
I received a letter from Mrs. Tilton, yesterday, with sad intelligence in relation to your
health. I hope she may have exaggerated, and that your sufferings are not so severe as my
fears represent them. I wish I were with you, though perhaps I could be of no possible
service to alleviate your distress. Still it would afford me pleasure to be with you and
assure you of my sympathies, even if they were of no avail.
But though I am denied the satisfaction of administering to your necessities, personally, I
doubt not that those around your bedside, ready to do all, and more than all that you may
ask or need, and, what is worth still more to you, take a pleasure in doing it, I hope your
usual fortitude may not have deserted you; and that amidst the depth of your
sufferings, you may receive the satisfaction, to feel, that however great may be your
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afflictions, it is for your good,—that the chastisement is inflicted by that Hand which is
never laid upon us but in mercy, though it may appear in anger.
I hope you may yet enjoy health, but whatever may be your lot, I pray you to reflect upon
it, with calmness and resignation. The ways of Providence are inscrutable, but however
far above us, I rely with entire confidence in the justice of God; and whatever may
happen to me, for good or for evil, I see the same hand in it all, and seeing it, I can say no
less, than that God rules, let the earth submit.
But don’t give up on your hope of recovery. I know a young lady whose sufferings have
far exceeded yours, but is not in he prospect of health. Her complaints are almost entirely
281
like yours.

(Albert Baker’s reference to Eddy’s “usual fortitude” certainly does not sound like the picture of
her presented by Milmine, one who was a witch of a little girl who would have a tantrum and
hysterical fit amidst alleged illness just to get her way.)
Albert Baker – Eddy, December 24, 1840:
I think I have never answered your good and kind letter written while in Concord, in
which were those lines acknowledging far more than I ever deserved. But it speaks the
goodness of your heart, and was worth more to me than money, certainly. In point of
literary taste, and skill in execution, I think they excel anything I have seen of yours. Be
careful that you do not sacrifice too often at the shrine of the muses. Your health is of
paramount importance, yet, though you may think yourself pretty well. I beg you to be
282
careful.

Eddy poem “Improm[p]tu to health,” November 23, 1841 (about five weeks after the death of
her brother, Albert):
O! health, for thee I languish,
Thy absence makes me mourn;
Joy dwelleth not with anguish—
283
Nor cometh with the morn!
If silent suffering is no proof—
Will not an early tomb—
Dear record to the truth,
That I was made to mourn?
Oh! then will friendship’s tear—
Moisten the cold damp earth,
That rests upon my bier,
When I have passed from earth?
Or only as some fated blank,
That leaves behind no trace,—
Shall I forgotten lie
Torn from the world’s embrace!
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It matters not—it matters not,
Who then shall mourn, or bless the blow;
The spirit to its Maker flown
284
Careth for naught below.

Eddy – George S. Baker, July 21, 1843 from Haverhill NH after a long stage coach journey:
I reached here about 6 o’clock P.M. was the only passenger inside, and such a sky-rocket
adventure I never had; some times I really thought I was at least midway between heaven
and earth, till the driver’s shrill whistle, or a more tolerable road would restore my
285
senses! . . . You cannot know how lame and unwell I felt yesterday; . . .

Eddy – Albert Case, editor of the Odd Fellows publication, The Covenant, March 10, 1847 (and
quoted in the June, 1847 issue):
I am hopefully recovering after six months suffering.

This published but little known letter is significant. With the possible exception of Eddy’s effort
at teaching in a nascent Kindergarten, her sole means of earning money—and the self-respect
that comes from being financially self-sufficient—was through her writing. A checklist of her
early published writings during this period reveals that she published something in the local
newspaper or in an Odd Fellows or Masonic periodical in every one of the 32 months from
December, 1845 through July, 1848, with the following exceptions: January 1846; June and July,
1846; December 1846 through April 1847; October, 1847; December 1847, and May, 1848.
Thus, Eddy made a determined effort to earn money the only way she could, and the hiatus,
December 1846 to April 1847, corresponding roughly to the above letter about her six months of
suffering,286 shows how ill she must have felt for her to lay aside her pen and only source of
income and self-respect. It is instructive to compare the fairly consistent effort by Eddy to have
regularly published articles and poems during this period to Edwin Dakin’s predictably
dismissive characterization of these writings: “Her literary ambitions did not die with the passing
of young Glover, and she continued her contributions to local journals after she returned north as
a widow with a posthumous child. These effusions were, of course, extremely spasmodic in their
production—their chances for preservation in the thin periodicals of the day were at the same
time precarious. But they at least afforded their author a pastime.”287
George Baker-Martha Rand, July 15, 1847 [George and his sister were traveling in the White
Mountains]:
Mary appears to gain strength and her health to improve as we journey, and I hope and
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trust it may yet continue thus as we proceed until our return.

Abigail Baker [mother]-George S. Baker, December 26, 1847:
. . . . but would just say that Mary has not been able to make her Bed since you [saw
289
her?] though she is able to sit and work.

Eddy – George S. Baker, January 22, 1848:
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You spoke of my lameness. Dr. Benton told me I should be well in a few days. I am now
of the opinion that my old pains are centering in the right kidney and that is in some way
connected with the swelling I had in my right side last spring. I think it will event as it did
with Albert Tho’ I am now better and can move around the house pretty comfortably
perhaps it will all work off. Anyhow I shant care much so long as I am free from the
horrors of dyspepsia. . . . [Eddy seems to be saying she expects to die since her brother
290
Albert died from kidney disease.]

Eddy – Martha Pilsbury, March 5, 1848:
Your most excellent letter had its warm welcome last week, and should have been
answered the very day I receive it but that I was sick with a cold—of from which I am
recovering and able to attend Church today. . . . I feel as if I must begin something this
summer, if my health is sufficient. I am weary working my way through life from the
291
middle to the end.

Eddy – Martha Rand Baker, March 20 or 29, 1848 (the date is not clear on the original):
Be careful of your own health to preserve it, tis the greatest of earthly blessings and
without which little else can be enjoyed. My own health is poor this Spring, the
consequence of the season only, I hope. . . . And I trust the future has stores of joy for
you; and with life in its endless vicissitudes let us ever remember, there is one ‘who
careth for us’—too wise to err, too good to be unkind. On Him you may rely, and find a
father and friend. . . . Please excuse this hasty scrawl George has been constantly at my
292
elbow, which must account for the execution.

Note: at Longyear Museum is a list of bills paid on Eddy’s behalf to local physician, Dr. Mark
Woodbury293. The time period runs from December 28, 1848 to February 8, 1850. One
particularly busy month was February, 1849. Under the heading “visit & med” are the following
dates in February: 6, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 21. There was also a call to see her on the 26th. As we
can see, Dr. Woodbury saw Eddy four days in a row and prescribed pills or other treatment.
Abigail Baker [mother] – George S. Baker, August 7, 1849:
Mary has been absent Seven weeks in Warner and Dr. Whiden and its vicinity and we
hope she may be releiv’d from her distresses [;] the Dr sayes she could not live long as
294
she was.

Martha Pilsbury – George and Martha Rand Baker, August 10, 1851:
We are all quite well now excepting dear Mary—her health is very feeble—much more
295
so than last year, and we fear she will never be as well again.

Martha Pilsbury – Martha Rand Baker, January 4, 1852:
Was then sent for to take care of sister Mary, for she having been taken much worse
immediately after I left home. I left Ellen with her aunt Walker in order to give her my
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entire care—Mary Neal, (better known to you perhaps as Kitty) remaining with Mother
[Elizabeth Patterson Baker]. Found her very sick, from one of her most severe attacks of
dispepsia, liver-complaint and nervous disease. It would be impossible to point out the
changes, or trace the progress of disease down to the present time, or describe the hopes
and fears, doubts and expectations that have affected us respecting the result, during this
long period of continued suffering, having been all the time confined to the room and
bed, except when possibly able to be helped into a carriage to ride. And what can I say of
her now? How tell you, that after so long and inconceivable suffering, though still living,
and perhaps doomed to yet longer and greater affliction by an all-wise but inscrutable
Providence, yet, that there is scarcely a ray of hope left us of her recovery. Her strength
gradually fails, and all the powers of life seems yielding to the force of disease.
O Martha! It would move the sternest soul, and make mortality shrink, to witness the
agony she often endures, while it pierces a sister’s heart, with a pang that only affection
296
can feel, or can endure.

Eddy – Daniel Patterson, April 29, 1853:
I am sick — Wed. Afternoon my illness increased so that I could retain nothing on the
stomach. I have not been able to since but a short time. Neuralgia in the spine and
stomach seems to be the cause, producing a state of nervous inflam[m]ation. My
sufferings are at times extreme[.] I do want to see you. I know not what this attack may
result in, but one thing I pray, that it may be the divine will that I am not to languish out
months on a sick bed; nevertheless, “not my will but Thine be done.”
My only relief is to take morphine which I so much disapprove. I have not had a
Physician except a call from cousin Willie Chamberlain who is at home now to see his
Mother. I have little confidence in him, he is mere boy—If tis greatly disadvantageous to
you, to come over Sabbath even if you should get this in time, do not come, but let me
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hear from you. I am too weak to write more at this time[.]

Eddy – Daniel Patterson, May 2, 1853:
[She is vastly better since the last letter and wishes she had not sent the prior letter to
alarm him.]
“I will now say I am sitting up two hours and my worst symptoms are greatly relieved.
My strength is very much exhausted by my sufferings.—I shall require time to restore
this—
I have not called a Physician but receive counsel of Dr. Morrill; the practice has been all
my own, and considering the severe attack, my previous debility, and chronic complaints,
I think we managed a little wisely for me to be on the list of recovery today. Cold water
and homeopathic remedies have been the Hygein only. My dear sister Mrs. Tilton and
friends all have done every thing I told them to do—Malapropos. Father has sold his
pony and when I get able to ride think you I can jolt to Franklin in the omnibus?
But perhaps you will be back by then! When I was last there your windows were thrown
open in the process of house cleaning I suppose, It really looked somehow I can scarce
describe, when I first saw it. But death has been there—
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Yea, hope and despondency are the twin sisters of earth, and the smile and tear follow
each other in quick succession. Till The song and dirge like the music of old ocean ebb
and flow, dashing its surges upon the diminishing sand of life, till worn away—O, why
298
should the spirit of mortal be proud?

Martha Pilsbury – George S. Baker, April 27, 1856:
[After lamenting that Daniel Patterson was unable to pay her interest on his loan, which
she very much needed, Pilsbury added:] Mary has been sick several months and I expect
they are brought to absolute want! He [Daniel Patterson] has done no work and takes
299
care of her alone.

Daniel Patterson — James Patterson [his brother], July 23, 1856:
My health is much improved since I wrote you last—but my wife is no better[;] she
passed a sleepless night the last and is suffering more today— I have not a young girl
wholly unfit to take care of her and I have to take most of it myself but yet I get a little
time to be out and attend to some things which is a great relief to me after so long
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confinement[.] My work is all behind hand.

Martha Baker Pilsbury - Martha Rand Baker, June 6, 1857:
Abis visit to Mary has been constantly before my mind. I long to hear the particulars in a
letter from her. I hope it will not make dear Abi worse, though such a picture of suffering
and misery is enough to break a sisters heart. But Mary! poor child—Alas what words
can express her condition[.] Everything is nought compared to that. One year and a half
confined to her bed, and perhaps now there is not even hope that she will ever be able to
rise again, though how long life may last, God only knows[.] Oh may she yet feel to trust
301
His goodness.

Eddy note in her scrapbook, apparently from 1850s:
[After writing of her mother and husband, now both deceased:] I shall soon follow.

Eddy note in her scrapbook, April 2, 1857:
Mother waits for me in the far beyond and through the discipline, the darkness and the
trials of life, I am walking unto her.

Only in complete and total ignorance of the above Baker family and Eddy letters could Fraser
continue: “Mary herself seemed relatively unconcerned by the grim prospect of suffering and
death that she dangled before her loved ones. As a teenager, she wrote to a friend that she was
suffering ‘an agreeable variety of pain,’ and her physical ills rarely seem to have kept her from
the activities she enjoyed: writing poetry and letters, reading, and visiting friends. It seems
implausible that the illnesses of her youth were ever organic or potentially serious.”

136

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
What were Eddy’s illnesses? How serious were they? As referenced above, the question is asked
whether the illnesses were psychosomatic (i.e., not “real”) or organic (and therefore deemed
“real”) or a mixture of the two? These questions have been debated by Eddy biographers since
Milmine and Wilbur. Let’s start with the question of what the illnesses were. For that we should
start with the best primary sources available, the Eddy and Baker letters. Drawing largely from
the above excerpts, which were designed to illustrate Eddy’s physical condition, here are the
various medical conditions cited in the first half of Eddy’s life (which necessarily repeats some
of the excerpts given above):
Martha Baker – George S. Baker, July 18, 1837:
[Mary] was taken ill again . . . which for a time, gave no signs of her recovery. In addition to her
former diseases her stomach became most shockingly cankered, and an ulcer collected on her
lungs, causing the most severe distress you can conceive of; the physician with the family thought
her cure impossible, but she has a good deal recovered for two week past, and this morning was
carried out to ride; tis possible she may yet enjoy her usual degree of health, but not without the
302
utmost care, and exertion.

Eddy – George S. Baker, January 22, 1848:
You spoke of my lameness. Dr. Benton told me I should be well in a few days. I am now of the
opinion that my old pains are centering in the right kidney and that is in some way connected with
303
the swelling I had in my right side last spring.

Martha Pilsbury – Martha Rand Baker, January 4, 1852:
Was then sent for to take care of sister Mary, for she having been taken much worse immediately
after I left home. . . . Found her very sick, from one of her most severe attacks of dyspepsia, liver304
complaint and nervous disease.

Eddy – Daniel Patterson, April 29, 1853:
I am sick — Wed. Afternoon my illness increased so that I could retain nothing on the stomach. I
have not been able to since but a short time. Neuralgia in the spine and stomach seems to be the
305
cause, producing a state of nervous inflam[m]ation.

Eddy scrapbook, May 7, 1857:
Thursday} I slept very little last night in consequence of memory and wounded feelings. My spine
is so weak and inflam[m]atory that the least mental emotion gives me suffering that language
cannot depict. Then the debility which follows seems nearly as distressing. Oh! how long must I
bear this burden life? This long and lingering passage through darkness and dull decay, uncheered
by many of life’s last solaces even till now.

Daniel Patterson – P. P. Quimby, October 16, 1861, regarding his wife, Eddy:
My wife has been an invalid for a number of years[;] is not able to sit up but a little. . . .
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Eddy – Phineas P. Quimby, May 29, 1862:
I have been sick 6 years with spinal inflam[m]ation, and its train of suffering — gastric and
307
billious[sic].

Eddy – James Patterson [brother-in-law], ca. November, 1862:
I have had so much pain & slept so little with this carbuncle that I have quite a fever. . . . I
cannot live here as sick as I am[.] My head pains me so much and a noise [word(s) struck
through] from the kitchen under me makes it worse. I hope soon to be better[.] The Dr's patients
tell me all difficult cases are worse after a time some with divers maladies[.] I have lost no faith
308
even if I am worse[.]

Eddy – Phineas P. Quimby, January 31, 1863:
I have not been as well for several days — have a pain and soreness in the stomach and spine
opposite the stomach. My food increases it. When I returned I ate just as the family did, and the
three meals of rich food added to the fatigue of my journey[,] revived [?] the old error that such
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things hurt me.

Eddy – Phineas P. Quimby, March 10, 1863:
I am suffering somewhat from old habits, pain in the back and stomach, a cold just now, and
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billious [sic].

Eddy – Phineas P. Quimby, September 14, 1863:
I have had little appetite, and not rested well nights for two weeks. Now my food distresses me,
311
pain between shoulders, and faintness at my stomach.

Eddy – Phineas P. Quimby, April 24, 1864:
Please attend to my case when you get this; dyspepsia and constipation; two bug-bears that Miss
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Jarvis has just got rid of and saddled on to me.

Eddy – Phineas P. Quimby, May 1864:
But as I took Miss Jarvis’ heat I found in it her fears, and those made me frightened but my heat
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contained the first of my ideas, that was, the old spinal complaint.
So my attack was immensely severe of pain in the back[.]

Eddy – Julius A. Dresser, February 15, 1866 (after fall in Lynn on February 1, 1866):
. . . the terrible spinal affection from which I have suffered so long and hopelessly; a paralysis of
the bowels and digestive functions are the worst sufferings I have at present. . . . I can walk some,
314
the internal trouble is all, a want of action[.]
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We saw earlier that Ann True Ambrose and Myra Smith Wilson, representing recollections of
the 1840s and the late 1850s, respectively, recalled Eddy’s digestive problems (dyspepsia), since
she had a very distinct regimen for attempting to treat her digestive ailments. Some have
mistakenly believed that Eddy’s main concern was her dyspepsia, an ailment that can be
downplayed today as being a relatively minor problem.315
Regardless of the primitive nature of medicine in the mid-nineteenth century, as we saw above,
the following letter from Abigail Baker to her son George S. Baker, August 7, 1849, illustrates
that at least one doctor believed that Eddy’s physical problems were serious to the point of being
life threatening, after Eddy had been gone for almost two months visiting that out-of-town
physician to obtain relief:
Mary has been absent Seven weeks in Warner and Dr. Whiden and its vicinity and we
hope she may be releiv’d from her distresses [;] the Dr sayes she could not live long as
316
she was.

Note that there is no indication that the family considered Eddy’s physical problems to be due to
hysteria or anything related to it.
Actually, Eddy’s greatest fear clearly was her spinal condition, not dyspepsia. In her letter to
Dresser above, she emphasized “the terrible spinal affection from which I have suffered so long
and hopelessly.” In the same letter she then recited the problems then plaguing her, “a paralysis
of the bowels and digestive functions are the worst sufferings I have at present. . . . the internal
troubles is all, a want of action[.]” Thus, she was suffering from constipation and digestive
problems at that moment, but of the two long standing problems—“spinal affection” or
dyspepsia—the former was her greatest torment and fear. As she wrote in 1857: “My spine is so
weak and inflam[m]atory that the least mental emotion gives me suffering that language cannot
depict.”
In Eddy’s first letter to Quimby, May 29, 1862, it was her spinal condition that she focused on.
In Chapter 7, we shall see Eddy’s extensive account of her first visit to Quimby as preserved in
all three locations of Quimby papers, Library of Congress, Boston University, and Houghton
Library. The account was reproduced in Dresser’s QMSS but it was not attributed to Eddy, even
though in my opinion the internal evidence clearly shows that Eddy wrote it.317 In the version in
the BU papers, she wrote (as preserved and transcribed by others in the Quimby coterie): “In my
first interview I asked him if he could cure the spinal disease.” Again, her focus was on her
spinal problem, not her digestive problem. Nonetheless, she did go to exceptional lengths to
control her diet to treat her dyspepsia. As early as age 14, Eddy wrote her brother, George S.
Baker, above:
. . . my health at presant is improveing slowly and I hope by dieting and being careful to
318
sometime regain it. . . .

Probably even earlier she wrote her poem, “Resolution for the Morning”:
I’ll form resolutions, with strength from on high,
Such physical laws to obey,
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As reasons with appetite, pleasures deny,
That health may my efforts repay;
I’ll go to the alter[sic] of God and pray
That the reconciled smiles of His son,
May illumine my path through the wearisome day,
319
And cheer me with hope when it’s done;

Martha wrote to George in 1837, also above,
Mary’s health is gradually advancing on bread and water.

In the first edition of her book, Science and Health, she wrote autobiographically in the mid1870s:
When quite a child, we adopted the Graham system for dyspepsia, ate only bread and
vegetables, and drank water, following this diet for years; we became more dyspeptic,
however, and of course thought we must diet more rigidly; so we partook of but one meal
in twenty-four hours, and this consisted of a thin slice of bread, about three inches square,
without water; our physician not allowing us with this simple meal, to wet our parched
lips for many hours thereafter; whenever we drank, it produced violent retchings. Thus
we passed most of our early years, as many can attest, in hunger, pain, weakness and
starvation. At length we learned that while fasting increased the desire for food, it spared
none of the sufferings occasioned by partaking of it, and what to do next, having already
exhausted the medicine men, was a question. After years of suffering, when we made up
our mind to die, our doctors kindly assuring us this was our only alternative, our eyes
were suddenly opened, and we learned suffering is self-imposed, a belief, and not
320
truth.

Elmira Smith Wilson told of this in her 1907 affidavit (which also illustrated that Eddy’s
problems were dismissed by some of the locals):
Mrs. Patterson was a good woman and uniformly kind to me, I loved her and I am sure
she loved me, I think she was misunderstood, everybody around us was rugged and
strong and did not seem to have patience with her, implying at times that her inability to
eat certain things was a notion, I well remember of being influenced myself of this
insinuation and so one day without her knowledge prepared her food with a very little
butter—one of the things she could not eat—and after her meal she remarked “From the
way I feel I should think I had eaten something with butter in it if I did not know
321
differently”, however, I never deceived her after this as I knew she did suffer from it.

While the above account treats the two conditions as separate, Eddy believed there was a link
between them. As she wrote to Daniel Patterson, above,
Neuralgia in the spine and stomach seems to be the cause, producing a state of nervous
inflam[m]ation. My sufferings are at times extreme[.]

Having seen the above, can we determine whether Eddy’s conditions psychosomatic? That is not
a question that can be answered definitively at this late date. The above letters reflect a range of
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physical problems, so it is not a matter of making one simple diagnosis and then deciding
whether the condition was or was not psychosomatic. Nonetheless, at least some of the
symptoms certainly appear to be psychosomatic. When Eddy wrote to Quimby, “I am so
excitable,” that seems to be her way of understanding that she was physically affected by her
mental or emotional state. (As we will see in Chapter Five, Sarah Turner, the niece of the
Cheneys, would later refer to Eddy’s “extreme nervousness” in the 1850s. A few other
reminiscences for that era use the term “nervous” as well.)
Peel records in Discovery that Mary Beecher Longyear had interviewed old Rumney residents
and had heard the account of a day when Eddy while living there had asked assistance to take her
into the local village assembly hall. When told that no one was available to assist her, she
proceeded to walk in herself.322 Certainly some locals took such an event to mean that she was
faking it, but a more realistic assessment appears to be that she suffered from certain conditions,
some of which were indeed psychosomatic, and that at times through human will she could
overcome for a short time her invalidism. The psychosomatic theory of much of her invalidism
can be used to explain her fairly quick (if not complete) healing when she first met Quimby in
1862. Whereas Eddy had to be carried to her room when she first arrived to see Quimby on
October 10, by about November 7, she had published in the local Portland Evening Courier this
account of her illness and quick recovery in less than a week:
Three weeks’ since, and I quitted my nurse and sick-room en route for Portland. The
belief of my recovery had died out of the hearts of those who were most anxious for it.
With this mental and physical depression I first visited P. P. Quimby, and in less than one
week from that time I ascended by a stairway of one hundred and eighty-two steps to the
dome of the City Hall, and am improving ad infinitum.

It is outside the scope of this book to analyze whether Quimby and Eddy only helped those with
psychosomatic conditions, but certainly the above account of healing of lameness is of a
condition that is commonly considered psychosomatic in nature—especially lameness of women
in the mid-nineteenth century. It is clear that in the published literature of Quimby’s writings and
Christian Science are to be found reports of healing that, as reported, go well outside of realm of
psychosomatic medicine.
Fraser wrote on this issue, however, but with too great a facility:
The complaints that frequently kept Mary home from school and waited on by her parents
and older siblings are now recognized as classic nineteenth-century manifestations of
psychosomatic illnesses. In From Paralysis to Fatigue: A History of Psychosomatic
Illness in the Modem Era, the historian Edward Shorter argues that "the symptom
pool"—a group of complaints associated with a specific historical period-changed as
advances were made in medical knowledge and as fads and fashions in medicine,
influenced both by the wider culture and by physicians themselves, came and went. In the
eighteenth century, hysterical paralysis and catatonia were common, and in the
nineteenth, neurasthenia, or nervous exhaustion, became a catch-all diagnosis. The young
Mary Baker was diagnosed on various occasions as suffering from spinal irritation,
neuralgia, dyspepsia, stomach cankers, and ulcers, all symptoms that were eventually to
come under the umbrella of neurasthenia. The diagnosis became ever more popular,
sparing families the far more painful, distressing labels associated with mental illness.
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Most biographers, historians, and critics who are not affiliated with the Christian Science
323
Church have recognized Eddy's illnesses as psychosomatic.

As stated above, while it does appear that some of Eddy’s illnesses in her early years were
psychosomatic (in keeping with a great many other young women of that era), it is not at all clear
that all of her conditions were of a psychosomatic nature. Fraser’s reference to neurasthenia is
somewhat ironic, since the creator of that term, Dr. George M. Beard, in 1869, began by
considering it mainly a problem of males. However, in time, its diagnosis changed and it was
commonly attributed to females. The problem with Fraser’s “catch-all diagnosis” is that the
broad range of maladies that might be considered part of neurasthenia—which was generally
seen as causing fatigue and listlessness—was so broad and vague that far too many conditions
could be considered neurasthenic that in fact had nothing to do with it. That is one of the chief
reasons that the diagnosis of neurasthenia is no longer used today. While the term may have been
popular in order for families to avoid more specific labels, as Fraser stated, that would have been
several decades after the years Eddy lived with her family.
Edward Shorter in his book makes some important points that relate to the study of Eddy’s early
years. He begins his Preface with the following statement:
It should be emphasized at the beginning that from the patient's viewpoint psychosomatic
problems qualify as genuine diseases. There is nothing imaginary or simulated about the
patient's perception of his or her illness. Although the symptom may be psychogenic, the
pain or the grinding fatigue is very real. The patient cannot abolish the symptoms by
obeying the simple injunction to “pull up your socks,” for what he or she experiences is
caused by the action of the unconscious mind, over which he or she by definition has no
rational control. Thus this book does not view patients with “somatoform” symptoms as
bizarre objects but as individuals who enjoy the dignity that all disease confers; our task,
is rather to understand why the kinds of psychosomatic symptoms that patients perceive
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change so much over the ages.

On the next page, Shorter gave his own definition of psychosomatic illness:
Psychosomatic illness is any illness in which physical symptoms, produced by the action
of the unconscious mind, are defined by the individual as evidence of organic disease and
for which medical help is sought. This process of somatization comes in two forms. In
one no physical lesion of any kind exists and the symptoms are literally psychogenic;
that is to say, they arise in the mind. In the second an organic lesion does exist, but the
patient's response to it—his or her illness behavior—is exaggerated or inappropriate.
Culture intervenes in both forms, legislating what is legitimate, and mandating what
constitutes an appropriate response to disease. Our late-twentieth-century culture, for
example, which values individual dynamism, regards physical paralysis and sudden
"coma" (both common before 1900) as inappropriate responses.

Later in the book, Shorter addressed the issue of “spinal” irritation that affected an abnormally
large number of young women in the nineteenth century:
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The modern medical shaping of psychosomatic symptoms did not really begin with the
eighteenth-century diagnoses of hysterical and hypochondriacal disorders. These terms
were far too general to suggest any specific disease presentation. Also, hysterical
disorders in the eighteenth century were mainly fits, and fits had been around for
hundreds of years, a product of popular belief in demonic possession unrelated to medical
views. The shaping of somatization begins with the diagnosis of spinal irritation in the
1820s. This pseudodisease, which flourished in medical diagnostics until the 1870s and
beyond, offered the first modern instance of a cultural shaping of patients' symptoms, in
this case with the doctor acting as the agent of the culture.
On the patient's part, spinal irritation meant a sensitivity to sensation in the general area
of the back ("the spine"), as well as the belief that far-distant peripheral symptoms were
caused by an invisible but nonetheless real disease of the spinal cord. On the doctor's
part, spinal irritation represented the belief that a local irritation of the cord was
responsible for the patient's other symptoms via reflected action. . . . spinal irritation was
a disease almost exclusive to young women. Spinal irritation was a particularly
appropriate diagnosis for an era in which young women were seen as waiting passively
for marriage and for the events of life to sweep them along, because it called for the
patients to lie flat on their backs for months. . . .
Another London surgeon, Frederic Skey of St. Bartholomew's Hospital, looked back in
1855 upon past decades of spinal illness. He mentioned the ease with which hysteria
patients could reproduce the symptoms of true neurological affections, leading to
misdiagnoses and inappropriate treatment:
“There is no locality more fruitful of this error than that of the spine. Within twenty years
of the present time, our sea-bathing places of resort were crowded by hundreds of young
women who were confined to the horizontal or semirecumbent posture for years, were
excluded from society, debarred their education, restricted in their natural food, and
compelled to adopt the miserable substitute of a medicated diet for years, simply because
a hot sponge created a sensation of uneasiness, or, if you prefer it, of pain, at a given
vertebra. . . . Now true disease of the spinal column is very rare in any class of society;
but these cases were one and all cases of hysteria—cases of impaired health in young
women, varying in age from seventeen to twenty-five. . . . Diseases of the spine were the
325
rage and fashion of the day.”

None of this proves that Eddy’s spinal condition was psychosomatic, and it has been suggested
that she was injured during childbirth. Nonetheless, her description of her spinal affliction is
consistent with the countless other young women of her day who were lame or had similar
problems. It is also perhaps worth repeating that of the healers of the day, including Quimby and
Newton, it appears the most common ailment cured was lameness, which was a corollary
symptom of the common belief of spinal affliction.
Many stories were given at this time (1906-1907) alleging that Eddy during her illnesses in her
Sanbornton Bridge years was rocked to sleep in a “cradle” while ill. It is known that a swing was
set up into which Eddy was placed during her illnesses, and the swing was pushed by locals.326 It
is perhaps significant that we saw earlier in this chapter a reputed statement from Priscilla Noyes
that referred to Eddy’s bed equipped with rockers as a “cradle,” so that the “cradle” and the bed

143

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
with rockers attached were one and the same. In comparison, the account of an actual “cradle”
perhaps reached its reductio ad absurdum in this comment by Gail Parker in 1970:
Mrs. Eddy was unable to care for her only child, and eventually allowed his nurse to
adopt him, while she spent the months immediately following parturition being rocked by
327
an attendant in an adult-sized cradle she insisted her father build for her.

The “nurse” in question married in 1845 and was gone for several years.328 In 1851, she was
living in North Groton where Eddy’s son was then sent. (This history is given in detail later in
this chapter.) There was never any record of an adoption and Eddy certainly never authorized
one. The accounts of rocking Eddy in a bed with rockers attached appear to all be from about
1850 or later. There is no record of such a contraption shortly after Eddy gave birth, nor is there
any record of Eddy insisting that her father build her one. Milmine alleges that locals in Franklin
remember Dr. Patterson riding into Franklin with a wagon loading the cradle in question (this
would be about 1853), but as is often the case in Milmine | Cather, the sources are not given
other than a vague reference to “older residents” of Franklin. In comparison, Milmine in her
1904 manuscript, wrote this:
On one occasion it is said that Mrs. Tilton, to keep peace in the family, was obliged to
have rockers made and fitted to her sister’s bed, that she might be rocked to sleep at
night. Mrs. Glover had been in the habit of being rocked to sleep by John Varney, the
hired man. To break up thus custom rockers were fitted to the bed, which then resembled
an enormous cradle. When the rockers had been added Mrs. Glover insisted that John’s
hand should do the rocking.

One example of a local lad who rocked Eddy’s bed contraption was William Lang, born June 16,
1844, who said that he used to push Eddy in the swing.329 Based on his date of birth, this likely
would have been about 1850 or later, when Eddy was often ill. Later when McClure’s printed the
allegation that Eddy was swung and put in a large cradle and that her father put out tan bark on
the road to reduce the noise of passing wagons, Eddy simply responded: “The various stories told
by McClure’s Magazine about my father spreading the road in front of his house with tan-bark
and straw, and about persons being hired to rock me, I am ignorant of. Nor do I remember any
such stuff as Dr. Patterson driving into Franklin, N.H., with a couch or cradle for me in his
wagon. I only know that my father and mother did everything they could think of to help me
when I was ill.”330 Speaking of this time period, based on her own interviews with the Tilton
locals, Wilbur wrote in February, 1907, issue of her Human Life serial:
. . . Mrs. Glover was often confined to her bed for long periods, and her sister, who was
most affectionate and considerate, evolved a plan to give Mary a change from her
tiresome seclusion. A swing was made of chains covered with muslin, with strips of
muslin to support the back. Officer Wm. Lang of Tilton, who was then a boy of ten
[probably closer to seven or eight, since he was born June 16, 1844] living next door,
declares that he sometimes was employed to sway this swing, which he did by means of
an attached cord, he meanwhile sitting outside the door. Mrs. Noyes has said she
remembers a divan being fitted with rockers for Mary Glover; and that John Varney, Mr.
Tilton's hired man, used to rock her in this and also used to carry her to the family
carriage and drive her out. John Varney has been dead thirty years, but in his lifetime,
according to John Noyes, who was interviewed by the writer, he always spoke most
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respectfully and kindly of the little invalid, for whom he was glad to do anything in his
power. Mr. Noyes was a close friend of John Varney's at the time; and is today the oldest
living employee of the Tilton Mills, with which Mrs. Eddy's brother, George, was once
connected. Mrs. Eddy says today she does not remember ever being rocked to sleep in a
cradle, but if such were the case it was but part of the tender solicitude of her family, and
at all events her critics but give testimony to the divine power of Christian Science which
snatched her from the cradle and the grave.

John B. Noyes, whom we saw earlier, was a superintendent of the “lower mill” of the Tiltons for
many years, starting about 1846. He was born August 5, 1828. His younger wife, Priscilla
Hanaford Noyes, was born on October 22, 1832.331 Thus, despite her “written statement” to the
World that she knew Eddy when Eddy was fourteen and moved to Sanbornton Bridge in 1836,
Priscilla would have been only three years old at that time. Her comment that she rocked her
cradle when Eddy was as old as 35 is at least inaccurate since Eddy was age 35 in 1856, and
Eddy had moved away from Sanbornton Bridge after her marriage to Daniel Patterson in 1853. It
appears unlikely that Priscilla Noyes had much if any contact with Eddy after she became “Mrs.
Patterson” and moved to nearby Franklin, N.H. Nonetheless it is certainly possible that Priscilla
Noyes also pushed Eddy in her swing from time to time prior to Eddy’s marriage to Patterson.
(That Priscilla Noyes was known to the Baker family at some level, see the following stray
comment by Martha Pilsbury to her sister-in-law Martha Rand Baker, January 4, 1852,332
“Priscilla Hannaford[sic] was married to one of Mr. Tilton’s workmen, John Noyes.)
Not all of the witnesses fifty years later from this era were negative. Sarah French Battey, a
medical doctor who had turned Christian Scientist, wrote this letter to Eddy (now in MBEL),
dated November 10, 1907. After noting that she was meeting an 80-year old mother of an
acquaintance, she wrote:
Introducing the subject of Science, I found she was interested, and spoke of the [Next
Friends] suit and expressed great indignation at your persecutors. She then told me that
she has lived in Franklin when you lived there on the road to Tilton. She spoke of how
attractive your new home was then and how beautiful you made everything around you,
and how everyone in the neighborhood regretted so much to have you move away.

The World:
Eddy was reputedly addicted to morphine when young:
In a signed statement Mrs. Philbrook, who is the wife of a Methodist clergyman, says: “I
knew Mary Baker from the time she was fourteen. I knew of John Varney being sent for
to keep her from harming herself during her hysteria after taking morphine. It made her
crazy. I myself have gone to get the Lang boy to rock Mary Baker.
Mary behaved like a fiend in her sister’s house, and finally took on so that Mrs. Tilton’s
life was made miserable. To cap the climax, Mary accused her nephews and nieces of
stealing her watch, money and jewelry. Then it was that Mrs. Tilton ordered her from her
door. She had borne with Mary’s eccentricities until she could bear no more. She so hated
Mary throughout the balance of her life that she would not permit her family to notify
Mary of her illness when she was about to die, and begged that Mary might not informed

145

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
of her death until after she was buried. Mrs. Tilton even went to the length of sending
word to Deputy Sheriff Lang, begging him to restrain Mary if she attempted to attend her
funeral.”

Comments:
The allegation of Eddy becoming “crazy” due to morphine use will be discussed later in the
section on the same allegation in the McClure’s biographical serial, but the available historical
information provides a completely different view. As we saw above, no mention was made of the
morphine allegation or the Varney allegation in the Philbrook letters to Eddy or Milmine. The
alleged signed statement has not come to light and was not published in the World (such papers
from this era were not saved in the World archive at Columbia University).
In regard to Eddy behaving like a fiend in her sister’s house, there is only one potential outside
support for that allegation, and that source is somewhat of a mystery and seems dubious. At the
Longyear Museum, in material originally owned by Georgine Milmine (and apparently later
owned by John Dittemore), is a letter from a woman identified only as Catherine, to her niece, on
October 8, 1887: “The last I knew of Mrs Eddey[sic] she went off with Mr Barnes the Hotel
Keeper and was gone several days[;] when she returned Mr Tilton would not have her in the
house[.] Mrs T told me she stole Albert[’]s wife[’]s bracelets and never has been in her house
since.” This Catherine has not been identified. There is no Catherine or Katherine listed in the
Sanbornton Bridge or Tilton censuses for the decades in question. (In the 1887 letter she
mentioned girls Sarah and Mary as daughters, as a way of possibly identifying the source, but as
of the writing of this, no identification has been made by me.) Albert Tilton married Abbie
Gardner Day in 1866, and he died in 1870. In the 1870 census, before his death, he and his wife
were living in the Tilton family home. Abbie remarried, to a William Durgin (17 years older),
on November 27, 1873. Thus if Eddy had been in the Tilton household, and “stole[n]” a bracelet,
which would realistically have had to have been in the time period 1866 to early 1873. Eddy is
known to have visited Sanbornton Bridge|Tilton four times during that period: July|August, 1867
(when she was called to heal her niece Ellen); October, 1868 (a brief visit for the funeral of her
brother, Samuel); July, 1871 (a visit of about two weeks); and May 1872. In Sanbornton
Bridge|Tilton during those years was an Augustus Barnes, who in the censuses was alternately
shown as a Hotel Keeper and a stage driver. In the 1850 census he was shown with a wife and
five children. By the 1860 census and later, his wife was gone but he still had some children
living with him. Knowing Eddy’s sense of public propriety, the likelihood of her “running off”
with the local hotel keeper and then being kicked out of the house by her brother-in-law during a
relatively short visit, is indeed remote. For example, despite any later disaffection, Eddy’s niece,
Ellen Pilsbury (by then Ellen Pilsbury Philbrook) wrote of her aunt in 1899 to Professor Henry
M. Goddard: “. . .as to any immoralities I am quite sure there never were any.” (See below for
more on this letter.) If such an act had occurred, it does not seem possible that Eddy’s niece
would have been unaware of it, and certainly none of the Baker letters during these years refer to
such an episode.
In fact later letters to Eddy from her sister Abigail (the “Mrs. T[ilton]” above) do not suggest
such an event, banishment or estrangement. For example, on August 25, 1875, Abigail wrote
Eddy about paying off a bill related to Mark Baker’s estate (Eddy had received a letter, now in
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MBEL, from an Edwin Moorhouse written on June 15, 1875, alerting her to her portion due of
that bill):
Mrs. Tilton and Evelyn are very sick, but am in hope[?] they will improve so I may go to
Boston next week. If they are better will see you next Wednesday or Thursday, and pay
your claim on the Estate. You asked what I would give for the claim. Mary, I do not want
333
one cent and shall pay the claim in full.

Later, when Abigail received Eddy’s announcement of her marriage to Asa Eddy, she wrote to
her sister on February 5, 1877334, of her surprise. The letter to “My dear Mary” said, “When you
were last here, you seemed so happy, enjoyed your solitude so much.” (Abigail presumed that
Eddy liked her solitude so much, she would not want to marry again.) She finished the letter
with: “I hope your new situation will result in your happiness; that joy & peace be your portion
here, & a crown of rejoicing, hereafter, are the wishes of your sad–yet affectionate sister.” Some
three years later, on August 22, 1880, Abigail wrote a letter to Eddy while the latter was visiting
Concord, N.H. Eddy had written to Abigail from Concord, and Abigail responded right back,
hoping to contact her before she left that city. Abigail said that her husband had purchased the
cemetery plot of Martha for $15 and Abigail made a comparable offer to Eddy. She ended the
letter as follows: “Please answer me, at once, if you are in Concord, visit me when you come her
again. Yours affectionately—Abigail.”335
Did Eddy enter into Abigail’s house again, against the statement of “Catherine”? That is perhaps
a moot point, since Abigail clearly invited her to, but for the sake of the historical record it is not
absolutely clear; her reference to “when you were last here” suggests a visit inside Abigail’s
home sometime prior to Eddy’s wedding day of January 1, 1877, probably her visit in May,
1872.
On August 22, 1880, the same day that Abigail wrote to her sister, Eddy wrote to her son from
Concord:
Now dear Geo, I went to Tilton last week to see Mrs. Tilton and expected to meet Mrs.
Pillsbury (sister Martha) and Nell, and her husband as I learned they were there to pass
the summer. But I was disappointed in that, for they had left to return West two days
336
before I was there.

Obviously Eddy had not seen her sister by August 22, but that was the reason she went there.
Finally see the affidavit of Abbie Durgin, as recorded by Alfred Farlow:
In an affidavit given in 1906, Mrs. William Durgin, daughter-in-law of Mrs. Tilton,
makes the following statement: ‘My mother, Mrs. Tilton, always loved her (Mrs. Eddy),
and always spoke well of her. Mrs. Tilton never drove Mrs. Eddy out of her home, nor
did she forbid her coming to her funeral, as has been erroneously stated; to the contrary,
she always took pleasure in doing for Mrs. Eddy. Mrs. Tilton could not have given any
such instructions without my knowledge.
When Mrs. Eddy became interested in Christian Science she and Mrs. Tilton seemed to
drift apart; this perhaps was natural but there never was any grievance between them nor
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any known reason for separation. Mother was always very fond of Mrs. Eddy and always
thought she was just right.
In the last days of Mrs. Tilton’s illness she expressed a desire to send for Mrs. Eddy with
the hope that she might cure her, but friends talked against it and prevented her from
337
doing this.”

In regard to the theft question, the letter from “Catherine” claimed that Eddy stole a bracelet
from her nephew’s wife. In comparison, the World claimed that she accused her nieces and
nephew of stealing from her. Since Albert Tilton died in 1870, and his wife remarried in 1873, it
is not known whether the widowed young woman still lived with the Tilton’s after her husband
died. The reduced time span makes such an event even less likely.
The Baker family letters do not record any such behavior as was alleged by the World, although
in later years, when Eddy, as the youngest sister, took on the role of a religious leader who was
obsessed with her religious mission—a role that in her mind often demanded much of those
around her—she did become estranged from her sisters.338 Whether Abigail Baker insisted that
Eddy not be allowed to attend her funeral is not clear. In Martha Rand Baker’s reminiscences to
Christian Scientist Ray Perkins339 given below, she may have been too quick to smooth over an
eventual estrangement between Eddy and Abigail, but her comments are in line with the Abbie
Durgin comments above:
The story that Mrs. Tilton drove Mrs Eddy out of her home and gave special instructions
that Mrs Eddy should not attend her funeral is not true. When Mrs. Eddy took up
Christian Science and became absorbed in her Christian Science work, she and Mrs.
Tilton drifted apart, but they always loved each other dearly and there was never any
grievance between them.
In her last days Mrs. Tilton and I talked over her condition and Mrs. Tilton expressed a
desire that she would like to live a few years longer and would like to have Mrs. Eddy
come and treat her, but friends of the family talked against this plan and she did not send
for Mrs. Eddy.

From an earlier time, here is a sample letter from Eddy’s sister, Martha, to their sister-in-law
Martha Rand Baker, June 6, 1857, concerning Abigail’s visit to Eddy in North Groton:
Abi[’]s visit to Mary has been constantly before my mind. I long to hear the particulars in
a letter from her. I hope it will not make dear Abi worse, though such a picture of
suffering and misery is enough to break a sister[’]s heart. But Mary! poor child—Alas
what words can express her condition[.] Everything is nought compared to that. One year
and a half confined to her bed, and perhaps now there is not even hope that she will ever
be able to rise again, though how long life may last, God only knows[.] Oh may she yet
340
feel to trust His goodness.

Ten years later, Eddy visited her family, when her niece Ellen was extremely ill with enteritis
and possibly typhoid fever. According to Eddy (and the later statement of her sister-in-law
Martha Rand Baker)341, she healed her niece and brought her back to Massachusetts with her.
Ellen became disillusioned with her aunt after living in a rather impoverished condition with her
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and Eddy’s first student, Hiram Crafts.342 At this time, Abigail wrote a letter to her sister,
Martha, the mother of Ellen, on August 4, 1867, regarding a request by Eddy to find Eddy’s last
will and testament, which she had evidently left there while visiting:
I hope it is the last writings that she will ever intrust to my care. I am weary with her
unjust distracted conduct, and wish she would let me and mine rest from her
interruptions. I am willing always to do her good, if that would satisfy, but more — more
is always wanted. I have my private opinion that in the end no real good will result from
all the stir she has made about Ellen, but hope I am mistaken and great benefit will result
343
from her efforts yet.

Ellen Pilsbury’s letter to Goddard cited above included the following expanded comments:
344

In my childhood I was taught to regard “Aunt Mary” as a suffering saint.
I removed west before Christian Science became the Science it is.

In regard to her habits I never knew or heard of tobacco or opium; and as to any
immoralities I am quite sure there never were any.

This letter is important for a couple of reasons. First, since she was born in 1844—there are
conflicting dates of birth but in the 1850 census she is shown as being six years old, at which
time she was living with Eddy and her mother in the Mark Baker household—her “childhood”
was likely about the early 1850s through the early 1860s. She was taught by her mother and
perhaps other Baker family members that Eddy was a “suffering saint,” not a hysterical virago.
Second, she gave her first hand knowledge as well as the Baker family understanding about her
aunt with regard to any allegations of immorality and smoking or drug habits.345 (Ellen Philbrook
had no relation to Hannah Philbrook. Both were names by marriage.)
There is no independent record of Eddy accusing her sister’s children of stealing anything from
her. The World account does not make clear when Eddy would have been living with Abigail
Tilton and then expelled. Eddy lived with Abigail as late as the mid-1860s, but by 1864 she was
in Lynn with her husband. Abigail helped her sister move from North Groton to Rumney in
1860, and helped her visit Dr. Vail’s water cure facility in 1862, and then later to see Dr. P. P.
Quimby in October 1862. There is no record of Abigail expelling her from her house at any time.
As is apparent in this work, the World’s credibility in these accounts is slim, and the fact that
Philbrook did not mention this allegation in her many verifable letters to Eddy and Milmine
certainly gives further reason to give the alleged statement by Philbrook little credence,
especially since the actual evidence of these years indicates a completely different reality where
Eddy by her own epistolary statement disapproved of morphine. Later, in 1866, when Dr. Alvin
Cushing (1829-1912)346 gave Eddy morphine to quiet her pain during her move back to her home
after her fall, her immediate reaction to the drug suggested a body completely unacquainted with
morphine—the opposite of an abuser. Nonetheless, Bates-Dittemore quoted the alleged statement
by Philbrook in the World with complete credulity and then actually upped the ante with this
over-the-top speculation:
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How far the unquestionable change in character of the essentially high-minded if
occasionally rediculous Mary Baker was due to the use of morphine, how far her later
instability, her irrational terrors, her attacks of rage, and her increasing disregard for truth
were caused by this dark habit, will probably never be known, as the extent to which she
became its victim is uncertain. From the references scattered along her career, however, it
seems likely that she had to wage an almost lifelong battle against the habit, to which she
seems most nearly to have yielded during the sixties and seventies. That the drab
character of her surrounding, her ill health, and her repeated misfortunes should have
occasionally driven her to morphine for relief is not so surprising as that she surmounted
347
the disasters incident to its use even as well as she did.

The World:
The Baker family reputedly died of cancer:
Here follows a part of Mrs. Philbrook’s statement which bears directly upon the
allegation that Mrs. Eddy is now dying of cancer.
The Bakers ‘Cursed with Cancer.’
“All of the Bakers were cursed with cancer. It affected both sides of Mary Baker’s
family. Her father had a cancer cut from his face before he died, and I understand that her
mother was afflicted, although she died, I believe, of typhoid fever. Several of Mrs. Mark
Baker’s brothers and uncles died of the disease.
Four of Mrs. Eddy’s brothers and sisters died of cancer, and some of her nieces. Her
brothers, Samuel and George, died of cancer, and her sisters, Mrs. Abigail Tilton and
Mrs. Martha Pillsbury. And Mrs. Pillsbury’s daughter, Ellen, who became Mrs.
Philbrook, died of cancer.”
Mrs. Philbrook goes on to say, “Mary Baker was addicted to hysteria. Dr. Ladd, her
family physician, declined again and again to hasten to her side.[”]

Comments:
While Eddy appears to have been informed incorrectly when she said no members of her family
died of cancer, the above list appears to be excessive. (This statement was likely included
because the World was alleging falsely that Eddy was being treated in 1906 by a cancer
specialist.) See for example, the letter from Eddy’s cousin and one-time member of Congress,
Henry M. Baker, to the editor of Human Life magazine, January 7, 1907 (reproduced in the
February issue of that magazine):
MR. W. F. SMITH,
Human Life Publishing Company, Boston, Mass.
Dear Sir: Your letter of the 26th ult. has found me here. I am not now in Congress.
Mr. Mark Baker, Mary Baker G. Eddy's father, and Mrs. Baker, Mrs. Eddy's mother, both
died of typhoid fever. Mr. Albert Baker died from kidney disease.
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I do not believe Mrs. Eddy has or ever has had a cancer. I have had frequent opportunity
to see her, and never heard it intimated that she had any such trouble, except as I have
read in the papers or magazines, or heard it from those whose only information has been
hearsay and gossip. She is now in good health for one of her age, and her mind is strong
and active.
Mr. Mark Baker was not an ignorant man. He had quite the ordinary education for his
time and place, and was a man of great natural ability.
Yours very truly,
(Signed) HENRY M. BAKER.

Irving Tomlinson in his reminiscence recorded this letter from Alfred Farlow to Lewis Strang,
January 8, 1907:
Dear Mr. Strang:—I have just received the following statemen(t) from Mr. Tomlinson:
‘Mrs. Eddy’s cousin, the Hon. Henry M. Baker, called, and, in the course of our talk,
stated in substance that he did not know but that he had gotten himself into a box.
Sometime ago he said he received a letter from the Editor of Human Life, asking for the
facts concerning the cause of death of Mrs. Eddy’s family. Mr. Baker said that he told the
editor that two of Mrs. Eddy’s brothers and one of her sisters died of cancer. Mr. Baker
told me that the inquiry came to him and his reply was sent a day or two before Mrs.
Eddy’s answer to McClure’s came out. Gen. Baker said that these were facts which
could be obtained from the Bureau of Vital Statistics in the State House in Concord.’ I
gave the Hon. Henry M. Baker’s name to Sibyl Wilbur among others who I informed her
348
could speak kindly and justly of Mrs. Eddy.

Evidently Eddy was never informed of this, for later on in 1907, with the claim still being made
that Eddy’s family members had died of cancer349, Eddy made a request of Tomlinson, on May
28:
I wish you would write an article for our periodicals saying that it was false that any of
Mrs. Eddy's family had died of cancer, that I had investigated and found that not one of
them had died with this disease. Say by way of introduction that this is an out of date
subject and not of great interest and had not [been] written for some time. I have been
350
asked if there is cancerous humor in the Baker family.

While the above source is given as Philbrook, in a summary in MBEL in the John Dittemore
material is a reference to the following letter (which letter has not been located): “Letter from
Alfred Farlow to Lewis C. Strang, January 9, 1907; relating to Mark Baker’s habit in carrying a
cane and quoting Mrs. George Sullivan Baker as saying two of Mrs. Eddy’s brothers and sister
Martha died of cancer.” There is no confirmation that Martha Rand Baker told anyone that, and
the original letter has not been found. Eddy may not have known this, and she was largely
estranged from her sisters by time they died. An obituary of Abigail Baker Tilton in MBEL from
the Manchester [N.H.] Union in 1886 said she died of stomach cancer. The obituary said simply
that Tilton was “survived by a sister in Boston,” which might be consider a slight of Eddy due to
the estrangement. Thus, Henry Baker said that one sister died of cancer but did not say which
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one. Martha Rand Baker said that Martha died of cancer, while an obituary of Abigail said that
she died of cancer.
The World:
Finding herself barred from the luxury of her sister’s home, and thrown once more upon
her resources, Mrs. Mary Baker Patterson Glover determined to essay some sort of
spiritualistic or occult teaching. She was utterly ignorant of occultism, but had heard of
Dr. Phineas P. Quimby, of Portland, Me., a man of considerable repute in his new
locality, and who had founded a new cult which abjured medicine.
Mrs. Patterson had learned of this man of science, and often spoke of a desire to meet
him. It was during the imprisonment of Dr. Patterson, in 1862, that Mrs. Patterson (Eddy)
succeeded in getting together sufficient money to enable her to make a trip to Portland,
Me., and place herself under the care of Dr. Quimby. She had a nervous affection, which,
in truth, she has never recovered from, and which gradually developed into palsy, which
sets her head rocking. She took three weeks’ treatment from Quimby and pronounced
herself cured. When she returned to Tilton she was filled with enthusiasm for the old
physician.

Comments:
Compare the dismissal of Eddy’s health problem as a mere “nervous affection” with the
description given by Eddy’s sister, Martha, above.
While a few critics of Eddy claimed that she had a palsy for several decades,351 such an affliction
was not recorded or noted by the many journalists who interviewed her in 1907 and looked for
signs of mental or physical weakness; however Concord Mayor Charles Corning observed in
1906 when he met her for the first time just after the World article appeared that “she is naturally
tremulous & I noticed a shaking of the head. She is slightly deaf & said so, her false teeth grate
at times & her hands indicated age. But considering her years & her life’s work & the work to be
done daily I saw a woman who surprised me. . . .”352
In comparison, Pamelia Leonard in her statement reproduced in the Christian Science Sentinel,
November 3, 1906, specifically denied the charge that Eddy had a palsy, but her standing as
Eddy’s assistant made her statement of less value to the journalists covering the case. When
Eddy met with large gathering of journalists on her way out to her daily ride, on October 30,
1906, it appears that her hands shook to some extent on that occasion. (The press reports on that
meeting vary widely on how they described Eddy.) Mayor Corning gave an interesting
description of the press frenzy at this time in Concord: “Reporters still cluster about the Eagle
Hotel, interviewing, supposing & suspecting. It is a big spring of revenue for newspapers.” He
considered the media frenzy interview with Eddy on October 30 as nothing less than
“persecution.”353
William Curtis of the Chicago Record-Herald interviewed Eddy early in August, 1907, and
wrote of this interview in his newspaper: “I watched her very closely—every motion that she
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made—because her physical and mental condition is now the subject of litigation; but during the
interview, which lasted twenty minutes, I did not see the slightest sign of the ‘senile debility,’
‘mental infirmity,’ or ‘physical incapacity’ which has been alleged as the basis of a suit to
deprive her of the care of her property.” (Quoted in the August 17, 1907, Christian Science
Sentinel.)
This question of palsy was actually raised during the Next Friends Suit trial. In August, 1907,
Alfred Farlow was asked about it:
“Q. Did you ever notice that Mrs. Eddy’s hand or head shook or trembled?
A. Not in recent years.
Q. When did you ever notice that they so shook or trembled?
A. I don’t know. Some years ago I think I have noticed a slight bit of what I presume is
considered the infirmity of age—a slight shaking of the head. I noticed this only when she was
talking, and am not sure but what it was a sort of method of gesture of the head. I have not
noticed it in recent years. When I saw her last I took particular pains to note this, because
something had been said in the press, and I did not detect the slightest bit to shaking.
Q. How long a time were you on that last occasion in her presence?
A. I should say from fifteen minutes to a half hour. I might add that on the two former visits
during the month of January I noticed none of that shaking, and on one of these occasions I was
with her an hour.”354
The World:
Dr. Cushing claimed nothing special happened after Eddy’s fall on the ice in Lynn in 1866:
The old doctor died in 1866, and that winter Mrs. Patterson-Glover, then living in
Swampscott, Mass., a suburb of Lynn, fell upon the icy pavement and received injuries
which necessitated the calling in of a physician. At this time Mrs. Patterson-Glover was
an ardent advocate of mind cure, of the extirpation of disease through faith. She
nevertheless did not hesitate to call in Dr. A. M. Cushing, then of Lynn, but now
practicing in Springfield, Mass., and submitting herself to his care. The case was a simple
one, the patient being merely the victim of shock and experiencing nervousness. Dr.
Cushing states he gave the patient morphine, which soothed her, and found that she
demanded the drug. He also certifies that her system was peculiarly sensitive to the drug.
The administration was continued through twenty-four hours, and at the end of that time
she was able to return to Swampscott.
The doctor scouts the idea that the patient was ever in a serious condition or that her life
was for a moment in danger. This statement of this living physician is important, bearing
upon Mrs. Eddy’s statement that Christian Science was revealed to her while living upon
a bed of pain at this time and in imminent danger of death. Following will be found Mrs.
Eddy’s version of her illness, as published by herself, in the third person:
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Her Account of Her Illness.
“Mrs. Eddy was returning from an errand of mercy, when she fell upon the icy curbstone
and was carried helpless to her home. The skilled physicians declared there was
absolutely no hope for her and pronounced the verdict that she had but three days to live.
Finding no hope and no help on earth, she lifted her heart to God. On the third day,
calling for her Bible, she asked the family to leave the room. Her Bible opened to the
healing of the palsied man, Matt. ix, 2. The truth which set him free, she saw. The power
which gave him strength, she felt. The life divine, which healed the sick of the palsy,
restored her, and she rose from the bed of pain, healed and free.”
The account book of Dr. Cushing stands against her. Here it is set out specifically just
what services were rendered. Moreover, there are living persons who know the
circumstances quite as well as the doctor and who endorse his version. Mrs. Eddy’s
accident occurred early in January [actually on February 1], and the doctor visited her
several times during that month, administering each time small doses of morphine. In
February, according to his account book and his memoranda, he again visited her twice
on the first, twice on the second, once on the third and once on the fifth days, and on the
thirteenth his bill was paid.

It should be noted that the World published this additional information the following day on
Cushing, but this time reporting that Eddy only suffered a “slight concussion” despite the
contemporary news article from 1866 saying that she had been critically hurt.
That medicines made Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy well at the time when she says a
Christian Science cure was wrought, was the positive assertion made tonight by Dr. A. M.
Cushing, of this city [Springfield, MA], who was called to attend Mrs. Eddy
professionally, as the New York World has already told. Dr. Cushing is a thoroughly
reputable physician, enjoying membership in various medical societies. His story flatly
contradicts Mrs. Eddy’s own version of her illness.
“Mrs. Eddy by no means cured herself at the time I treated her,” said Dr. Cushing. “I was
a physician in Lynn at the time, a year or so after the end of the civil war, and Mrs. Eddy
was then Mrs. Patterson-Glover. In her book she states that she had been out with her
husband on an errand of mercy, and fell on the icy pavement. This statement in itself is
inaccurate, for the day she fell her husband was in New Hampshire.
Mrs. Eddy was carried into the home of Samuel Bubier, at that time the biggest shoe
manufacturer in the city, and since then Mayor of Lynn. I was summoned. I found Mrs.
Eddy to be suffering from a slight concussion. I prescribed homeopathic medicines, to be
given every fifteen minutes. My orders were carried out. On the next day, she was given
similar medicines, and on the third day. On the morning of the second day, she
complained of severe pain every time she moved, but insisted on being taken to her home
in Swampscott, a town just east of Lynn.
Seeing that she was determined to go to her home, I gave her one-eighth of a grain of
morphine to ease her pain. She was then carried into a carriage and driven to her home.
When she reached Swampscott she was so sound asleep that two men were unable to
carry her up the steps. I myself carried her into her home on my back.
Mrs. Eddy slept until about 2 o’clock in the afternoon, showing she was indeed
susceptible to medicines. Indeed, she told me at the time that she could feel the effects of
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my medicines in her finger tips, and complimented me upon my ability to prescribe for
her. She was under my treatment several days afterward, and eventually left her bed
completely recovered.”
It was this sickness that Mrs. Eddy claims she gained aid from God that completely cured
her.
“The following September I treated Mrs. Eddy again. She was suffering from a severe
cold. I prescribed medicines, and through my treatment she was cured. This was many
months after the date at which she claimed she had been able to cure herself by prayer.”

Comments:

Alvin Matthew Cushing, M.D., ca. 1896
This subject, Eddy’s fall in Lynn, will be examined more extensively in Part II, but several
points may be made here: Dr. Alvin Cushing first made an affidavit in 1899 and then only
slightly updated that affidavit in 1904 and again in 1907. The following allegations in the World
do not appear in Cushing’s affidavit or his other public statements:
•
•

Allegation that Eddy “demanded” morphine. (Cushing in his affidavit and interview with
the Springfield (Massachusetts) Union, December 24, 1899, said he gave Eddy morphine
to allow him to move her to her home, but he did not say that she requested it.)
Allegation that Eddy in 1866 was only suffering from shock and nervousness or a slight
concussion. (In Cushing’s interview in Union, he responded as follows to the reporter’s
questions:
“When called to Mrs. Eddy or Patterson, did she appear badly hurt?”
“Yes, at first.”

In his statement to the Union, he said:
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355

. . . on February 1, 1866, I was called to the residence of Samuel M. Bubier,
and who was the king of shoe manufacturers, and later was mayor of Lynn, and
found a Mrs. Patterson, wife of Dr. Daniel Patterson, a dentist, had fallen upon an
icy sidewalk in front of Mr. Bubier’s factory and had injured her head by the fall.
Mrs. Patterson has since become Mrs. Dr. Mary Baker Glover Eddy. I found her
very nervous, partially unconscious, semi-hysterical, complaining by word and
action of severe pain in the back of her head and neck.

•
•
•

While the World’s characterization of Eddy’s injury as suffering from shock and
nervousness might be defensible, since the term “shock” in a layman’s sense is vague
(the layman’s use of the term and the actual medical definition are often quite different),
Cushing was quoted as saying that it was a slight concussion. The intent of the World and
Cushing was to label the injury as having been less severe than Cushing and others
thought it to have been at the time. In the contemporaneous news accounts, given below,
the reporter in the first one said that “Dr. Cushing was called, found her injuries to be
internal, and of a very serious nature, inducing spasms and intense suffering. She was
removed to her home in Swampscott yesterday afternoon, though in a very critical
condition.”356 Another comtemporaneous press account, also given below, said of Eddy,
“It is feared she will not recover.”)
Allegation that others then living endorsed Cushing’s version. (The critics of Eddy did
not later bring forth any such witnesses.)
Allegation that Cushing gave morphine to Eddy each time he saw her. (The Cushing
affidavit said he gave morphine one time to Eddy in order to be able to move her to her
home, but otherwise he gave his normal homeopathic medicines.)
Allegation that Eddy herself called in Dr. Cushing. The news article in the local Lynn
press said that Eddy was taken up in an insensible condition, suggesting that Cushing was
called by bystanders. Here is the article from the Lynn Reporter, February 3, 1866 (the
photo is from Eddy’s scrapbook):357
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ACCIDENTS.—Mr. William Rock, of Salem, employed in the
sole-cutting establishment of C. A. Johnson & Co., on Exchange
street, cut off the end of one of his fingers while at work upon a
machine on Monday last.
Mrs. Mary M. Patterson, of Swampscott, fell upon the ice
near the corner of Market and Oxford streets, on Thursday
evening, and was severely injured. She was taken up in an
insensible condition and carried to the residence of S. M. Bubier,
Esq., near by, where she was kindly cared for during the night.
Dr. Cushing, who was called, found her injuries to be internal,
and of a very serious nature, inducing spasms and intense
suffering. She was removed to her home in Swampscott
yesterday afternoon, though in a very critical condition.

However, never before cited is this hitherto unrecorded news item from the Salem,
MA, Register, February 5, 1866:

Mrs. Mary M. Patterson of Swampscott was severely injured by
a fall upon the ice near the corner of Market and Oxford streets,
Lynn, on Thursday. It is feared she will not recover.

These contemporaneous news articles both reported on the seriousness of Eddy’s
condition. Compare the statement in the Register, “It is feared she will not recover” and
the statement in the Reporter that Eddy’s injuries were “internal” and she was removed to
her home “in a very critical condition,” to Cushing’s affidavit 38 years later, in 1904: “I
did not at any time declare, or believe, that there was no hope of Mrs. Patterson’s
recovery, or that she was in a critical condition.” The effort to downplay the seriousness
of the accident perhaps reached its most extreme point in this letter from Gordon Clark,
confirmed Eddy critic and author of The Church of St. Bunco, to the editor of the Boston
Herald, March 2, 1902:
I have a recent letter from him [i.e., Dr. A. M. Cushing] in which
he utterly denies the whole substance of her assertions. Her
injury was mostly a jar of her imagination and a contusion, on
her veracity.

Cushing’s diagnosis a third of a century later was that “I found her very nervous, partially
unconscious, semi-hysterical, complaining by word and action of severe pain in the back
of her head and neck.”
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•

In Cushing’s letter to Lyman Powell, cited below, he specifically denied that Eddy sent
for him and even made a joke about it, that an unconscious person could not have called
for him.
Allegation that the Cushing account book “set out specifically just what services were
rendered.” Near the end of 1899 Cushing gave his first public statement of details of his
treating Eddy in 1866. Earlier in 1899 Cushing had achieved his first degree of national
notice, as the following sensational news item was picked up by newspapers all over the
country, such as the Marion, Kansas, Record, June 30:
Says Eggs Will Cure Consumption.
Atltantic City, N.J., June 26.—In discussing consumption before the American
Institute of Homeopathy, Dr. A. M. Cushing, of Springfield, Mass., made the
statement that if physicians would give their consumptive patients five or six
eggs in lemonade each day they would have no funerals.

In the above cited account in the Union, December 24, 1899, he indicated that he had
declined to make any public statements about Eddy until he was able to find his account
books (because while he made many statements from memory, he did not want to rely on
his memory without his account books). Cushing had the following colloquy with the
reporter:

“Have you always kept a record of your cases?”
“Yes. I can now tell by my books what I gave nearly every patient for forty years,
also the number of visits, night or day, and what their symptoms were.”
“Why did you do that?”
“Well, you see, if I happened to kill a patient I would be a little careful about
giving that remedy for a while.”

Cushing in his affidavit included the following:
I visited her [Eddy] twice on February first, twice on the second, once on the third, and
once on the fifth, and on the thirteenth of the month my bill was paid. . . . I have stated,
on the third and subsequent days of her said illness, resulting in her said fall on the ice. I
attended Mrs. Patterson and gave her medicine; and on the 10th day of the following
August, I was again called to see her, this time as the home of Mrs. Clark, on Summer
Street, in said City of Lynn. I found Mrs. Patterson suffering from a bad cough and
prescribed for her. I made three professional calls upon Mrs. Patterson and treated her for
this cough in the said month of August, and with that, ended my professional relations
with her.
I think I never met Mrs. Patterson again after August 31, 1866 but saw her often during
the next few years and heard that she claimed to have discovered a new method of curing
disease.
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Each of said visits upon Mrs. Patterson, together with my treatment, the symptoms and
the progress of the case, were recorded in my own hand in my record book at the time,
and the said book, with the said entries made in February and August, 1866, is now in my
possession.
I have, of course, no personal feeling in this matter.

Thus Cushing’s statement was that his account book gave a complete record of his treatment in
1866. However, it has been virtually ignored that no reporter, historian or observer has
ever recorded what Cushing actually wrote down in his account book in February 1866, nor
did Cushing ever quote directly from his account book. It should be noted however that
Cushing actually appeared to say that he did show the books to Farlow, but that is not supported
by the records below and his comment is unclear. In a letter to the editor of the Springfield
Union, October 17, 1900, Cushing wrote:
Soon after I described in the Union how I treated Mrs. Eddy at the time she claims
she gave birth to Christian Science in Lynn, in February, 1866, how I dosed her
with medicines and morphine and carried her up stairs on my back in her house in
Swampscott while she was asleep under the influence of the morphine, and how I
treated her six months later. I was interviewed by a gentleman from Boston [i.e.,
Alfred Farlow], whose name I have forgotten. To him I showed my day book and
ledger giving undisputed evidence that I treated her both in February and August
of 1866, as I have recorded the dates, number of visits, and I have also a record of
every remedy given her.
While he appears to say that he showed Farlow the February entries, Farlow’s notes of the
meeting and his comment to Calvin Frye deny that.
Farlow in his notes in MBEL recorded the following from when he went to see Cushing:
In 19— I called upon Dr A. M. Cushing at his office in Springfield Mass and he showed
me his alleged records which I copied of his account with the records of his service
rendered Mrs. Eddy. They consisted of three items in a crude day book in the following
form but in different pages of the book.
May 13 Samuel Patterson
Aug 12
Patterson
Aug 13
Patterson

$1.00
$1.00
$1.00

These items all occur under the date of 1866.
If these records they prove any thing at all, they prove it th is that Dr Cushing doctored
entirely another person for Dr Patterson’s name was Daniel not “Samuel.”
(The charge [i.e., the charge of $1.00] is so small as to be convincing that they did not
apply to Mrs. Patterson at all but probably to some one else.[)]
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(It is perhaps significant that Farlow’s notes do not match up completely with Cushing’s date of
seeing Eddy on August 10.)
Nonetheless, as we shall see below, Cushing did claim to have shown “Andrew” Farlow and
others his “records of the case.”358
Farlow’s report clearly did not corroborate Cushing’s statement that he had details in his account
book of the diagnosis made, treatment given, etc. See also Calvin’s Frye’s comment in his letter
to Farlow, May 14, 1902, in MBEL, regarding Farlow’s interactions with Cushing: “It seems to
me you made a good point on him when you asked him to show you from his books when [i.e.,
which] remedies he gave mother [i.e., Eddy] at that time, and he refused to let you see it.”
It is also interesting that Cushing evidently showed Farlow the month of May, which listed a
Samuel Patterson,359 whereas he only spoke of visits to see Eddy in February and August.
It is hard to believe that not one of the writers and researchers on Eddy’s history at the
time, pro or con, who went to see Cushing would have published his detailed notes from
February, 1866, if they in fact had seen them. Certainly the McClure’s articles were replete
with photographs of documents far less important than Cushing’s notes on Eddy’s “fall on the
ice,” and reproducing a copy of the records certainly could have qualified as a journalistic coup.
Thus the deduction might well be made that Cushing never actually showed the February entries
to anyone. There is, however, I believe, another possibility. That is that Milmine or other antiEddy chroniclers did in fact see the notes but chose not to publish photos or even acknowledge
the fact they had seen them because that would not help their case, and for a very simple reason.
We will see below that Cushing explained to Powell and Wilbur somewhat his coding system,
where he used numbers to record the medications given. From information on the medicine
given, a homeopathic physician could deduce other valuable data about the patient. Nonetheless,
if Farlow was reasonably accurate in transcribing Cushing’s notes—and we have no other notes
to go by—they are at best a far cry from the kind of specificity that Cushing outlined in his
affidavit: “Each of said visits upon Mrs. Patterson, together with my treatment, the symptoms
and the progress of the case, were recorded in my own hand in my record book at the time. . .
.”360 That would mean that the specificity of what was said, done, and observed came largely
from Cushing’s memory looking back a third of a century or more. In his 1899 interview with
the Springfield Union, in response to why he had not spoken out earlier, he said that he was
hounded in to doing it, but “I would not do it till I could have my [account] book, to be sure I
was right and I have not seen my books of that date for twenty years till I moved a few weeks
ago.” Earlier in the interview the paper reported: “A reporter visited Dr. Cushing and saw his
books, and he has there recorded the dates, names and the medicines given on each visit to each
and every patient, and the books are kept[;] there is not a possibility that they have been or could
be altered in any way.” While the reporter clearly saw the books from the outside, it is not clear
whether the reporter saw the specific pages inside in question or just took Cushing’s word for the
accuracy of his books. I believe the reporter probably was able to browse through the pages and
saw a system roughly comparable to what Farlow outlined but with some means to indicate the
time of day, which might have been built into a day book.
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Farlow responded to Cushing’s public statements in a letter to the editor in the Homeopathic
Envoy, April, 1902:
Dr. Cushing declares that he allowed me to read his records of these matters. What he
showed me was not a record of any proceedings whatever; simply a few entries on his
book against a man by the name of Patterson. There was nothing to show what his
charges were for. They might have been for shoeing horses or for doctoring cats, for
aught I know. There is much evidence to prove, aside from her own statements, that Mrs.
Eddy was healed on this occasion through Divine Power. If she had indeed been cured by
homeopathic treatment this would have increased her faith in Homeopathy, and with
convincing proof before her that Homeopathy could do all but raise the dead she would
not likely have forsaken it to accept and teach a theory which was intangible to human
sense and, moreover, untried. That she has faithfully adhered to the principle which she
discovered, and has diligently discarded medicine since her discovery, is conclusive
proof that this Science has indeed been of great service to her.

In the May, 1907, issue of Human Life, Wilbur recounted her conversation with one of the
members of the party that Eddy was with when she fell and injured herself:
Mrs. Myra Sawyer of Lynn was a member of the party returning from the Good Templars
Lodge and with whom Dr. and Mrs. Patterson were walking when the accident occurred.
She has stated to the writer that as soon as it was seen that Mrs. Patterson was severely
hurt, members of the party volunteered to sit by her bedside through the night, and of
these she was one. Mrs. Sawyer remembers distinctly Mrs. Patterson's telling the
physician that she had faith she would go home on the following day, and his reply that
she would be fortunate if she arose inside of several weeks. The doctor's face and manner
conveyed more than his words. It was apparent to the watcher that he regarded her case
as a very serious one that might terminate fatally.

The specifics of this account seem awry at points. Other sources, for example, indicate that Dr.
Patterson was not with her and she was going to the meeting, rather than returning from it.
Cushing, after reading this account, sent this letter to Lyman Powell on June 14, 1907 (his
handwriting is difficult at points to read), where he confirmed that Mrs. Sawyer was at the event,
but he had a very different recollection:
Your card and book[l]et received. Not till today did I see the articles in Human Life and I
am in a quandry whether I had better send a reply and correction to that magazine[.] Mrs
Sawyer says she was walking with Dr Patterson and wife when she fell[.] That’s not
true[;] Dr Patterson was not in the State when she fell and it was not till the next day he
was found in N.H. by telegraph and he did not reach Swampscott till the afternoon of that
day.

Cushing’s reference to Daniel Patterson was not insignificant, if true. He later wrote to William
Chandler, September 5, 1911, denying the claim that Eddy and her husband were together at the
time of the fall: “He [Daniel Patterson] was in N H and did not arrive till the afternoon of the
next day [i.e., the day that Eddy was moved to her Swampscott home] and found her so little
injured [that he] went directly back.”361 In the same letter, Cushing gave some history as to how
he learned how Eddy was promoting this event as being especially significant: “After Mr
W[allace] W Wright studied with her [i.e., Eddy], he came to me [ca. 1871 or 1872] and said
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‘Please[?] write[,] for the papers and people believe what you say. I have paid Mrs Eddy quite a
sum of money and the whole thing is a fraud and I want you to help me through the papers to
show the thing up.’ I answered Mr Wright that I never throw meat.”362 (It might be signficant
that when Wright later had his public feud with Eddy in the Lynn papers, he mentioned nothing
of Cushing and the Lynn fall.) Earlier, on August 24, 1911, Cushing had written to Chandler
about Daniel Patterson, saying that the Pattersons were separated at the time of the accident:
“The fact is they had separated[.] Dr Patterson was not in Lynn but was up in New Hampshire
some where and no one knew where so they telegraphed to several fellows[?] asking them to
find him, and he did not reach Swampscott until the afternoon of the next day. . . . He s[t]ayed a
few hours and being assured that there was no danger went back to N.H.” While one would
presume that Patterson would have remained with his wife if seriously injured, there is no
reference to Patterson in any of the other sources beyond Cushing’s statement and the
apparently incorrect statement of Mrs. Sawyer. Nonetheless, the statement that Daniel Patterson
found her no longer injured and therefore left was on the same day that the Reporter said she
was in a very critical condition.
That Mrs Patterson (now Eddy) told her, Mrs Sawyer says and so “she remembers
distinctly” that Mrs Patterson told me she had faith she would go home the next day.
Now Mrs Sawyer had a little “lapsus linguae” or a “brain storm” for the next day
morning Mrs Bubier and Mrs Sawyer and another watcher told she had not regained
consciousness during the night and was unable to converse when I made my first visit in
the morning. Mrs Patterson did not send for me. I never heard of unconscious[?] persons
sending for a doctor. The quotation from The Reporter is wrong or The Reporter (usually
very reliable) is wrong as she went home in the morning, not afternoon. That I said “she
would be fortunate if she went home arose in several weeks” is not correct. That I ever
said it was a hopeless case or that she would never take another step is not true. Were she
in such a condition as that, it would have been the heighth[sic] of idiocy[?] to give her a
dose of morphine or allow her to be moved, more than a mile.

Cushing here argued that he never said that the case was hopeless and he never would have
authorized the move and used morphine if she were really that injured. However, it is worth
noting that the Reporter article, which clearly received information from Cushing at the time (or
reported what others heard him say), was written after Eddy had already been moved to her
home, and it was specifically stated that she was removed to her home “in a very critical
condition.” Also note Cushing’s affidavit: “[Eddy] declared that she was going to her home in
Swampscott whether we consented or not.”
I am a homeopathic doctor and have been for over fifty years but was not called on that
account but a better[?] one I was in the surgical “room,” I did not give her the morphine
as a curative remedy but to relieve the hysterical nervous condition that cropped[?] out
every time in a “yell” every time we tried to move her and found without it we might
have a ‘scene’ on the highway.
As to Mr Farlow: he wrote that in two weeks she was better than she had been in all her
life. That was not the effect of the dose of morphine but the legitimate result of carefully
selected homeopathic medicines. They say she did not take any medicine. That is not true
for I gave it to her and saw her take it and she told me she took it and complimented me
so kindly upon my prescribing[?] that I felt quite delighted to hear such words from such
a [unintelligible] young lady.
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Mr. Farlow says he tried to find me but was unable to do so as he claimed I was
travelling[.] At that time I was travelling for [unintelligible] two years I travelled thirty363
four thousand miles between Springfield and Boston visiting patients. He could have
seen me any day here or in Boston by sending me a one cent card. He did visit me
[unintelligible] and in the Homeopathic Envoy acknowledged he saw my books with a
large number of names but he “did not know whether it was for shoeing horses or
doctoring cats” (Profound argument). He did not understand my books. If any
homeopathic physician shall[?] read her symptoms and 7 was the remedy given (our
numbers are not all alike) they would have said he gave Arnica. If [word struck through]
they had read 36 hours later reaction has taken place, her pulse is quick[,] flesh hot[,]
flushed face[,] pupils slightly dilated[,] gave 2cc they would have said he gave
Belladonna the 200 attenuation. Mr Farlow don[’]t know it all. My books were perfectly
kept and whether few or many patients. (and one day about that time a [i.e., I] prescribed
for 59 patients in one day) yet that night and every other my books were “posted” before
364
I retired. I think I will write to the Editor and ask if he will permit a short correction.

Lyman Powell serves an interesting role in this question, having interviewed Cushing in 1907
and then having written what might be called anti-Eddy and later pro-Eddy biographical works.
In his 1907 book, Christian Science: The Faith and Its Founder, he wrote:
[Eddy] slipped and fell on the icy sidewalk, sustaining a nervous shock which the
physician. Dr. A. M. Cushing, at once ameliorated and in a fortnight cured.
Mrs. Eddy's recollection materially differs from her doctor's. She thinks she was critically
ill. The doctor tells me she was not and he never said she was. He says she had sustained
a nervous shock, which every doctor understands. She says that after his first visit she
ceased to take his medicines. He tells me that she told another story at the time and that
he had satisfying proof that she did follow to the letter his directions. She describes in
some detail how she depended solely upon God, read the story in the Bible of the healing
of the palsied man by Jesus Christ, caught “the lost chord of Truth, healing, as of old,
from the Divine Harmony,” and the third day rose as one from the dead, appeared
before the friends who had gathered in the adjoining room to say good-bye to her, and
was at first believed to be an apparition. The doctor, understanding that hysteria is, as
Charcot says, nothing but “a psychic disease,” would not have been surprised had she
365
appeared even earlier before her friends.

Here, according to Powell, Cushing told him that Eddy was never seriously hurt, never said that
she was, and that she had just suffered a nervous shock. He said he had “satisfying proof” that
Eddy took the medicines that he gave her but so far as is recorded he never offered that proof.
Again, as with the others who visited Cushing, with the exception of Farlow, there is no record
of Powell having seen Cushing’s day book entries.
However, in his later 1930 biography of Eddy he wrote dismissively of his interaction with
Cushing almost a quarter of a century earlier:
It was in the summer of 1907 that the author had a long talk as well as correspondence
with Dr. Cushing, who was spending his last years in Springfield, near the author’s
Northhampton home. Across the twoscore years he recalled with pride the days when he
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was a popular doctor and a man of social consequence. His eyes brightened in describing
the “spanking” team when he often drove on sunny afternoons along the Lynn speedway.
He observed that one day he had prescribed for as many as fifty-nine patients.
About the value of attenuated doses of both arnica and “Belladonna to the two hundredth
attenuation,” he spoke with not a little gusto. Having spent a summer not many years
before with Osler, the world-eminent diagnostician, later Sir William, of Oxford, and
helped him daily in the preparation of his still world-used book on The Practice of
Medicine, and having heard at length his well known opinions about homeopathy, the
author was not impressed withh Dr. Cushing’s missionary zeal for “attenuation” to the
two-hundredth degree of such drugs as arnica and belladonna.

Supplementing Cushing statements to Powell, Cushing also indicated to Wilbur in her interview
with him that he treated Eddy with arnica. Jahr’s New Manual of Homeopathic Practice (1851
edition) listed the following (emphasis added):
“Arnica” “Clinical Remarks. —Hahnemann.—“Arnica is a Polychrest or remedy
applicable to a great variety of diseases; exhibits its specific efficacy in all cases of
366
injury from falls, blows, and surgical operations; . . .”

The University of Maryland Medical Center website says the following about arnica:
Arnica (Arnica montana) has been used for medicinal purposes since the 1500s and is
still popular today. Applied to the skin as a cream, ointment, liniment, salve, or tincture,
arnica has been used to soothe muscle aches, reduce inflammation, and heal wounds. It is
367
commonly used for injuries such as sprains and bruises.

We will see in Chapter Five Eddy’s life in the 1850s when she began her interest in homeopathy,
possibly due to her then husband’s interest in it. In a letter to him, she wrote:
If I had plenty of Arnica, I could make money selling it now, . . . Won[’]t you get some
368
and Bryonia[.]

The Jahr’s New Manual section on “INJURIES (MECHANICAL)” included this
recommendation:
For consequences of a violent SHOCK occasioned by a fall, a blow, &c., the principal
medicine is Arn.[arnica].: but when the patient suffers also from excessive fright, it will
be well to administer, in the first place, a dose of opium; or, if there is syncope, a dose of
acon.[aconitum]. Should head-ache remain after the use of arn., Bell. [belladonna] phos369
ac [phosphoric acid], or cic.[cicuta virosa] may be given.

The medical options open to Cushing were quite limited. This was long before x-rays were
available, let alone later MRIs and other highly sophisticated diagnostic tools that are
commonplace in the 21st century. Thus, regardless of the additional homeopathic drugs that
Cushing may have given her, it appears that his list of homeopathic remedies would have been
limited to anti-inflammatory or pain lessening drugs, and not ones that were directly curative if
the condition was serious beyond a sprain or bruise, such as spinal or other internal injuries.
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Powell’s later dismissive attitude towards Cushing and his zeal for attenuated drugs touches on a
point never otherwise discussed in histories of Christian Science and Eddy. While anti-Eddy
studies routinely pillory the healing claims of Christian Science, the controversy that has
surrounded the healing efficacy of homeopathy has been completely ignored. In such histories of
Eddy, Cushing has generally been treated as a spotless example of conventional medical thought
and experience, both reliable and unbiased. It is certainly beyond the scope of this book to
discuss the debate of homeopathy versus “traditional” allopathic medicine. Multiple double blind
medical studies of the effectiveness of highly diluted arnica and belladonna in the treatment of
bruises, swelling, and the like have found them statistically no more effective than placebos.370
However, in comparison, a rousing defense and promotion of homeopathy, by Amy L. Lansky,
Ph. D., entitled Impossible Cure: The Promise of Homeopathy, cited cases of the use of arnica
where dramatic improvement was seen.371
Eddy’s blind maid, Myra Smith, later recalled Eddy’s perhaps growing disenchantment with her
homeopathic medicine from about 1858-1860:
She read a great deal and studied a large Doctor’s book on Homeopathy, and there were
some of the neighbors that would come occasionally for medicine which she would give
them. She always kept under her pillow a little bottle of pellets and one day in making up
the bed the bottle fell upon the floor and it [?] on it breaking it.
While trying to find and pick up the little pills Mrs Patterson noticed what I had done,
but she did not scold me, but told me not to mind as they were no good any way.372

While Cushing presented a picture of highly effective medications dispensed by him that led to
Eddy’s recovery, there is the possibility that Eddy by 1866 had ceased to have faith in the
attenuated medicines, especially after she had determined that Quimby represented an
advancement beyond her homeopathic past. This is not to say that Eddy never took any of his
medicine while he was present, but it is quite possible that she did not desire to when he was not
present and she was back in her home in Swampscott. Eddy in fact on several later occasions
said that when Cushing arrived on the third day she opened the drawer and showed him the drugs
that he had left behind, unused. A notable example for this review is Alfred Farlow’s response to
Cushing in the Boston Herald, February 24, 1900, which included this comment:
The above-named Dr. Cushing, a homœopathic physician, was called on Thursday night
to attend her. He left some powders to be taken, but she declined to take them, and three
days thereafter, on Sunday, through the divine Power, she rose from her bed in health.
When the doctor called again on Monday he found her well, and congratulated himself on
having healed her. She then stepped to her table, opened the drawer, and said, "Look,
doctor; all your medicine is here; I never swallowed it." He arose, stood by her side, and
looked, as if dazed, at the powders; took up one of them and opened it, then laid it back in
the drawer, and made many inquiries as to how she was healed. Afterward he called on
her once; at that interview his sole conversation and apparent purpose was to learn what
he could about this event, which had stirred the good people in Swampscott and Lynn.

It was very likely this description from Farlow that Cushing referenced in his letter to Chandler,
August 26, 1911: “Mrs Eddy said she opened the bureau drawer and showed me all the powders
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had left[.] I never left a powder and gave her only one[,] the Morphine powder.” Cushing here
focused on the word “powder.” His interview to the Herald in 1899 included this after Eddy had
been moved to her Swampscott home: “Each day that I visited her I dissolved a small portion of
a highly attenuated remedy in water, and ordered one teaspoonful given every two hours. She
told me she could feel each dose to the ‘ends of her toes.’”373 The reference to ordering the
remedy given every two hours means that it was left behind to be taken by Eddy herself or with
the help of an attendant. If we focus on the question of whether “powders” were left behind by
Cushing to be taken, it appears that the circumstantial evidence supports that. The basic premise
of homeopathy is that the attenuation of certain drugs by highly diluting them in water makes the
idea of leaving powdered drugs behind quite unlikely, since one of the key duties of a
homeopathic’s physician was the attenuation of prescribed drugs. However, Cushing by his own
statement indicated that he left behind to be taken highly attenuated drugs in water, and it was
those drugs that were possibly not taken by Eddy.
The last part of Cushing’s letter to Powell might possibly answer the question of Cushing
maintaining complete records. The “$1.00” recorded by Farlow was evidently just a numbering
system for his treatment. Wilbur recorded in her interview with Cushing: “The entries in my
memorandum book show the name Patterson and a figure opposite which indicates to me the
remedies given. My bill was paid.”374 If that is the case, and all that Cushing wrote was a
patient’s last name and a number next to it to indicate the remedy given, that does not support
World’s exaggeration that Cushing’s account book “set out specifically just what services were
rendered.” Cushing gave a very detailed account in his report to the press in 1899 and his later
affidavits, which account went far beyond the name of the patient and the remedy given.375 Thus,
much of his later statements came from his memory, not from his account book. As such, they
need to be considered within the context of a reminiscence produced some thirty or more years
after the fact, in the same way that other reminiscences (pro and con) given many years later
need to be viewed. His apparent misremembering about Eddy and Quimby (see below) is an
example of the flaws that come from relying on memory. Nonetheless Cushing was adamant
about not having remembered anything incorrectly, even a third of century later. To William
Chandler he wrote, October 24, 1911: “You have asked me if I have made any statements that
might have been a lapse of memory. I have not.”
While there is no record that Cushing responded to Farlow’s statement above in the
Homeopathic Envoy, he had responded to an earlier statement by a Christian Scientist, Albert
Miller, in the February 1902 issue of the Homeopathic Envoy. His response largely duplicated
his earlier statements, and that response was widely reprinted, such as this version in The
Medical Standard magazine, June, 1902, in which he made a few additional comments:
I wish to make a correction in regard to the article on Christian Science in the February
number of the Envoy, by Albert E. Miller, of Philadelphia. He says Mrs. Eddy practiced
homeopathy a number of years before her search for absolute demonstrable truth led to
the discovery of Christian Science. That is not so. . . . Mrs. Eddy (then Mrs. Patterson)
had taken a little homeopathic medicine once or twice before that injury, but never
pretended to practice it. . . .. I have it in my office now, the records of the case, which I
have showed to Mr. Andrew[sic] Farlow, of Boston, and others.
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Cushing’s comment about Eddy and homeopathy is odd, since she did in fact practice
homeopathy in the 1850s, and inasmuch as his personal connection to Eddy was so scant he was
in no position to claim as he did that she only used homeopathic remedies a few times before the
accident but never practiced it. While he had his records in his office, as previously noted, there
is no record that he ever showed anyone the actual records for February 1866.
In his affidavit Cushing presented himself as a disinterested observer, simply giving the facts as
he knew them as a public servant. He testified in his affidavit: “I have, of course, no personal
feeling in this matter.” But he most certainly did have “personal feelings” about Eddy and
Christian Science. To S. S. McClure he wrote from his winter home, Winter Park, Florida,
February 14, 1907:
You are showing the old lady up all right. In her letter where she says she came amid a
storm of perfumes, chloroform, etc,, and I said she had taken her last step, are false. . . .
My sons and others are very much stirred up that my name should appear in such a
376
sacreligious [sic] affair as Christian Science.

See also Frederick Peabody’s letter to Senator William Chandler, May 7, 1907, during their
battle against Eddy in the Next Friends Suit377:
My dear Senator:
The enclosed letter from Dr. Cushing [no longer extant], just received, gives pleasing
378
assurance of his cordial sympathy.

Cushing wrote to Chandler himself, August 24, 1911, showing his goal:
I feel that now is probably the only time to show up the fraud so want to do what I can to
help you do it.

Three days later Cushing wrote to Chandler, regarding efforts for him to give testimony for
Chandler’s continuing legal activities against the by then deceased Eddy:
You spoke of visiting Springfield [.] Would a deposition given here answer the purpose
as well as testimony[?] I should not like to go to Boston on account of the East winds. . . .
I have or can get a copy of the Homeopathic Envoy . . . which contains an article from the
pen of Arthur[sic] F Farlow where he said “I visited Dr Cushing at his office in
Springfield and saw his books and saw the name of Patterson, but did not know whether
the charges were for shoeing horses or doctoring cats.” It would of course be much easier
for me to go direct to Springfield the first of the month than to go via Concord but I am
willing to undergo a little if I can help you out.

The above was one of many letters that Cushing wrote to Senator Chandler, then involved in
trying to overturn Eddy’s will on legal technicalities. The letters all generally indicated
Cushing’s willingness to try to aid Cushing in his anti-Christian Science Church efforts. (The
letters ended shortly before Cushing suffered a stroke from which he eventually died at the end
of 1912.)
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When Cushing made his first public pronouncement on the story of the Eddy fall, he was
covered by at least two reporters, one from the Springfield Union and one from the Boston
Herald. The Union (December 24, 1899) reported:
I visited her twice on February first, twice on the second, once on the third, and once on
the fifth, and on the thirteenth day of the same month my bill was paid. During my visits
to her she spoke of a Dr. Quimby of Portland, Me., who had treated her for some severe
illness with remarkable success, but she did not tell me what his method was, but I
inferred it was not the usual method of either school of medicine. . . .
You will see by the above that I never treated her for any long or serious illness, as you
claimed, but presume Dr. Quimby had that pleasure.

However the Sunday Herald (December 24, 1899) read this way:
I visited Mrs. Patterson twice on Feb. 1, twice on the 2nd, once on the 3d, once on the 5th,
and made my final visit on the 13th, when my bill was paid in full. During my visits to her
she spoke of a Dr. Quimby of Portland, Me., who had treated her for some severe illness
with remarkable success. I inferred from what she said that the treatment he prescribed
was somewhat different from that usually given by either of the two recognized schools
of medicine. . . .
I fear my treatment at that time was not so satisfactory as it had been on previous
occasions, for she left me and was treated by Dr. Quimby, who came to see her in either
Lynn or Boston.

Quimby we know was deceased at this point, and in the latter version Cushing “remembered”
Eddy leaving him to be treated by Quimby. The former version was less clear on what Cushing
remembered of Eddy and Quimby, but clearly he believed that Quimby was still alive at that
time. Cushing told Lyman Powell (as recorded by Powell in his early book on Eddy): “[Dr.
Cushing] tells me that as her physician he was much embarrassed by her frequent references to
Dr. Quimby.”379
The Herald version also included this comment not in the Union version:
I told her that she must lie still, that she was very weak and nervous and that her injuries
might be more serious than I first supposed them to be.

Eddy, for her part, indicated her view of the importance of the Lynn event in her letter to Henry
Robinson in 1903 after he had sent his manuscript to her for his biographical sketch of her:
I beg you will not name at present that which I told you of the event in 1866. Narrating it
now excites the enemy to either a sneer or to wholly discount Christian Science. That
phenomenon is too transcendental to be told to-day. So please pardon my erasure of your
380
beautiful record of it in that masterly article of yours.

That Cushing and Eddy had had disagreements on this event early on, see Eddy’s letter to
Caroline Fifield, back in 1879:
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If Dr Cushing is repeating his falsehoods in Salem you will let us know, where it is
reliable, to whom he has said them. I am ready to have laid bare all my life and all I need
381
is for the truth of this life to be known, but this is just what they won[’]t let be known.

The above might relate somehow to what Eddy wrote in the third edition of Science and Health
(1881):
We have understood that our attending physician said, about three years ago [i.e., ca.
1878], in a meeting of a medical society in Boston, that his medicine cured us at the time
of the accident, and we acknowledged it then. He may not have said that; we hope he did
not, for the sake of his own honor and integrity, for we can prove, by our nurse and
others, that we refused to take a particle of medicine, or to be etherized, or to have a
simple application to the injured parts after we reached our home.

Part II of this work, when written, will cover this event in greater detail, including reproducing a
large list of statements made about the event by Eddy, the variant versions of Cushing’s
affidavit, along with the following affidavits that are supportive of Eddy’s side of the story and
which are readily found in the 2002 compendium In My True Light and Life (hereafter referred to
as True Light):382
•
•
•
•

George M Newhall, dated August 29, 1920, who saw Eddy regularly in 1866.
Arietta Mann, dated October 31, 1934. She was born October 3, 1856. She was nine years
old at the time. Her family knew Eddy and Dr. Patterson well.
Abbie Whittier Griffin, dated June 5, 1907. She recalled what a friend, Mrs. Nealley had
told her about 1890 about the event—the latter having been a friend of Eddy’s.
Adah E. Cook letter, dated September 4, 1936. She said her husband had been treated by
Dr. Cushing about 1894 and he talked about how he never determined how he healed the
“Eddy woman.” That was the first time she had ever heard of Eddy.
The World:

Eddy was reputedly ordered from the Wentworth home:
Mrs. Eddy claims to have consecrated herself to the worship of God and to the spread of
his revelations to her in 1866.
She continued to live in Stoughton, in the house of a farmer named Crafts. She then
preferred to call herself Mary W.[sic] Glover. She taught Hiram Crafts a system of
mental healing from manuscripts which she openly avowed to have been secured from
Dr. Quimby. Later she went to live in the home of Mrs. Sally Wentworth, where she
remained for three years a pensioner upon her purse.
The manner in which she left this home is glossed over by Mrs. Eddy in her memoirs,
thus: ‘I then, 1866, about three years to ponder my mission, to search the Scriptures, to
find the Science of Mind that should take the things of God and show them to the
creature, and reveal the great curative principle, God.’
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Here is what Mrs. Glover (Eddy) was actually doing. She was teaching Mrs. Wentworth
Dr. Quimby’s science, and permitted Mrs. Wentworth to copy Dr. Quimby’s manuscript.
The manuscript with Mrs. Eddy’s interlineations and corrections, is now in the possession
of Horace T. Wentworth, of Stoughton, son of the late Mrs. Wentworth.
Ordered from the Wentworth Home.
Lucy, Charles O., and Horace T. Wentworth are still living and have given sworn
testimony to the facts that follow. Finally the eyes of Mrs. Wentworth and her family
were opened and they saw the manner of woman they were cherishing, and finally Mrs.
Eddy was ordered from the house.

Comments:
The Quimby manuscript, “Questions and Answers,—to which Eddy added a Preface and made
some changes, so that the version given to Wentworth was an amalgam of Quimby and Eddy
language—will be discussed at length in Chapter Four. Of the Wentworth children mentioned,
only Horace, who was not living at home at that time, and his cousin Kate Porter, claimed that
Eddy was ordered from the house and afterward they discovered her alleged attempt to burn the
house down by storing hot coals on newspapers.383 Charles Wentworth, who lived in the
household when Eddy lived with them, denied any such problems.384 For example, he declared in
writing on February 19, 1907: “I never knew the Rev Mary Baker. G. Eddy to be guilty of any
wrong conduct.”385 Elsewhere he wrote that “her sojourn with us was one of the brightest spots
of my life.”386 Lucy Wentworth, the sister of Horace and Charles, evidently never heard of
anything in the family at the time either, because she told Wilbur in 1907 that she believed the
attempted house-burning allegation from Horace only because he told her it was so. (Horace told
Wilbur that Lucy had been loyal to Eddy until the last four years, from 1907, when she finally
admitted that Eddy had had a high temper.) Wilbur recorded this conversation in Human Life
(April, 1907), after asking Lucy why she had loved Eddy as a young girl still in the Wentworth
household:
“I loved her,” she said, “because she made me love her. She was beautiful and had a good
influence over me. I used to be with her every minute that she was not writing, and I was
very jealous of her book [i.e, the one she was trying to write]. We talked and read
387
together and took long walks in the country.
I idolized her and really suffered when
she locked her door to work and wouldn’ let me come to her. After she worked for hours
she always relaxed and threw off her seriousness. Then she would romp and play with us
all and I’ve sometimes thought the plaster would come off the ceiling below when the
boys were training. [The “boys” were probably Charles and some of this friends, who
also testified to having played games with Eddy.] But she never seemed to mind their
boisterousness. Our times alone togetherwere[sic] quieter. When she went away it
seemed to me my heart would break.”
“Why did she go?”
“There was a coolness grew up in the family. My father thought she absorbed my mother
too much and took her away from him, and my parents thought she tried to wean me
away from them. And perhaps she did. She made a great deal of me.”
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“But you say her influence over you was good.”
“Yes, it was. We read good books and talked of spiritual things. She loved nature, she
was cultivated and well bred. Her manners were beautiful and I imitated her in everthing.
I never missed anyone as I missed her. She said goodbye to me with great affection, but
she held me and looked at me and said: “You, too, will turn against me some day,
388
Lucy.”
“And you told her you never would?”
Lucy Wentworth caught her under lip and looked at me doubtfully.
“Why did she never write to me,” she said. “I have never heard from her, not one word,
since she left our house over thirty-five years ago.”

The World:
A Mrs. Harris reputedly said her mother called Eddy to task for her irregularities:
Mrs. Harris, who was formerly a public school teacher in Lynn says that her mother
seriously called Mrs. Eddy to task for her irregularities.
Her Original Followers.
From that time to 1875 Mrs. Eddy continued to live in boarding-houses, including that of
Mrs. George Allen, above referred to. It was while living there that eight original
followers were brought together. Mrs. Miranda Rice, George Allen, Daniel H. Spofford,
Dorcas B. Rawson, Asa F. Macdonald, George W. Barry, Elizabeth M. Newhall and S. P.
Bancroft. Others associated about that time are spoken of as among the original eight, the
list set forth is furnished by Daniel B. Spofford, who ought to know.
Each of the followers agreed to pay Mrs. Glover (Eddy) a weekly sum, ranging from fifty
cents to two dollars, and the entire amount subscribed was $10 a week. “Out of this
amount,” says Spofford, “I hired a hall and procured and organ. It was agreed that Mrs.
Eddy should be paid half of the subscription, $5 a week, as her salary for preaching each
Sunday. But the meetings did not attract people, and at the end of the sixth meeting Mrs.
Eddy got into a tantrum and declined to carry on the work. There remained $20 in the
treasury, which I handed to Mrs. Glover, and the meetings ceased.”

Comments:
Nothing is known about Mrs. Harris’s mother taking Eddy “to task for her irregularities.”
The World:
Eddy was reputedly a slave to morphine in the 1870s:
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Here follows the statement of Mrs. Miranda R. Rice, explaining the causes for the
defection of the members, and the reasons which led Mrs. Glover to stop preaching.
“I was one of Mrs. Eddy’s first converts and associates. I have treated her hundreds of
times. Finally we could not support Mrs. Eddy’s pretensions to evil power. We resigned
in a body. I was not able to subscribe to Mrs. Eddy’s practices. When she received my
resignation she came to my house and pounded upon all three of the doors with a stone.
She was wild. She sent me word that she intended to have me arrested for deserting her.[
”]
Had Many Suitors.
“I know that Mrs. Eddy was addicted to morphine in the seventies. She begged me to get
some for her. She sent her husband, Mr. Eddy, for some, and when she failed to get it
went herself and got it. She locked herself into her room and for two days excluded
everyone. She was a slave to morphine.”
Mrs. Ellen A. Locke . , . says:
“As to Mrs. Eddy’s claim to being the discoverer and founder of Christian Science, that is
preposterous. I knew at least twelve persons in Lawrence, Mass., who were treated by Dr.
Quimby before Mrs. Eddy claimed to know anything about Christian Science. . . .”

Comments:
Miranda Rice is quoted with some of the most inflammatory comments about Eddy by one of her
former students. Here she started off with a statement that she could not agree with Eddy’s view
of her role and her belief in what Eddy considered a malicious version of mesmerism. There is
no confirmation of Eddy pounding on her door with a stone in wild manner or of threatening to
have her arrested for leaving her. The early agreement that the members of her Christian
Scientist Association (CSA) signed did have language that might cause her to allege that the
person had broken a legally-binding contract, but not to the point of being arrested. See, for
example, Eddy’s response in the Newburyport [MA] Herald, February 8, 1878, about the
expulsion of Daniel Spofford from the CSA, where she spoke of the provision in the by-laws that
required them to publish when a member had been expelled, which appeared to be the only
punishment:
Our constitution [of the CSA] requires, when a member is expelled for immorality, that it
shall be made public. The motive for this article in the Constitution was to prevent a
member from going astray, or in case this could not be prevented, to forewarn the
community, so ignorant of the evil that can be done by this student, of the secret agent for
mischief that a mental malpractitioner becomes.

(It should be noted that the CSA used the term “immorality” in a vastly broader sense that we
would think of it today.)
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Rice was referring to the year 1881, when she was one of eight Eddy students who seceded from
the Christian Science Association and gave the following reasons for their actions:
We, the undersigned, while we acknowledge and appreciate the understanding of Truth
imparted to us by our Teacher, Mrs. Mary B.G. Eddy, led by Divine Intelligence to
perceive with sorrow that departure from the straight and narrow road (which alone leads
to growth of Christ-like virtues) made manifest by frequent ebullitions of temper, love of
money, and the appearance of hypocrisy, cannot longer submit to such Leadership;
therefore, without aught of hatred, revenge or petty spite in our hearts, from a sense of
duty alone, to her, the Cause, and ourselves, do most respectfully withdraw our names
from the Christian Science Association and Church of Christ (Scientist).
S. Louise Durant,
Margaret J. Dunshee,
Dorcas B. Rawson,
Elizabeth G. Stuart,
Jane L. Straw,
Anna B. Newman,
James C. Howard,
Miranda R. Rice.
21st October, 1881.

The above letter was not given in person, so Eddy asked the signers to appear at the next meeting
of the Association on October 29, 1881. They refused, but according to Milmine | Cather, two
members, F. A. Damon and A. A. Draper, resigned because they thought Eddy had become too
preoccupied with the subject of fending off mesmerism. A few others resigned later, according to
Peel.
Remaining members of the Association indignantly issued a response a few weeks later, in midNovember, which response they published in the Lynn Union of February 3, 1882, while Eddy
and her husband were away for the month in Washington, D.C., researching copyright law:
At a meeting of the Christian Scientist association the following resolutions were
unanimously adopted:
Resolved, That we the members of the Christian Scientist association do herein express to
our beloved teacher, and acknowledged leader, Mary B. Glover Eddy, our sincere and
heartfelt thanks and gratitude for her earnest labors in behalf of this association, by her
watchfulness of its interest, and persistent efforts to maintain the highest rule of Christian
love among its members.
Resolved, That while she has had little or no help, except from God, in the introduction to
this age of materiality of her book, Science and Health, and the carrying forward of the
Christian principles it teaches and explains, she has been unremitting in her faithfulness
to her God-appointed work, and we do understand her to be the chosen messenger of God
to bear his truth to the nations, unless we hear “Her Voice,” we do not hear “His Voice.”
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Resolved, That while many and continued attempts are made by malpractice, as referred
to in the book, Science and Health, to hinder and stop the advance of Christian Science, it
has with her leadership attained a success that calls out the truest gratitude of her
students, and when understood, by all humanity.
Resolved, That the charges made to her in a letter, signed by J. C. Howard, M. R. Rice, D.
B. Rawson, and five others, of hypocrisy, ebullitions of temper, and love of money, are
utterly false, and the cowardice of the signers in refusing to meet her and sustain or
explain said charges, be treated with the righteous indignation it justly deserves. That
while we deplore such wickedness and abuse of her who has befriended them in their
need, and when wrong, met them with honest, open rebuke, We look with admiration and
reverence upon her Christ-like example of meekness and charity, and will, in future, more
faithfully follow and obey her divine instructions knowing that in so doing we offer the
highest testimonial of our appreciation of her Christian leadership.
Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be presented to our teacher and leader, Mary
B. Glover Eddy, and a copy be placed on the records of this Christian Scientist
association.”

The above at the least indicates just how highly charged some of these issues were and how
Eddy’s motives and rebukes might be viewed entirely differently by those around her. It was
stated earlier that Eddy demanded much of those around her in what she perceived as a war
against materiality and the opponents of what she believed to be the Christ Truth. As such, a
strong rebuke might be perceived by one as unchristian and mean, whereas to another it was a
tough-love shock treatment meant to turn the person around and back toward the right direction.
The resignation statement did not give any specific examples to support the later Rice allegations
in the World of a morphine addiction. The allegation of “appearance of hypocrisy” seems too
weak and general to cover that. Again, the allegation of Eddy using morphine will be discussed
later in the section on the same allegation in the McClure’s biographical serial.
These kinds of allegations perhaps influenced fellow Eddy student, Samuel P. Bancroft, to write
many years later,
Do you wonder that we are indignant when we hear it said that Mrs. Eddy did not write
‘Science and Health’—we who had imbibed its teachings in class-room and from the
platform before the book was issued? I have been present at private meetings when Mrs.
Eddy measured strength with some of the finest minds. Calm and undisturbed, with not a
particle of hysteria, she would answer question after question in a manner which, if it did
not convince, never failed to satisfy the inquirer of her sincerity.

Earlier in his book, he stated, “The Mrs. Eddy of my acquaintance was a refined, gracious lady,
not a fraud, not a charlatan, as Mark Twain and others describe her. She was dignified, but
friendly. It was a pleasure to meet her.”389 Bancroft, writing in later years, attempted to set the
record straight from his perspective on Eddy’s demeanor in these early years:
Did she change? I think not. Some have stated that she became harsh and arbitrary. No
doubt she was denunciatory towards error, or those who were evil-minded, but her nature
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was gentle and affectionate. I do not believe it could be changed. Mrs. Eddy showed to
her early pupils the loving-kindness of a mother, or the faithful devotion of a sister, and
many of her later students have given testimony to this same effect. . . .
In all the years during which I knew her, Mrs. Eddy’s life and her activities were
dominated by this one idea, the promulgation of her theories. She was undoubtedly
sincere in thinking that to be of more importance to the world than all else she had to
offer.
Her manner was always ladylike and self-possessed, even on the most trying occasions.
When in conversation, the animation she displayed added much to her attractiveness. It
was the animation of conviction, not of excitement or agitation. She exemplified
Socrates’ rule, ‘First convince yourself and then you can convince others.’ It was the
courage of convictions that sustained her at all times. She showed no self-consciousness,
390
either in class-room or upon the platform; rather, self-forgetfulness.

Elsewhere in the book, Bancroft wrote of Eddy’s personality:
It is the personality of Mrs. Eddy that distinguishes her from other women, from other
teachers. It is a source of much gratification to those who knew her and loved her, to
remember her humanity, her tenderness, her graciousness, her appreciation of little
391
attentions shown her.

The quote attributed to Ellen Locke about knowing twelve people who were treated by Quimby
in Lawrence, Massachusetts, alone, seems improbable. The Quimby papers provide no record of
a single patient from Lawrence, Massachusetts, let alone twelve.
The above focuses on the World’s articles in October, 1906, but the World did not stop there, as
it continued on into November with more allegations, and then when the Next Friends Suit was
announced in March, 1907, it came out with more articles. One such article was an alleged
interview with Eddy’s adopted son, Ebenezer J. Foster, which included a flagrantly inaccurate
statement about the time it was thought by some that Foster possibly had an affair with a
secretary. Edwin Dakin in his biography392 covered that interview in the World with complete
credulity. Later Robert Peel showed, through original documents, in Authority,393just how
completely false and slanderous the World account was.
The World issue of March 3, 1907, included this interview with George Glover, just a few days
after the Next Friends Suit had been filed. Here is the lengthy interview, with comments added
by me based on later research:
[George Glover:] “‘The first time I saw my mother after our own separation in my
babyhood [Glover was about 11 when he last saw his mother, not a baby],’ said Glover,
‘was in the year 1879. I had just been married [he had been married 5 ½ years by then]
and was living in Minnesota [he was living in Dakota territory, Black Hills, in 1879]. One
day a telegram reached me from mother, asking me to join her at once in Cincinnati.
There was no explanation, only a plea to come quickly.
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I hurried to Cincinnati as fast as an express train could take me, but failed to find a trace
of mother in that city. In my preplexity[sic] I wired to the Chief of Police of Lynn, where
mother had been living, asking him for news of her whereabouts.
Days passed before the desired information reached me. It came then, in the form of a
telegram bearing mother’s signature, and bidding me hurry to her in Boston. Three days
later I reached Boston, and mother and I met for the first time in thirty years.’ [They had
not seen each other in 23 years.]
‘In her autobiography,’ said the interviewer to Glover,’ ‘Mrs. Eddy says that you were
taken from her when an infant by plotters; that you were carried off and hidden from her;
that the conspirators taught you to believe her dead; that she exhausted every means to
find you, and that finally, many years later, a strange Providence led you to her. Is that the
truth?’ [This is a very distorted version of what Eddy had actually written.]
Glover’s face flushed a dull red, and his clear eyes fell before the questioner’s glance. For
the first and only time in the long interview Glover hesitated. But it was only an instant.
Then his blue eyes kindled with an angry sparkle as he pushed back his chair and said
sternly:
On Forbidden Ground.
‘Now you are on forbidden ground, young man. I do not agree with my mother in her
version of the facts, but I shall never open my lips to contradict her. She is my mother,
and my lips are sealed.’
There was impressive dignity, crude heroism, in the words of this rugged man, who is
declared to have been wilfully[sic] abandoned in infancy by his mother. Investigators
have found and exploited the unpleasant facts, but George Glover is bravely silent.
‘But let us get back to my first meeting with mother,’ continued Glover, pacified by the
questioner’s promise not to again offend. ‘I found her living with Dr. Eddy in a Boston
boardinghouse, and in the midst of great trouble. She has launched Christian Science, and
things were not running smoothly. There had been a revolt of some sort among the people
she called her ‘students.,’ and two men—Daniel J. Spofford and Richard Kennedy—were
leaders in the fight against her.
Within a week of my arrival in Boston I learned many strange things. The strangest of
these was that the rebellious students were employing black arts to harass and destroy my
mother.
The longer I remained with mother, the clearer this became. Pursued by the evil influence
of the students, we moved from house to house, never at rest and always apprehensive. It
was a maddening puzzle to me. We would move to a new house and our fellow lodgers
would be all smiles and friendliness. Then, in an hour, the inevitable change would come;
all friendliness would vanish under the spell of black magic, and we would be ordered to
go. But mother made it all clear to me.’
Then in his simplicity Glover unintentionally revealed the methods by which the mother
had bent him to her purpose.
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Fearful of Hypnotism.
‘Yes, she explained everything,’ continued Glover. ‘She told me that the great secrets of
Christian Science, when put to evil uses by designing men, were terrible in their power.
She made me see that Daniel Spofford and Richard Kennedy in particular were using this
mysterious power to crush and ruin and slay her.
And I want to tell you right now,’ cried Glover, straightening in his chair and his eyes
gleaming, ‘that we will see this devil’s work in full operation as soon as legal proceedings
are started to rescue my mother. We will see strange things then. Every evil known to the
black arts will be let loose upon us. All the powers of hypnotism and mesmerism and
every other ism linked with the devil will be exerted to befuddle judges and confuse the
minds of witnesses dangerous to the conspirators at Pleasant View.394
Oh, I know what you think,’ exclaimed Glover, with a mournful shake of his head, ‘You
think that I am talking nonsense, but I am telling you the truth, as I know it from the lips
of my mother herself.’
Hypnotism lies at the root of the whole matter, and we shall surely witness and exhibition
of its fearful power that will amaze the world.’
Glover’s excited passed quickly and taking up the thread of his story, he said:
‘For some reason, never explained to my satisfaction, mother would not think of letting
me return to my Western home. I had gone to her prepared for only a short visit, but she
sternly silenced every suggestion of my departure.
There were imperative reasons why I should have been at home. My young wife was
about to give birth to the first child [Glover’s third child, a daughter, was born while he
was there], and my business affairs also were in need of attention. By mother would not
permit me to leave her. So, week after week and month after month, I stayed on in
Boston, moving from house to house, and learning to hate Spofford and Kennedy, the
arch enemies of my mother’s peace, with all my soul.’
Went After Kennedy.
‘It was Kennedy that mother talked of most. He was a master hand at the black arts, as
mother pictured him daily to me, until at last I made up my mind to cut him short in his
evil work. But I kept my plan to myself. One morning I slipped my revolver into my
overcoat pocket and left our boarding-house, ostensibly for a stroll. It was a beautiful,
clear morning, and the streets of old Boston never looked brighter nor busier. But there
was no brightness in my heart—nothing but a stern, fixed purpose to end Kennedy’s
devilish work and save my mother.
I had never seen the man, but I knew where he had offices, and I walked straight there.
He was doing business as a healer, and his name lettered on a brass plate, was on the door
of this office. Every detail of that visit is as clear in my mind to-day, as if it took place
only a week ago.
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The girl who admitted me asked if I was a ‘patient,’ and I answered, ‘yes.’ I remember
distinctly that I laughed aloud as I made this reply. A great load of trouble seemed lifted
from my heart. I felt that in another moment I would have Kennedy in my power, where
black arts could not save him.
The unsuspecting girl led me straight to Kennedy’s office, on the second floor of the
house, opened the door, bowed me into the room and hurried away. Kennedy was before
me, seated at his desk.
He looked up smilingly and asked, ‘Are you in need of treatment?’
Pulling out my revolver, I walked up to him, pressed the cold muzzle of the weapon to his
head, and said:
‘I have made up my mind that you are in need of treatment.’
Cowered at Glover’s Weapon.
‘Then while he shook like a jelly-fish with terror, I gave him his one chance to live. I told
him that my mother knew all of his black art tricks to ruin her, and that I had made up my
mind to stop him or to kill him.
You needn’t tell me that you are not working your game of hypnotism to rob us of
friends, and to drive mother to madness,’ said I. ‘My one word to you is this, if we have
to move from one other boarding-house I will search you out and shoot you like a mad
dog.’
I shall never forget how that man begged for his life and the end of the weapon and swore
that that the black art story was false and that mother had deceived me. [Wilbur said that
after this interview was published, Kennedy was asked about it and he said the story was
complete fiction.]
But it did the business all right,’ continued Glover. We were not ordered out of another
boarding-house that winter. Mother seemed very much surprised when I told her what I
had done but she did not scold me. Her spirits seemed to improve and in a few days she
consented to let me return home to my wife and the little son [as mentioned above, his
wife gave birth to a daughter, not a son] I had not yet seen.’”

While the Glover interview was certainly entertaining, its veracity is certainly in question—even
though Milmine and some other Eddy biographers have accepted it with complete credulity.
Peabody, who interviewed Kennedy in 1907, wrote to Chandler on September 16, 1907.395
Kennedy told Peabody that he was not in favor of the suit and did not think the Chandler side
had the facts. Peabody added: “I think he will satisfy you that your client G.W.G. has an
imagination that is in good working order.”
While the Glover family kept a large cache of letters from Eddy over the years, such a telegram,
if it existed, was not saved. A letter in MBEL from Glover to his mother, dated October 21,
1879, gives a different picture of the Cincinnati issue. Eddy’s student, Arthur Buswell went on to
Cincinnati, and Eddy considered going there as well to reestablish her movement there but in the
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end stayed back;396 before deciding not to go, she let her son George know that she was planning
on going to Cincinnati (or even moving there), and she wanted her son to meet her there. It
should be remembered that while Eddy and her son corresponded, she had not seen her son for
some 23 years and both sides wanted a reunion.397 Glover was living in Deadwood, Dakota
Territory, and Cincinnati is certainly closer to that than Boston. Thus in that context, Eddy’s
request to her son that he travel to Cincinnati to see her is not surprising. It appears that Eddy had
at least momentarily given up on the Boston area and for some reason, perhaps with the leading
of Buswell, believed the environment for her Science would be better in Cincinnati.
Glover’s response above included this:
I was no little surprised at the nature of your letter—announcing your approaching
departure for Cicinnatti & so earnestly wishing me to meet you there. The whole matter
puzzles me no little. If I knew it was a matter of great importance to both of us I would
go but there is a party of Capitalists just arrived from New York who have come to look
at some of our mines & to invest if they (the mines) suit them, & I must stay with them.
Another party of Capitalists wish me to go with them to Custer to look up some mines
there.
You see, dear Mother, it would be disasterous to my interests to leave here now—in a
financial point of view; but if when you get to Cincinatti & find that I must come & that
it is of vital interest to either you or myself, you can telegraph for me & I will come.
It puzzle me no little to understand the object of your visit to Cincinnatti. It is a strange
mystery to me & what adds to its strangeness is the fact that you could not entrust it in a
letter to me.
If you should telegraph don’t fail to let me know where I can find you.

Buswell wrote to Eddy on October 25, enticing Eddy to come out but she was clearly not
prepared to come yet:
I am quite sure also that if you could come and manage, a College could easily be
398
chartered, considering the variety already here. I send a circular of one.

A little over two weeks later, Buswell send a letter to Eddy responding to her letter (not extant)
in which she said that she would not be moving to Cincinnati because too much was going in
Boston to leave. Buswell responded:
Your kind note rec’d without much surprise for I felt from the first that you should stay at
399
Boston for a time, and half supposed you would.

Peel appeared to accept the Glover claim in the World that Glover went to Cincinnati
understanding that his mother was there but when he got there he realized that she wasn’t so he
continued on to Boston where he had his belated reunion with her. I know of no source for that
other than the World interview; nonetheless, the above letter from Glover shows clearly that he
knew of the proposed trip by his mother to Cincinnati and stated plainly that he did not want to
go unless it was absolutely necessary. His instruction to his mother was for her to send a

179

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
telegram when she was in Cincinnati. While it is certainly possible that Eddy sent a telegram to
him from Boston imploring him to meet her there, when he saw that the telegram was from the
Boston area, he could have responded to have her send a second telegram when she was actually
in Cincinnati. At this late date, we do not know.
The timing of this is important. In the author’s collection is an envelope that Glover sent to his
mother in 1881 (the letter is not extant). The letter was postmarked when it was sent and when it
arrived, and it took twelve days to get from Glover’s home to Eddy. Presuming that represented a
typical time period in those days, Eddy’s letter to Glover about Cincinnati would have been
written sometime in early October, 1879. One of the difficulties that the historian has is the hitor-miss nature of letters that are preserved. It is clear that most of the letters between Glover and
his mother before the mid-1880s are not extant, so trying to track down the meaning of certain
letters out of context can be difficult. Eddy wrote a letter to Glover on October 24, 1879, which
mentioned nothing at all about the Cincinnati venture. It talked instead about the lawsuit Eddy
was facing from a former student, George Barry, who claimed she owed him money for his
services which she said he had offered for free. However on the same day, Eddy wrote to another
student, James Ackland that things were improving in Boston, despite the hard financial impact
of the Berry suit on her but she still desired to go the “Ohio” at some point:
Now my word is sacred, and I will do as I say if it injures myself, but the cause is nearer,
and I think on account [of] the recent newspaper reports [of the suit], and the low finance,
and the high interest that comes just as we were on the eve of going—that we ought to
remain here this winter and I preach to the Pharisees one season to settle the ferment. I
want to go to Ohio and I said I should go, but we have been sadly disappointed not to
hear directly from Mr. Buswell [who had gone ahead to Cincinnati] on the state laws, we
are lately told they are unfavorable, how is it? . . . Write Dr. Buswell to get particulars
about the state laws and the general prospects in Ohio so we shall know what to depend
on when we do go, as I intend to do at a no very distant future; and say to him we shall
help defray his expenses of travelling because we told him we should go and
circumstances forbid it. . . . [Evidently referring to problems that Buswell was having in
Cincinnati:] I am so sorry for dear Dr. Buswell[’s] trouble and will help to make up his
loss and aid him in the future for it. Can I do any more or better under the changing
circumstances? Tell the Dr. to come back if he thinks best or stay if it is better for him as
400
I think possibly it may be.

It is not known when exactly Glover arrived in the Boston area to finally reunite with him
mother, but the minutes of Eddy’s Christian Scientist Association for November 22, 1879, record
the following (now in MBEL):
Meeting at 22 Jackson St. Lynn, Mass. Nov. 22, 1879:
Mr. G.[eorge] Glover present. Voted to extend an invitation to become a member to Mr.
Glover. Invitation not accepted by Mr. Glover as his home is such great distance from
Boston.

Thus, since he probably was not just newly arrived on November 22 and invited to join, he
probably arrived mid-November or earlier. Given the time it took to travel in those days from the
Dakota Territories to Boston, he probably left about November 1, which is about a week or ten
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days after he sent his letter to Eddy cited above. Given Eddy’s letter to Ackland of October 24
about thinking it best to stay for the Winter in Boston, it appears to me very unlikely that Eddy
suddenly sent a follow up telegram to her son a few days after her October 24 letter instructing
him to meet her in Cincinnati post haste. Certainly no copy of such a letter is extant. Thus,
despite that fact that Christian Science historians like Peel and Richard Nenneman appear to have
accepted the general points of Glover’s interview in the New York World, and its claim that
Eddy had her son rush to meet her in Cincinnati, only to have her not be there, I am not inclined
to believe it without more evidence. I expect the Eddy more likely had her son come to her
directly in Boston, probably an urgent request given her problems at that time. The interview was
awry in many points, so it is not out of the question that this part was wrong as well.
There was real affection between mother and son, and this early letter from Glover to his mother,
from Deadwood, August 12, 1879, shows the desire for reunion and a love for his mother, along
with the inveterate gambler that Glover was when it came to mining—with just a little more
money and time he would make the big strike; success was always just around the corner.
We have sold our property in Fargo & moved to Deadwood last spring, I having spent the
year previous in the Black Hills. . . .
I have got up an attraction for gold by which I can not only locate gold leads beneath the
surface of the ground, but can determine their width & richness. My attraction is purely a
chemical one. On this principle I have been prospecting & opening mines all summer &
now have six or seven very rich mines. None of them are yet developed sufficient to sell,
but in a month or so we expect to have one of them sufficiently opened up to sell at a
pretty good figure, & by its sale develop the others & open new ones. If I had a little
more money I could open a large number of very rich mines & make one thousand bring
a return of $10 000 or a $100 000.
My wife & I would be very glad to have you come & make your home with us as long as
you live & will endeav[o]r to make everything as pleasant for you as possible. If we are
successful in our mines as we expect there will be nothing to prevent us from making you
401
very comfortable.

In a later letter to his mother, Glover added with unending optimism for his financial prospects:
[After explaing his predicament of having opportunties but not enough cash:] We have
402
property lying idle that with a little improvement would be worth millions of dollars.

As mentioned above, mother and son finally reunited in November, 1879. They would not see
each other again until 1887. According to Eddy’s later statement, when her husband Asa Eddy
died in 1882 she said she sent a letter or telegram to Glover imploring him to move back with
her, but he said no.403 (A copy of that letter or telegram is not extant.) Thus it was, with mother
and son living very different lives a great distance apart, it was not clear when or if they would
see each other again. Eddy on June 24, 1886, wrote to her son: “I have a desire to send you your
father’s gold watch as I may never see you again and had rather give it to you now.”404
________
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While the World provided the first important attack on Eddy’s personal history and background
in a newspaper or periodical, it was soon followed by a much more detailed and extensive
treatment of Eddy by McClure’s magazine. We next turn to a look at the history behind that
work.

GEORGINE MILMINE WELLES AND
WILELLA “WILLA” SIBERT CATHER

Syracuse Herald, January 15, 1907
A little-known woman journalist, Georgine Milmine405 (1871-1950), started a periodical, The
Chiel, which was a paper “devoted to the news and notes of woman’s works,” according to the
New York Tribune, March 4, 1899. The fate of that publication is not known, but it was about
1903 or 1904 that Milmine—from Upstate New York, but originally from Canada, and soon
Georgine Milmine Welles the spouse of one Benjamin Welles (they were married on August 22,
1905)—entered the Eddy biographical fray.406 (While the official name is Welles, it was
commonly spelled Wells in the local press, so that may have been a variant spelling.) Despite her
married name, I shall refer to her as Milmine, using her more recognizable name as an author.
When Eddy died in December, 1910, Milmine gave a statement to the local press in Syracuse,
New York:407
I began to work on the series of articles in 1904. The first article appeared in McClure’s
Magazine in January of 1907 and ran through 1907 into 1908. Afterwards these articles
were revised and written into a book which appeared last December under the title “A
Life of Mary Baker G. Eddy and the History of Christian Science, by Georgine
Milmine.” Up to this time there had been no authentic life history of Mrs. Eddy. This life
history is considered the standard work by biographers.
After these articles began to appear Mrs. Eddy and other Christian Scientists objected to
them, Mrs. Eddy herself answering the first article. After that Sybil [sic] Wilbur of
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Boston, a newspaper woman, then covered the same ground and answered in reply to my
articles. Here was the Christian Science view of the same articles as written by me. The
Wilbur life appeared contemporaneously in a Boston magazine called Human Life.
I never met Mrs. Eddy personally, but made many attempts to do so. I have lived in all of
the towns in which Mrs. Eddy lived up to the time of her retreat at Pleasant View,
Concord, N.H., and had met all of the people in these towns who had known her. During
the years I lived in Concord I saw her out driving every day, the last time early in the year
1907. I have never received any personal letters from her, her answers to my articles
having been written by secretaries.

Probably a year or so earlier, Milmine gave this statement to her book’s publisher, Doubleday
Page & Co.408:
There is no doubt that the Christian Scientists worked very hard to prevent my getting at
the facts, and the publication of them. But from the beginning I had very little to do with
them as soon as I learned they were not frank nor, according to generally-accepted
standards, particularly sincere, intheir [sic] statements. I wrote to Mrs. Eddy when I first
took up the work in 1904, telling her what I had undertaken, and asking if I might see her,
etc. Her secretary replied, referring me to the Publication Committee of the Christian
Scientist Church in Boston. I knew that the Publication Committee had been created at a
comparative ly[sic] recent date; and it was the facts concerning the early life of Mrs.
Eddy that I wanted then and I wanted them at first hand. I went to work quietly, and
without further reference to Christian Scientists, and heard nothing more from them until
about a year later when the New York Publication Committee called on me to suggest his
going over my material and as much of the story as I had written, to correct the ‘errors’
he felt sure it contained. After talking with him a little I saw that he knew nothing
whatever about the life of Mrs. Eddy or the early history of Christian Scientists except
what is to be found in the ‘official’ literature of the Christian Scientist Church - - and for
historical purposes I had found this source useful only as a signal of what lay beneath.
From that time on, Christian Scientists showed symptoms of anxiety and perturbation.
Their representatives called at the publication office and made efforts to discredit the
work, my sources of information, etc., and they urged the injustice of what they called
and[sic] “attack” upon a religion. At the request of the Christian Scientists’ Publication
Committee in New York, I went to see them and to hear his objections, which were,
briefly, that “material history” was of no importance, and that the public cared nothing
whatever about the mere facts of Mrs. Eddy’s life and the development of Christian
Scientists.
At about this time I met a Christian Scientist who had been very close in the councils of
the New York First Church but who had then withdrawn from active work. He informed
me that at the daily conferences held in that church I was one of the subjects regularly
submitted for “adverse treatment.” I also received inquiries from other Christian
Scientists and from mental scientists concerning my health, and offers to treat me for
“protection” against “M.A.M.” which they felt sure was being exercised against me. I
still receive much offers from well-meaning healers. I was constantly warned against
“accident,” against “lies put out to your injury,” and other forms of disaster. And I have
received thinly-veiled threats or more or less vague calamities, and innumerable letters of
indignation and protest.
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From time to time, in the course of gathering material for the history, I applied to the
Boston Publication Committee and to other officers, for information, but although I
invariably received courteous replies to these requests, no actual information was given
me. Sometimes, in response to inquiries, misleading statements were made, and whether
these were made deliberately, or through ignorance of the facts, the effect was the same
to me, and I learned to put no dependence in their unsupported statements. This defect is,
as every one who has studied the subject knows, due mainly to the limitations of the
Christian Scientists’ religion, and not to a natural inability to tell the truth on the part of
these individuals.
Perhaps the most positive move made by the Christian Scientists was in sending to me,
through a friend, a most urgent request to ‘see’ an important Christian Scientist in New
York before I handed in my manuscript to the publishers. This of course I did not do.
Long before the serial was published, Christian Scientists, were warned in their various
publications to “beware” of defamatory statements that were to be made about their
leader, and of “forged letters” that were to be published. Thus notice was kept standing at
the head of their editorial columns for months. When the first installment was printed
Mrs. Eddy replied to it, but her reply contradicted no important fact in the history and it
evidently had not the desired effect upon the public, as she made no more replies
although the serial ran through fourteen magazine numbers.
In the present attempt at boycott, Christian Scientists are only following out Mrs. Eddy’s
instructions as contained in the church by-laws. There is a by-law which declares that a
Christian Scientist “shall not patronize a publishing house or bookstore that has for sale
obnoxious books,” and the kind of book most obnoxious to Mrs. Eddy and her followers
is one that deals with Christian Science and its leader from any but a Christian Science
point of view.

In a file on McClure’s in MBEL is a gossipy history of Milmine from a Christian Scientist, a
Miss Anna W. Morrison, who had worked with her. According to Morrison, Milmine came to
work at the Syracuse Herald as a proofreader about 1894. “After serving some time as proof
reader Miss Milmine was given the position of reporter for the women’s and society page on the
Herald and then came under the direction of Benjamin Wells[sic], the managing editor at that
time.” The drinking habit of Wells forced him to resign but later he was reinstated. Wells was
married, and according to the account by Morrison, “On account of Mr. Wells[’] attention to
Miss Milmine there was much gossip in the office regarding them and she was asked to resign.
Miss Milmine then began working for several New York papers, doing special stories, and also
working for the McClure’s syndicate which she first saw while proof reader on the Herald, . . .”
Welles secured a divorce and in 1905 married Milmine, somewhat of a local scandal at the time.
Frederick Peabody wrote some years later of the year 1905 when he met Milmine but internal
evidence suggests he meant 1904 or even before:
It was in 1905 that Miss Georgine Milmine called at my office, in Boston, and said she
was writing a series of papers on famous American women and wanted data regarding
Mrs. Eddy, as she then deemed her worthy of a place in such company. I furnished Miss
Milmine with information that put her in the way of getting the desired material at first-
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hand, and, some months later, she returned to the office a very much astonished young
woman. . . .
Miss Milmine arranged her material as a history of Mrs. Eddy and submitted it to
McClure’s Magazine. Shortly thereafter, Mr. S. S. McClure came to see me with a view
to confirming Miss Milmine’s findings and extending the investigation until it should be
exhaustive. The job was too big for one person, he thought, and, giving Miss Milmine
full credit, he had put it into the hands of his staff of experts, under the leadership of Miss
Cather. They were instructed to spare neither time nor money, to cover the entire life of
Mrs. Eddy, to accept nothing on hearsay, and rely only upon first-hand sources, and
verify until there could be no doubt of absolute accuracy. In case of material that was
calculatedto provoke a law-suit by Mrs. Eddy for vindication an abundance of supporting
testimony in writing under oath was to be taken and carefully.
For upwards of a year Miss Cather and her associates, George Kirby Turner, Burton
Hendricks, Will Irwin, and other went over the whole period of Mrs. Eddy’s life, visiting
every place in which she sojourned even for a night and interviewing every person known
to have had the slightest contact with her. . . .
The left no period of her life, in incident of her career, no phase of her thought
409
unexplored, and produced a work, wholly without bias, that was exhaustive . . . .

Peabody’s account represented a template of sorts for many to follow, a greatly exaggerated
account of the historical accuracy of the Milmine volume to the point of being untruthful. Just
one example was the claim that Milmine and the McClure’s staff interviewed everyone who had
the slightest contact with Eddy, when in fact they studiously avoid a whole host of individuals
who knew Eddy at different stages of her life but who spoke kindly of her.
Returning to the Morrison account above, Milmine presented McClure’s with her material,
which material was read by S.S. McClure, John S. Phillips, and Ray Stannard Baker. “Mr.
McClure was convinced of its news value as a sensation; Mr. Phillips expressed no opinion on
the subject, and Mr. Baker was against it publication on the grounds that whether true or untrue,
it was bad policy to attack any person’s religion.”
Samuel S. McClure, for his part, had his own checkered reputation. Ida Tarbell in 1904 famously
wrote of McClure in a letter, alarmed at his affair with one of the magazine’s contributors: “[He
is] an uncivilized, immoral, untutored natural man with enough canniness to keep himself out of
jails and asylums. He is not to be trusted. . . .”410 Tarbell in her later autobiography gave an
insiders view of the muckraking era, of which she was only reluctantly a part:
All the radical reforming element, and I numbered many friends among them, were
begging me to join their movements. I soon found that most of them wanted attacks.
They had little interest in balanced findings. Now I was convinced that in the long run the
public they were trying to stir would weary of vituperation, that if you were to secure
411
permanent results the mind must be convinced.

Morrison continued, “In order to keep other publishers from getting the story Mr. McClure paid
Mrs. Wells six hundred dollars for it and put it in the safe for use in the future. Immediately after
Messrs. Phillips and Baker separated from Mr. McClure and started the American Magazine, Mr.
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McClure decided to publish the history. . . . the history was written in McClure’s office by Miss
Milmine[,] Cather and Mr. John B. J. Hendrick.”
Lyman Powell knew both Milmine and Wilella “Willa” Sibert Cather (1873-1947) fairly well
and was quite involved in their story of Eddy’s history and their own efforts. In 1932, a Miss
McLauthlin at the Christian Science Church interviewed Powell. That document describing that
interview is now at the Longyear Museum. Powell, who met Milmine at least once, in April
1907, said that she had wanted to be an Ida Tarbell, a female journalist who had taken on the
Standard Oil Company in her groundbreaking articles in McClure’s. She had $10,000 of her own
money to invest in some similar investigation, and she went to New York City to talk to
magazine editors about writing her own “series of muck raking articles. The editors told her they
had these farmed out. Then somebody suggested her studying Mrs. Eddy, that ‘queer woman of
New England.’” After three or four years, according to Powell, of work, Milmine went to see
McClure, and sold her material and work to his magazine for $10,000, but she stipulated that
while it was understood that the McClure’s staff would be checking her work and her text
rewritten, the ultimate series would have her name, and she “was to go over the proof and keep
in the picture all the way through.” Regarding Willa Cather, Powell said that McClure put her in
charge of the investigation for the series: “Miss Cather told McClure that she did not want to be
identified with any cause for or against and she would do this work but must not be connected
openly with it.”
When Powell saw Milmine in April 1907, he was struck by the fact that she did not admit that
Cather was helping her. In his visit to the McClure’s office, he said:
They were all very diplomatic in the way they were doing it; keeping Miss Milmine and
Miss Cather in the right attitude. During his visit with her [i.e., Milmine] Dr. Powell
realized that Miss Milmine was saving her face. He had a talk with Mr. Welles, and as he
was leaving, Mr. Welles said, “Of course, my wife has done a very fine piece of work,
and it would be very difficult to upset her story, but of course—as one man talking to
another—I can, without disloyalty to my wife, sound a word of caution. Women are not
good judges of other women. My wife began with a strong prejudice against Mrs. Eddy
and perhaps her articles are more colored by prejudice than article[s] written by you or
me as a man.”

Powell followed up that interview with a letter to Lucia Warren for the Christian Science Board
of Directors:
Since the Georgine Milmine — Willa Cather problem is still in many places clouded with
mystery, I have gone over my correspondence with the two women since the receipt of
your letter and I would be grateful if in these busy days for the Board, they would find
some time to this statement which I am going to make and which you will may wish to
keep in your records.
The true story, as indicated in the many letters I have from both Georgine Milmine and
Willa Cather, and also Cameron McKenzie, then Editor of McClure’s Magazine and later
Mr. McClure’s son-in-law, is as follows:
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Georgine Milmine was a young Canadian newspaper woman who was impressed by the
great popularity of such work as Ida Tarbell had done a few years before, as she told me
in her home in Auburn, New York, (where she had settled after marrying Mr. Benjamin
Welles, Editor of the local paper, a little while before my visit) one April day in 1907, she
deliberately chose Mrs. Eddy for investigation because Christian Science was
increasingly attracting attention and there was little known about its Founder. Mrs.
Welles spent —according to her words to me that April day — several years in visiting
places where Mrs. Eddy had lived, and in collecting materials firsthand by many
interviews and much correspondence with those who had known Mrs. Eddy, or wer in a
position to speak informedly about her.
Her method of work, as she described it to me, was to stay long enough in a place to get
naturally reticent New England people to talk freely to her, and then with her trained
newspaper mind she put what she learned from them often into the form of affidavits, to
which in most cases those she met readily subscribed.
Three years ago Mr. Perkins of Tilton confirmed this affidavit story, and told me in some
detail how, as Notary Public, he went around with Georgine Milmine and took the
affidavits of many people in his part of the country, though his estimate of their value —
412
knowing many of the people, — was not as high as Georgine Milmine’s.
By 1906 Georgine Milmine had her materials in magazine story form and sold it to
McClure’s Magazine. But as I learned at the time from several representatives of the
magazine, the condition of the purchase was that the magazine would send its own staff
to check up on the magterials and to revise and edit in conformity with the McClure’s
policy, as today the American Magazine has its own staff—sometimes calling in your
newspaper men like my son Talcott—to check up and re-write stories already accepted
and paid for, in conformity with the magazine policy.
As my letter file and also my many talks both in New York and in Boston with the
McClure’s staff during the months that followed my visit to Georgine Milmine in
Auburn, indicate, Willa Sibert Cather, whose brilliant stories published in her volume
‘The Troll Garden’ had brought her to the attention of McClure’s, had shortly before
been put on the McClure’s editorial staff, and was given the special responsibility,
without use of her name, for going over the story and materials of Georgine Milmine. She
was assisted, however, by a friend of hers with whom she had — I believe — taught a
while before in high school in Pittsburgh or Alleghany, Pennsylvania, and the two of
them lived together for a year or two in apartments at 66 Chestnut Street, Boston, where I
had the pleasure of going over the whole matter with them. In one of her many letters to
me Miss Cather refers to the investigating she and her friend were doing of Miss
Milmine’s witnesses, and says: ‘We have today investigated all of them.’
Then, too, there was Mr. Burton J. Hendrick of the McClure staff who assisted Miss
Cather, and when I visited George A. Quimby at Belfast, Maine, that same year, I got the
impression that Mr. Hendrick had concentrated on the Quimby matter and had paid a
special visit to Belfast to see such of the Quimby manuscripts as Mr. George Quimby was
willing to show him, and also had bought borrowed at least one important document for
McClure’s.
As month by month articles appeared under the name according to contract of Georgine
Milmine, in McClure’s Magazine, Mrs. Welles (Georgine Milmine) told me in Auburn,
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she went down to New York every month to read the proofs. This seemed to be at the
time and also now seems to be an indication Georgine Milmine was being used as the
series appeared in an editorial capacity both on her own work and on the revision of it
bey Willa Cather and her assistants; for among my many letters is one dated May 31,
1907, in which appeared the sentence: ‘We came to New York for a last revision and for
the proof reading.’ Her signature to this letter is Georgine Milmine Welles.
All the time the many letters I have on file from Miss Cather indicate that she was head
of the revising enterprises and was interviewing many of the people; but her name
nowhere appears for two reasons:
1) She was acting essentially as a ‘re-write’ editor.
2) All these years Miss Cather was scrupulously protecting herself from being identified
with special research or debunking writing because she was preparing her permanent
work as a story writer; and when Mrs. Powell and the boys and I were spending a few
months in New York in 1912, we found Miss Cather had swung completely over to
her story writing and was living and working in the same apartment house with us,
just off Washington Square, evidently finishing the first story, entitled ‘Alexander’s
Bridges’ that marked her final breakoff with the financial official magazine editing.
Mr. Benjamin Welles did not live very long after the marriage to Georgine Milmine, and
when in 1913 I became President of Hobart College in Geneva, an hour from Auburn, I
found that Mr. Welles had already passed on and I was told that Mrs. Welles had married
a druggist in Auburn named Adams. But in our five years at Geneva we never met Mrs.
Adams, though I frequently spoke in Auburn both at the Seminary where Dr. Gaius
Glenn Atkins is now Professor, and also at various public meetings and at various
churches.
No, tell Mr. [William P.] McKenzie that Georgine Milmine and Willa Cather are two
distinct persons, and that the story I have told you and which is corroborated in pages of
details in my letter files, is the true story of those two women, and their connection with
the McClure’s articles. It would take, however, a long, long time to give the details
413
which, however, are not ncessary to the main point.

The Christian Science Church was able to purchase on June 26, 1920, from Stammer Bookshop
in New York City, a large cache of Milmine’s early notes, manuscripts, and related material that
she evidently felt inclined to sell at that time. (The purschase of such papers by the Church from
the Stammer Bookshop would later be given ominous overtones by some who considered such a
purchase a sign of Church suppression.) This collection includes two manuscripts; the first is
dated 1904 from New York City, with minor edits. That document is comprised of 127 half
pages. (In the Newberry Library in Chicago is a slightly updated version414 on legal size paper
comprised of 74 pages with the same date but with the earlier edits made, in one clean, typed
document.) The second manuscript is much more extensive, comprised of 414 pages. It is not
dated but internal evidence strongly suggests the manuscript was completed in 1905.415 (Milmine
was able to convince Samuel S. McClure to purchase from her the rights to her research by 1905
if not earlier.) The material also includes a separate batch of miscellaneous manuscript pages
with later material, judging on the inclusion at one point of the text of a letter from September
1906. In addition to material now at the Mary Baker Eddy library (which is well explained in the
Finding Aid for the “Georgine Milmine Collection”), important Milmine source material is also
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at the Longyear Museum. While it has been alleged that the Church owns the original manuscript
of the Milmine | Cather book, it appears that it and the Newberry Library only own early
versions of the manuscript and not the actual final manuscript used by McClure’s or the later
book printing.
It is not clear which year exactly she began her research and writing on Eddy, 1903 or 1904
(despite the date given of 1904 in two Milmine interviews several years later),416 but as stated
above by the end of 1904 she had an early manuscript prepared. The timing for Milmine
appeared to be right, as the world was becoming increasingly interested in Eddy. See, for
example, what former Eddy student Daniel Spofford, wrote in his response to Milmine on
September 18, 1904, regarding his copies of the Eddy documents that were attributed to Quimby:
“It is singular that in twenty-five years I have had but two calls for them for publication and both
calls within three weeks.”417
By November 1904 Alfred Farlow and others in the Christian Science organization knew of the
upcoming efforts of McClure’s to publish a look at Eddy’s life. Farlow wrote to George Kinter,
then at Eddy’s house, Pleasant View, of a Mrs. Georgine Milmine Welles, a journalist “with
whom we had some dealings a while ago, and all of which was of the most kindly nature” but
who had been swayed by Eddy foe, Frederick Peabody, to be turned against Eddy.418 Soon a
Christian Scientist named Frank Sprague wrote several letters to Alfred Farlow on this work of
McClure’s. His informant was a “Rev. Mr. Lord” who as a minister had married Frederick
Peabody and his wife, and it is presumably through that source that he knew of what McClure’s
was working on. On July 2, 1905, according to what Sprague had heard, he wrote to Farlow that
McClure’s wanted to have the case against Eddy be comparable to what Ida Tarbell had written
about Standard Oil. Twelve days later, Sprague wrote Farlow that Lord had told him that the still
unnamed (to Sprague) author of the Eddy biographical serial “appealed to Miss Tarbell (at
present on the editorial staff of McClure). At first Miss Tarbell doubted her ability to cope with
the subject, but finally consented to let her submit a specimen of the kind of presentation she
proposed to give. This proved acceptable, and she was detailed to investigate the matter and
write a series of articles, to be published later in book form.”419 Lord said he understood that
McClure’s would be open to publishing the Christian Science side.
Alfred Farlow reported in a letter to the Board of Directors on August 15, 1905, that a Mr. Sisson
was seeking to learn more of the intention of McClure’s and was taking along editorials that
were favorable to Christian Science. In a meeting between Sisson and the managing editor of the
magazine a few days earlier, according to Farlow, “It was definitely learned that Miss Milmine is
being advanced money by McClure, Phillips, Co., and that the object is not to get an article to be
printed in their magazine, but to get material about which to write a book inimicable to Christian
Science. It would seem from what was said that they have abandoned the idea of printing an
article in their magazine, altogether.”420 On September 29, Farlow wrote a letter to William B.
Johnson, the Clerk of the Church, saying that he had advised H. Cornell Wilson, the Christian
Science Committee on Publication for New York to “interview both Mr. Phillips of McClure’s
and Miss Milmine. Since she has been so bold in her searches I have decided that it could not
possibly make matters worse for Mr. Wilson to interview her. It may intimidate her in a way and
perhaps discourage the thing altogether.”421 Milmine was definitely making waves as her
researches into Eddy’s past were not going unnoticed. Farlow wrote the Board on October 11,
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“No doubt the unusual publicity of this matter is due to the fact that Miss Milmine talks a great
deal and has been very bold in her researches.”422 Christian Scientist, A.V. Stewart in Chicago
had written Farlow two days earlier that a young woman who was becoming interested in
Christian Science had mentioned her interest to a magazine writer friend, who replied, “Oh, do
not do anything of that kind now. Wait until next year. McClure’s is to have a series of articles
showing Mrs. Eddy and Christian Science in their true light. She [i.e., Eddy] has posed for
something she is not long enough, and these articles will expose the whole thing. You will see
after reading them that you do not want to have anything to do with it.”423 While the reliability of
the friend cannot be judged at this late date, it appears that at the late the rumor mill in the
publishing business was busy, and the friend was perhaps on the inside track as to what
McClure’s employees were saying.
Wilson did in fact take up Farlow’s recommendation, and evidently met with Milmine twice. To
the Board, Farlow wrote on October 19, after a meeting with Wilson and W. D. McCrackan:
Mr. Wilson has interviewed Miss Milmine I think twice, and he thinks it would not be
worth while to talk with her any more. She evidently has a purpose from which she is not
willing to change, and that is, get up a criticism on Mrs. Eddy which will be acceptable to
424
McClure[’]s.

A few months went by, and Farlow reported to the Board on December 29, that Sisson has
spoken to Mr. John S. Phillips at McClure’s, and according to Sisson’s letter of six days earlier,
Phillips said: “Let me say that it is very unlikely that we shall use Miss Milmine’s stuff; perhaps
we shall never use any material relating to the subject.”425
On May 9, 1906, Wilson wrote a letter to Farlow asking him to come down to New York City,
that they might make an effort to meet with McClure. He added a handwritten postscript: “Just
had a telephone message from Mr. Sisson. He had at talk with Robert McClure [i.e., the brother
of S. S. McClure] to-day who confirmed the rumors we have heard, saying the article is in the
course of completion.”426
Farlow wrote to Eddy on May 15, 1906, to apprise her of the situation:
For two or three years rumors had been coming to the effect that McClure’s Magazine
was to publish a series of articles referring to our Leader. Since Miss Milmine, who was
gathering the data for this, did not visit any of the Christian Scientists but did visit the
enemies of this Science we mistrusted that the article would be prejudiced, and through
friends of those connected with the office and by scientific mental work have managed to
427
keep it out of print. A few days ago Robert McClure, son
of the proprietor of the
Magazine, on being questioned confirmed a more recent rumor reiteratint[sic] the
McClure’s intention to publish an article which we have already described.
On Saturday I visited McClures office in New York and had a long interview with the
new editor, Mr. Witter Binner [i.e., Bynner]. He is a bright young fellow, with a good
face. He admitted that they had data on hand that was calculated to go into a long story of
“Famous Women of America.” He declared that the data was biased and unsatisfactory to
428
them. He said that they had placed it in the hands of a Mr. [Mark] Sullivan who had
recently been taken into the office from the staff of The Ladies Home Journal. Mr. Binner
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promised me faithfully that if they used the matter Mr. Sullivan would wait upon me and
permit me to censor the article. If it comes into my hands I will try to pass it along to you
429
if it needs your attention.

Farlow took Wilson’s advice and traveled to New York, and he and Wilson paid a visit to
McClure’s. He wrote to the Board on May 18:
Not deeming it wise to make previous arrangements for an interview I took Mr. Wilson
and went unannounced to the McClure’s office. Our cards were sent in to Mr. McClure
and his new editor, Mr. Witter Binner [sic], came as Mr. McClure’s representitive[sic]
and we told him our story. We introduced the subject by informing him that for the past
two years rumores[sic] had come to us that a series of articles was in contemplation for
McClure’s Magazine and that as Miss Milmine, who was said sent to be gather the data,
did not call upon Christian Scientists and we knew that she was working with the
opponents of Christian Science we surmised that what she had gathered was prejudiced,
and for the good of the Magazine as well as the interest of Christian Science we had
thought of the interview. Mr. Binner expressed himself as being very much gratified that
we had made the call. He acted as if he had been waiting for just such information as we
had given him. He expressed his dis-satisfaction with the matter prepared by Miss
Milmine and promised faithfully that if they used anything they would send Mr. Sullivan,
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who has it in hand, to me and allow me to censor it.

It is seems clear at this date that no such offer to “censor” the manuscript or articles was ever
made. Peel cites a letter from a Chicago Christian Scientist whose journalist daughter in New
York City had written a letter in mid-1906 that said S. S. McClure personally told her that
“McClure’s Magazine is going to start a crusade against Christian Science. They have been at
this for some two or three years and have collected as he put it ‘a whole trunkful of documents,’
including . . . many letters, some of them originals of Mrs. Eddy’s and some of them certified
copies, and they have watched the whole course of things for some time with great care.”431
Wilson and Farlow made another effort in July. In an undated, handwritten letter from Farlow to
the Board, which Robert Peel has tentatively dated as about July 15, 1906, he wrote:
I could not reach Mr. McClure this morning as he was in a directors meeting and Mr.
Irwin said he was ‘too ill’ to see us this P.M. I have an appointment with him tomorrow
morning at ten o’clock. Please remember the hour. Wilson and I talked with [Will] Irwin
about an hour and a quarter. He assured us that they had no idea of printing their matter
for a year and that although they had a lot data they had not sorted it nor written their
story and expected to carry out their suggestions to submit to us for final consideration.
Mr. Irwin was not a little annoyed to learn that the matter was being discussed outside
and while he tried to be nice to us it was noticeable the he was a little [unintelligible]. On
the whole however I think our visit was profitable to our cause. I told him frankly that I
had come to see Mr. McClure and why. He said they would not publish any thing but a
correct history—no innuendos or gratuitous suggestions and they had no intention of
publishing an ‘expose’ or an attack.
The thing we need is to delay it forever. The longer it is delayed the better[,] for our hope
432
is that they will undergo a change for the better.
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That Wilson and Farlow actually met S. S. McClure, presumably the next day, is seen in
Wilson’s letter to Farlow, July 18, which is quoted in Peel:
My impression is that what was said to Mr. McClure during our call the other day had
little effect, except to make him cautious and determined to keep within in bounds of
such statements as he can verify by living witnesses and documents of record. On the
other hand, I believe . . . Mr. Irwin and others would prefer, if they could, to prevent the
433
appearance of such an article on Christian Science.

We have seen thus far the efforts of Farlow (as overall Committee on Publication of the Christian
Science church) and Cornell Wilson, Committee on Publication for the State of New York, to see
S. S. McClure and other executives at McClure’s to see if they could convince them from going
forward with the planned Eddy biographical serial, one they were convinced would become a
mouthpiece for Eddy’s enemies. The first hand accounts in the letters written at that time are at
distinct odds with this account, said to be from Witter Bynner, as given decades later in the
biography of S. S. McClure by his grandson, Peter Lyon. (Lyon said that Bynner “has recalled”
the following but it is not clear to whom Bynner spoke—Lyon or someone else?—or when the
recollection was given.) Lyon wrote that Bynner
has recalled three men [the letters above suggest only two at a time visited the McClure’s
office], identifying themselves as spokesmen for the Church of Christ Scientist, appeared
one day at the office demanding [note Farlow’s letter above where he was told McClure
was too ill to see him that day so he made an appointment to see him the next day] to see
McClure. It was one of the duties of the managing editor to shield S. S. from unwelcome
visitors, so Bynner parlayed with them briefly. He then withdrew to tell McClure they
insisted on speaking with him personally [Farlow had been clear that he wanted to meet
with McClure personally]. S. S. growled and fidgeted and jingled the coins in his pocket.
‘Get rid of them,’ he said.
‘I can’t,’ said Bynner. [Thus far the McClure’s staff had not had a problem shielding him
for the Christian Scientists.]
‘Then tell them I’ve sailed for Europe.’
‘They know you’re here.’
‘How could they know that? I might have sailed just this morning.’
‘I really think maybe you’d better see—’
‘All right, all right,’ said McClure petulantly. ‘Bring them in.’
The Christian Scientists came in. Before they sat down, they stood on chairs and closed
the transoms over the two doors to the room. Then they made their demand: the series
must not be published. S. S. scowled at them and said nothing. To fill the silence, Bynner
began nervously to assure the Scientists that the articles were not sensational, not
offensive; that there was no cause for apprehension; [Cf. Farlow’s comment about
Bynner’s reaction in the May 18 letter above about an earlier meeting.] that all the facts
had been most carefully verified. . . .
One of the Scientists cut in to suggest that perhaps there would be no objection to
publication of the material if the Scientists were permitted to edit as they might please.
[According to the Farlow letter above, it was Bynner who ostensibly offered just that,
even if the offer was never a real one.]
S. S. now spoke. He flatly refused either to suppress the material or to permit the
Scientists to see it in advance of publication, must less to tamper with it. ‘Good day,
gentlemen,’ he said grandly, and took up some papers from his desk.
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The Scientists arose. One of them announced that if McClure persisted in his course he
would soon notice a distinct loss of advertising in his magazine. They then marched
434
out.

After the much ballyhooed efforts of some Christian Scientists to suppress the Dakin biography
of Eddy in 1929, a template was created of a monolithic special interest group that would attempt
to ruthlessly suppress any publication it did not like. Since this was actually great publicity for
any publishing company so affected, it made no sense to actually look to see if the template was
accurate. While the account above attributed to Bynner did not fit well with the correspondence
written at the time, it certainly did fit the popularized template of heavy-handed Christian
Scientists attempting to suppress opposing views.
McClure’s was bold, if nothing else. Farlow reported in a letter to the Board on September 21,
1906, that “Mr. Erwin[sic], managing editor of McClure’s Magazine, was in to see me this
morning to ask the privilege of placing an artist in the new Church [i.e., the new Extension
completed a few months earlier] for the purpose of making interior views for their article. I had
about an hour and a half with him.” Irwin said that they were going to write an article soon. “He
said that it would not be altogether acceptable to Christian Scientists because it was written from
the standpoint of an outsider, but he was sure that we would concede that it was the fairest thing
that had ever been written from that standpoint, much better than Mark Twain’s, that article that
appeared in the Cosmopolitan, or any other that was written from a similar standpoint. It was not
to be a ‘roast’ of any kind, but fair and just, etc., etc., . . .”435
Farlow had told Irwin that he would have to see about giving permission to McClure’s to have an
artist inside the Church on their behalf. Farlow handwrote a letter to the Board on six days later:
“I had a talk with Mr. Irwin over the phone and told him that I wanted a more definite idea of
their proposition so I could present their request for pictures more intelligently and he said he
would send me a written statement. This morning I receive the inclosed.”436 Will Irwin’s
statement on McClure’s Magazine stationery, dated September 25, 1906, read as follows:
It’s a little hard to say in a few words just exactly the scope of the article on Mrs. Eddy.
You may say to the directors, however, that it is a historical study of the life of Mary
Baker G. Eddy, and the growth of the Christian Science Movement, together with a study
of the present church government and management, which differs, as you know, from any
other form of church government in existence. It will be written from the point of view of
an outsider. On that account, it is probable that it will contain many things that will be
unpleasant to Christian Scientists because nothing would entirely suit them which is not
extremely laudatory to Mrs. Eddy and the church. The same would be true of the
Presbyterians, the Roman Catholics or any other denomination which you could want to
name. The only thing is that the Christian Scientists have been hammered a little more
than the others and that the church is in our opinion more vulnerable in some respects
than the others. The story will be told without a single word of comment and with an
attempt so far as our lights go to tell the exact truth and to tell all sides. Christian
Scientists may not be pleased with us but when it is finished I think they will agree that it
is the fairest thing that has been published in any of the large magazines. It seems to me
that this come pretty near summing up our position in the matter.
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If, under these circumstances, the trustees will give us permission to sketch the interior of
the temple we will feel greatly obliged to them.

It does not appear that the Board granted McClure’s what they asked for.
Farlow reported back to the Board on October 4 in part:
In answer to your quiry as to where the McClures gathered their information, I would say
that none of the men connected with that company have ever told me where they obtained
their so-called documents, but it is evident that after Miss Milmine’s visit to
Pleasantview[sic] and after her promise to call on me,—which she never did,—she went
to the enemies of our Leader in Concord and Boston. Certain questions which she
propounded to me by letter, concerning the disorganization of the Mother Church, which
took place a great many years ago, lead me to believe that she has been in conversation
with Peabody. A report that Miss Tarbell visited Stoughton, Mass. and the Rev. Claflin in
Clinton, Mass., and a family in another Massachusetts town, who, according to the report
of the lady on Columbus Ave., whom I visited at Mr. Johnson’s request, confirmed my
belief that Miss Milmine visited these places in person.
Mrs. [Helen] Nixon [the wife of disaffected Scientist William Nixon] told me that her
husband claimed that they had a lot of old letters in Mrs. Eddy’s own handwriting which
they were going to use, but this was before we knew anything about the McClure affair. .
..
A letter received last evening from Mr. Wilson contained a note from a Mr. Hackett, of
Utica, saying that he had heard that McClures were going to publish a series of articles
and that very recently they sent a man to Concord to find out whether or not Mrs. Eddy
were alive and they learned that she was really alive! I only wish the rest of us were as
437
much alive.

Farlow continued his efforts to dissuade McClure’s from their supporting what he considered the
enemies of Christian Science. On the following October 13, he wrote to Lewis Strang, one of
Eddy’s assistants:
Just a line to inform you that I had four hours and a half with Mr. Hedrick [i.e., Burton
Hendrick] on Thursday, and I hope the interview was profitable. I do not believe that he
has anything but the same old lies. He has been seeking further verification, but, as near
as I can determine, has been pretty roughly handled by some of Concord’s best citizens. I
am hoping the thing will fade out. Of course that is the proper thing, and what we
438
expect.

Strang wrote Farlow on two days later:
It is my opinion that you had better deny this talk about Mrs. Eddy’s death, though I
should think that I should wait for awhile and get it in some paper of importance, in case
it reaches that stage.
We have had quite an experience here the past two days with a couple of men—Slaght
and Lithchild—from the New York World. They were chasing the same story, and
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preliminary to their coming here had been through the entire list of delinquents digging
up all the old stuff they could find against Mrs. Eddy.
They said, however, it was not their purpose to use any of this if they could prove
absolutely to their satisfaction that Mrs. Eddy was alive, and she consented to see them
this afternoon together with Professor Kent, who lives across the road and who was,
according to the newspaper men, a satisfactory person to them to prove that Mrs. Eddy
was Mrs. Eddy. The little affair went through very nicely, and the men seemed
thoroughly satisfied and quite impressed with our Leader’s appearance. I am really glad
that she had done this, for the fact that she is here is now established to the satisfaction of
person in now way connected with our Cause.
I don’t know but Hendrick of McClure’s will feel rather badly if he hears of this business
with the World inasmuch as he was barred from seeing Mrs. Eddy. If, however, this
question is brought up to you, you can say from me to Mr. Irwin or anybody in authority
in McClure’s that I talked to Mr. Hendrick for two hours. His manner was not pleasant.
His spirit was combative rather than conciliatory, and he did not impress me as the proper
person for a publication like McClure’s to send to interview a woman of Mrs. Eddy’s
position in the world. You can tell them that had they selected a man, who would have
shown more appreciation of the quality of work which he professed to desire to do—
write an impartial history of Christian Science—it might have been possible to have
arranged matters differently. I have no doubt that you saw enough of Mr. Hendrick to
439
know what I mean in regard to the unpleasant qualities in his personality.

The next day Farlow wrote again to Strang:
Mr. Leary, assistant City editor of the Boston Herald, has just called me up and informed
me that two men from the New York World have been up to Concord raking about to
establish the lie hat our Leader is dead.
He also told me that McClure’s had had two muck-rakers up there trying to get evidence
to establish a claim that Mrs. Eddy had recently been employing physicians. I have used
as nearly as possible Mr. Leary’s own words. Of course, this is not news to you, with the
exception of the last item. Mr. Leary said it was not of any interest to them, but he
thought it might be of interest to us, —hence, his pains to present it to us. . . .
P. S. Your letter informing me about the New York World, advising me concerning the
correction of the rumor relative to our Leader’s demise, is at hand. Thank you very much
for taking the pains to write this long statement. We will govern ourselves accordingly,
and should McClure’s undertake to find fault at not having an interview with our Leader I
440
shall not hesitate to tell them plainly about what you say.

Strang wrote to Hermann Hering, the First Reader in the Concord Christian Science church on
October 23, asking him to wire the City Editor of the Morning World because Slaght and
Lithchild were still in Concord investigating Christian Science and Eddy even though they said
they would be done if they could show that Eddy was in fact alive. Strang ended the letter with,
“Why, therefore, they should still be at work is a mystery, unless there has been lying
somewhere.”441
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The next day Strang wrote Farlow:
I received word from Prof. Hering that Slaght and Lithchild had been definitely identified
as connected with the World. I do not think that I had been deceived in that particular. . . .
I rather question whether they intend publishing anything immediately, but it is evident to
me that the World intends to keep all the stuff that they have gathered on file and be
ready to spring it in case there should develop a situation on account of which they would
consider to their advantage to do so.
442

We seem to be getting our full share of muck-raking at this present time.

While S. S. McClure himself tended to stay outside of the limelight on this issue, he wrote John
Dittemore on November 23, 1906, this response to what was obviously Dittemore’s letter of
concern:
I was sorry not to see you. However, all I can say to you is this: we are publishing no
attack on Mrs. Eddy. We are giving a very clear, documentary history of Christian
Science, such a history as no one could possibly object to unless he objects to the simple
443
truth.

About two years later, Dittemore made an effort to have McClure live up to his word to him that
he would publish in McClure’s a statement on Christian Science and Christian Science healing
written by a Christian Scientist. McClure gave reasons for the non-publication of various articles
written by Christian Scientists. Dittemore suggested an article by Edward Kimball, who was a
well-known Christian Scientist, and one who had been published nationally on the subject. In the
end, McClure never published any of the articles submitted, but in his letter to Kimball, October
21, 1908, Dittemore made this interesting observation about Cather:
I had a long conversation with Mr. McClure this morning and also with Miss Cather, the
young lady who compiled their history, and in fact, seems to have handled the entire
matter. . . .
I spent about an hour with her and found her to be a very pleasant woman, who, I believe,
intends to do the right thing, but her association with the enemies of Christian Science
and her interview with [George] Glover have created a very violent prejudice in her mind
444
against Mrs. Eddy, evidence of which cropped up every few minutes.

———————
Milmine said that she tried several times to interview (or at least meet) Eddy, In addition to
Farlow’s comment above about “Miss Milmine’s visit to Pleasantview[sic],” that seems
supported by other available evidence as well.445 Henry Robinson, the one-time mayor of
Concord, New Hampshire, and one who knew Eddy, wrote of Milmine in a letter to William
Chandler, March 28, 1907, speaking on how difficult it was to get an interview with Eddy by that
time: “Mrs. Eddy herself is very gracious, but many a writer,—including Miss Milmine
(McClure’s) and Elbert Hubbard (Philistine),—have gone away nonplussed and aggrieved. Miss
Milmine, for instance, was to write twelve chapters for many months, on the dozen different
eminent women of America, but this I am told on excellent authority,—was accorded such
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treatment here, that she was lead[sic] into the careful research that is developing in the
McClure[’s].”446 Further evidence that she at least tried to interview Eddy is found in a letter
from Cornelia Kent, Eddy’s neighbor across the street, to Milmine, on June 20, 1904.447 In the
letter, Kent wrote: “Please accept my thanks for your kind letter, and the money for my brother. I
am sorry you did not get the interview because I think you would have been highly edified.”
While it is not clear that the proposed interview was of Eddy versus some other possible source,
it is certainly possible that is whom Kent was referring to. The reference to money for Kent
brother is intriguing: was this part of a process of paying sources for information?
If Milmine herself did not try to get an interview with Eddy (which seems quite unlikely), it is
clear that the McClure’s staff did try. In MBEL is a draft, unsigned, of a proposed letter from
Eddy to Burton Hendrick, undated but presumably written in late 1906, in which Eddy wrote:
Mr. Burton J. Hendrick,
My dear sir: —
Your kind note, asking me for an interview in behalf of McClure’s Magazine in
connection with a proposed article on Christian Science, has been received.
I thank you for your courtesy, and I appreciate your kindness in desiring to present
Christian Science fairly to the public. I have, however, from necessity made it my rule
not to see the representatives of any magazine, though many have called on me. I,
therefore, feel compelled to decline the honor of an interview, your request, for should I
448
make an exception in your case, I would no longer have any a rule to abide go by.

An important historical and even bibliographical debate has surfaced in the last few decades as to
the exact contribution that Milmine made to the final finished products (the magazine serial and
later book version), compared to the work of Cather, the vastly more important American writer.
McClure’s suffered a revolt of its leading writers in 1906, when they bolted to form The
American Magazine, so the writing and research for the Eddy biographical serial came at a very
difficult time for McClure, and he put Cather on the fast track in part due to the dearth of writing
talent that was left. We saw earlier the historical comments of Lyman Powell, who had known
both women.
Cather’s accounts of her role are conflicting. She wrote several private letters that gave varying
statements as to her involvement, evidently because she did not want to get dragged into the
Eddy debates at a time, two or three decades later, when she was by then a famous novelist, and
her early work on the Milmine | Cather book was to her ancient history. All of the letters need to
be considered when endeavoring to determine the exact nature of each writer’s contribution to
the magazine serial and the later book. In addition, letters from Milmine have to be considered as
well, and these letters have been completely ignored by historians.449
David Porter’s important biography of Cather, On the Divide: The Many Lives of Willa
Cather,450 presents a detailed look at how Eddy’s life story, as seen through Cather’s eyes,
influenced Cather’s later fiction. More importantly, despite Cather’s claimed emphasis on the
truth, he reported on Cather’s myth-making autobiographical efforts, which served to promote
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her image. Porter started with a 1903 piece entitled Literary Note, which among other things
moved her birth year from 1873 to 1876, a fabrication that was maintained in later years and
even made its way onto her gravestone.451 Porter outlined some of these other examples,
focusing on a 1915 Cather autobiographical essay:
As she had done in the 1903 note, she exaggerates the length of time she lived on the
prairie: “the first two years on the ranch” not only fudges the fact that her family moved
to Red Cloud after only a year and a half on the Divide but also suggests that they lived
there for even more than two years. She also implies, as she had done in 1903, that she
had no schooling prior to attending high school in Red Cloud: in fact, she spent some
time in school even during the eighteen months on the Divide (cf. “there was no school
near at hand”), and she attended school regularly from the time she moved at age eleven
to Red Cloud. It is also not true that after finishing university she “immediately went to
Pittsburgh and got a position on the Pittsburgh Leader.” To the contrary, she spent a
good part of a year in Red Cloud, eagerly hoping for a job that would take her away from
home, and when she did go to Pittsburgh it was to edit the Home Monthly, a women’s
magazine far less prestigious than the Leader. When she left the Leader, it was not to
become head of English as Allegheny High School but to take a temporary position
teaching Latin, composition, and algebra at Central High School; only two years later did
she become head of English at Allegheny High. As for “refus[ing] a tempting offer to
write a series of articles on the war situation in Europe,” in fact she and S. S. McClure
had planned to go to Europe in hopes of making money off stories from the war, but they
abandoned the project when Judge McClung persuaded Cather and her daughter Isabelle,
who also was planning to go on the trip, that the undertaking was too dangerous. One
other fiction is more poignant: when Cather says she did “no writing at all” in the time
when she was managing editor at McClure’s, she again overstates the case—several fine
stories from these years (1907-11). That said, this may well be how the period felt to her
452
as she looked back upon it.

Porter summed up his review of the 1915 essay by saying:
None of the distortions we have identified is especially egregious in itself. Nonetheless,
all but the last one mentioned move toward making Cather appear more impressive, more
accomplished, more dashing than the facts warrant. What’s more, these twistings of the
truth appear in a brochure which quotes Cather herself stressing that truthfulness is at the
453
heart of both her work and the novelist’s art, . . .

The same Cather brochure emphasized “the simplicity and truthfulness” of Cather’s novel, O
Pioneers!
Later, in 1926, Cather wrote another autobiographical essay (in the third person), which Porter
described in the following fashion:
While Cather in this 1926 sketch retreats from the more overt self-promotion of the
earlier statements, she does not hesitate to alter facts about herself, especially relating to
her childhood. She still casts herself as younger than she is, making herself eight at the
time of the move to Nebraska and maintaining the fiction that she graduated from the
university at age nineteen. That statement that “Willa Cather did not go to school” creates
an even more erroneous impression of her pre-high school years than does the 1915
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sketch, and the lengthy description of her life on the prairie similarly outstrips the 1915
statement in implying that she lived there for many years rather than just eighteen
months. And when she writes, “All the while that she was racing about over the country
by day, Willa Cather was reading at night,” she does not mention that most of this
reading was done after, not before, the family moved from the Divide, a misperception
she bolsters by adding, “Later her family moved his family into the little town of Red
454
Cloud.”

Beyond her own history, Porter outlined how Cather fictionalized parts of her account of an
interview with Stephen Crane, and in the egregious case of her reported visit in England with
Edward Burne-Jones, Porter wrote, “Not only does Cather report a conversation with a
nonexistent valet, but Burne-Jones had in fact died in 1898, four years before Cather’s trip to
England.”455
Cather scholar, L. Brent Bohlke, also has touched on this issue. In his book, Willa Cather in
Person: Interviews, Speeches, and Letters, he wrote: 456
The story of Cather’s childhood and early education has often been told, frequently (and
with greater or lesser veracity) by Cather herself. Bernice Slote has noted that
[“]as her college friend Louise Pound was fond of saying in later years, there was
a good deal of myth about Willa Cather. The standard biographical sketch begins
with the untutored western girl running wild on her pony and talking to old
Bohemian women on the Nebraska Divide, and continues with the abrupt
transformation of the undergraduate amateur writer to the Eastern editor to the
serene novelist for whom books almost wrote themselves.[”]
Cather loved to talk of her childhood on the Nebraska prairie, and even a brief perusal of
the interviews she granted gives ample evidence that Cather was a consummate creator of
457
fiction—even if the fiction was about herself.

Thus it is from this vantage point of understanding Cather’s willingness to recreate her own
history to her perceived advantage that we must both analyze her later statements about the
Milmine years as well as perhaps even seeing her historical work on Eddy as being not just a
recounting of history but also as an example of a novelist who is creating and shaping a character
of her choosing.458 (The Porter book goes into great detail on how similar Cather’s portrait of
Eddy in McClure’s was to Cather’s later fictional characters, even though in interviews Cather
denied such influences.459)
As is apparent from the above citations, writing a biography of Cather is not an easy task. Her
biographer, Hermione Lee, wrote of this problem:
Like the image of the rock which she places at the centre of many of her books, she is a
resistant subject, even an obstructive one. When you set out to write about her, you feel
she would not have liked what you are doing, and would not have liked you either. At
times, reading yet more of her grumpy repudiations of the modern world, the dislike is
reciprocated. And she does not invite interpretation. Her apparent simplicity, her
authenticity and authority, her deep connection to places, her specific cultural histories,
make her look straightforward and available. But she is no public monument, no laureate
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of rural America. The journey for Cather must be through her language, her obsessions,
and her evasions; like the title of one of her best books of stories, Obscure Destinies, she
460
makes an ‘obscure’ destination.

The earliest and most detailed letter from Cather on this subject was her letter to Edwin
Anderson, of the New York Public Library. (Willa Cather’s will did not allow the publication of
her letters unless approved by her literary exectors, which approval was finally given for the
2013 production of The Selected Letters of Willa Cather.461) In that letter, she recounted
confidentially the basics of the production of the Milmine biography of Eddy:
—Willa Cather to Edwin Anderson, November 24, 1922—
November 24, 1922.
My dear Mr. Anderson:
I am hurrying off for the West to spend Thanksgiving with my mother and father, but I
will try to answer your questions briefly.
1. There was a Georgine Milmine, now Mrs. Benjamin Wells [i.e., Welles, although by
1922 was Mrs. Adams], of Aubrey [i.e., Auburn], New York, a Canadian newspaper
woman [she and her family emigrated to the United States from Canada in 1889], who
spent years in getting together a great deal of material relating to Mrs. Eddy's life and the
history of Christian Science.
2. Mr. McClure bought her material and notes. There was an enormous amount of it;
cuttings from newspapers of forty years ago, court records, early editions of "Science and
Health" now absolutely unobtainable. It was a splendid collection of material and after
Mr. McClure sold the magazine to a perfectly irresponsible young man named Collins,
this was all scattered and lost—a first edition of "Science and Health" thrown away with
junk.
3. From the first, Miss Milmine admitted that she hadn't sufficient technical ability to
combine all her evidence and produce a biography. Mr. McClure tried out three or four
people at writing the story. It was a sort of competition. He liked my version the best
chiefly because it was unprejudiced—I haven't the slightest bone to pick with Christian
Science. This was when I first came to New York, and that piece of writing was the first
important piece of work I did for magazines. After I finished it, I became Managing
Editor.
4. A great deal of time and money were spent on authenticating all the material, in it
used, and with the exception of the first chapter, I think the whole history is as authentic
and accurate as human performances ever are. All the letters and documents quoted are
absolutely authentic, and in every case, we either had or personally copied the original
documents—the first chapter, however, I did not write. It was written by Burton J.
Hendrick, who has now an important position with Doubleday. Mr. Hendrick was very
much annoyed at being called off the job and never forgave Mr. McClure. Hendrick is an
accurate writer, but much of the first chapter--especially the first part of it—frankly deals
with legend—with what envious people and jealous relatives remember of Mrs. Eddy’s
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early youth. It was given for what it was worth, but I always consider such sources
dubious.
5. Undoubtedly, Doubleday has perfectly good business reasons for keeping the book out
of print. There has been a great demand for it to which he has been consistently blank.
You see nobody took any interest in its fate. I wrote it myself as a sort of discipline, an
exercise. I wouldn't fight for it; it's not the least in my line. Miss Milmine, now Mrs.
Wells[sic], is in the awkward position of having her name attached to a book, of which
she didn't write a word. I am only sorry that the splendid col1ection of material, from
which the story was written, was lost and destroyed.
Now this is absolutely confidential, Mr. Anderson. I have never made a statement about it
before, in writing or otherwise. I suppose somebody ought to know the truth of the matter
and so long as I am writing to you about it, I might as well ask you to be the repository of
these facts. I know, of course, that you want them for some perfectly good use, and will
keep my name out of it.
With my heartiest greetings to Mrs. Anderson and yourself, I am
Faithfully yours
Willa Cather”
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The next letter was to one of the premier American book collectors and bibliophiles of the
twentieth century, Carroll Atwood Wilson. He evidently had a copy of the Milmine book and
wanted to know of the rumor of Cather’s involvement in the book’s production.
—Willa Cather to Carroll A. Wilson, March 18, 1926—
My Dear Mr. Wilson:
Since my return your letter of inquiry has been brought to my attention. I do not wish to
be ungracious, but the subject is really one upon which I do not care to make a statement.
463
The idea that Georgine Milmine is a myth amuses me very much. She is a very lively
and husky person who lives in the western part of this State, and who collected the great
mass of material from which the McClure history was written. She did not write much of
it herself. That was done mostly in the office by the McClure[’]s editorial staff. I took my
turn at it, as did several other persons. It was not a subject I would have chosen to work
upon, or a subject in which I had any particular interest. My interest was a purely
editorial one; namely, to arrange the mass of notes and documents in a form that would
be clear and effective for serial publication. You can readily understand why I do not
wish to have my name connected in any way with a piece of work which was not of my
own choosing, and in which I had only a partial responsibility—a responsibility shared
with four or five other persons.
If I remember correctly, Mr. Smith’s connection with the magazine did not begin until
some time after the publication of this series of articles. His information, therefore, must
have been second-hand.
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I beg you, dear Mr. Wilson, to consider this confidential. I have been asked this question
many times and have always refused to make any reply whatsoever, but your profession
[he was a lawyer] seems to me a guarantee of discretion, and I feel you will keep this
statement for your personal information and let it go no further. A shaping hand over the
form, arrangement, and presentation of the facts in that series of articles, I did have.
Very sincerely yours,
464

Willa Cather

Cather eventually made a statement to a bookshop, since she was somewhat hounded by
questions about her possible involvement with the Eddy biography.
—Willa Cather to Argus Book Shop, April 24, 1933—
Dear Sirs:
I am so sorry to be so late in answering your letter of April 6, but I have been out of
town.
The life of Mrs. Eddy, which was published serially in McClure[’]s, was not the work of
any one or two persons. It was compiled by four or five members of the staff. I was then
managing editor of the magazine and tried to bring the various chapters, written by
different people, into more or less harmonious form. I worked on the series only as an
editor, not as a writer, and of course disclaim the authorship of the series. To sell a copy
of Miss Milmine’s work as my work would be a false representation.
Very sincerely yours,
Willa Cather
[Handwritten nota bene (very difficult to read so this is a best efforts transcription):] This
information is given for your personal [undecipherable], and you may not, of course, to
print it, quote from it in catalogues or use mimeograph copies of it. In this letter I have
brought[?] legal protection.
Willa Cather465

A similar letter she wrote to a Miss Genevieve Richmond:
—Willa Cather to Genevieve Richmond, December 8, 1933—
I had to do with Miss Milmine’s ‘Life of Mrs. Eddy’ only in an editorial capacity. That is,
I cut out passages that were too rambling, coordinated the material and in some instances
rewrote a few paragraphs to make the English more concise and clear. To credit me with
the authorship is incorrect. I did exactly the same kind of work on ‘The Story of
Montana,’ published serially in McClure[’]s, just as Miss Milmine’s biography of Mrs.
Eddy was published serially. I think I never even saw Miss Milmine’s biography after it
was put into book form. I had no interest in it beyond making it as presentable for the
magazine as possible—presentable, I mean, from a purely technical point of view, as a
readable narrative. When she published the book, Miss Milmine may have restored the
466
passages I cut out.
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She wrote of this to Harold Goddard Rugg the following year:
—Willa Cather to Harold Rugg, November 10, 1934—
As you suggest, the ‘unknown Cather’ is certainly a bookseller’s blurb. While I was
Managing Editor of McClure’s, I had charge of the publication of Miss Milmine’s
manuscript — cut out of it a great deal and rewrote some portions in order to modify it,
but I am very unwilling to claim the authorship of the book (which on the whole is very
badly written), and it annoys me very much to have it put over on me.
Please consider this letter confidential, as the more I protest against this undeserved
honor, the more fiercely partisans take up clubs about it.467

Cather visited Frederick B. Adams, Jr., the director of the Pierpont Morgan Library in New York
City, and he wrote an account of the meeting to Carroll Wilson. The letter, dated April 3, 1936,
including the following about their meeting the day before:
She said that Witter Bynner, on whose authority the statement is frequently made that the
book is Miss Cather’s editorial work, was not on McClure’s at the time the material was
468
published. I believe he did not become an editor until a couple of years later.
Mr. McClure had had Miss Milmine’s manuscript on hand for some time before he
finally decided to publish it. He held back simply because the stuff was so badly written
and not because of any prejudices for or against Christian Science. Finally an
announcement appeared in one issue of the magazine stating the “Life” would begin in
the following number. This announcement was in the form of a general introduction to
the subject of this remarkable character and was embellished with a full page early
portrait study of Mrs. Eddy. It later turned out that this was not a picture of Mrs. Eddy at
all.
The first installment of the “Life” aroused even more protest than had the introductory
note. Apparently the facts were garbled and there was no question about the material
being badly arranged. Miss Cather was dispatched to Boston without delay and in that
city she lived for several months working on Miss Milmine’s material.
Mr. McClure apparently felt that he had made a mistake in beginning to publish the
“Life”, but that as long as he had started it he ought to make it as accurate and readable as
possible.
Throughout the winter and spring Miss Cather went by sleigh, carriage and automobile to
interview all of the people who were still alive whom Miss Milmine mentioned in the
book and from whom she had taken affidavits. Miss Cather found that many of these
were absolutely unreliable and had never seen an affidavit until they swore to the ones
prepared by Miss Milmine.
Apparently it was something of a hectic job to check over all the facts and sources before
each installment of the “Life” was due to come out but Miss Cather managed to do it and
each month rearranged the material and, of course, rewrote a great deal of it. The extent
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of her revision can be checked by comparing the first installment as it appeared in the
magazine and this same material as it was rewritten for publication in the book.
Miss Cather’s point is well taken that she had no interest in the subject initially and
would never have undertaken it on her own hook but that she did the job simply to help
her friend Mr. McClure out of a very tight spot.
She said the most interesting thing her experience taught her was the ingrowing character
of the New Englander’s religion which occasionally produced an extrusion of an odd
character similar to Mrs. Eddy’s.469

The above account is similar to a letter that Cather wrote to Adams on September 17 from
Venice, Italy, the year before:
I did not write the introduction to the McClures serial[?] of Miss Milmine’s book on Mrs.
Eddy. I was not called in to edit the mass of manuscript until after the introduction
[unintelligible] the first installment had been published. I was never interested in the
subject matter of the manuscript. I took charge of it quite against my own inclination and
only to oblige Mr. McClure. I do not wish to make a public statement, because it would it
would bring in thousands of letters from collectors, librarians, and Christian Scientists.
Won’t you be kind enough to let the matter rest? Why in the world should I be harried by
a piece of routine editorial work which was not of my choice in writing[?].470

Cather above commented that the attribution to her of the editorial work of the McClure’s series
was from Witter Bynner, who later became a noted poet. In the Introduction to the Baker House
reprint of the Milmine book in 1971 (p. xvli), the following note is given that Bynner wrote in a
copy of the Milmine book:
The material was brought to McClure’s by Miss Milmine, but was put into the
painstaking hands of Willa Cather for proper presentation, so that a great part of it is her
work.
Witter Bynner,
February 12, 1934.

Cather commented that Bynner was not at McClure’s then, when the material was published.
Stewart Hudson, who wrote the Introduction, noted that Bynner was at least an Assistant Editor
of McClure’s in 1906 (the year before the serial started) and for five days was the Managing
Editor, but Bynner’s biographer, James Kraft, noted in Who is Witter Bynner? A Biography that
he left McClure’s in October, 1906. He also wrote that after Bynner came to McClure’s in 1902,
“He became the poetry editor and an accomplished editor of fiction. Once, at McClure’s
instructions, Bynner cut a Cather story to everyone’s satisfaction but Miss Cather’s; her wrath
was so great that McClure refused to accept responsibility and said it was done on Bynner’s own
initiative.”471
Lyman Powell wrote above: “Miss Cather was scrupulously protecting herself from being
identified with special research or debunking writing because she was preparing her permanent
work as a story writer.” She also may have wanted to distance herself from an era of muckraking
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zeal on the part of her former employer. In 1936 she wrote of the nihilistic strain of a later era of
biographers, perhaps referring to the “lost generation” writers of post World War I but with an
ironic twist on the muckraking era as well, where so much money was on the line to sell copy:
Eighteen or twenty years ago there were graduated from our universities a company of
unusually promising men, who were also extravagantly ambitious. The world was
changing, and they meant to play a conspicuous part in this change: to make a new kind
of thought and new kind of expression; in language, color, form, sound. They were to
bring about a renaissance within a decade or so. Failing in this, they made a career of
destroying the past. The only new thing they offered us was contempt for the old. They
began the flood of belittling biography which has poured over us ever since. We were
told how shallow had been all the great philosophers, what educated dullards were
Goethe, Rousseau, Spinoza, Pascal. Shakespeare and Dante were easily disposed of; the
one because he was somebody else, the other because he was a cryptogram and did not
mean to say what the greatest lines in the Italian language make him say. Able research
work was done on the bodily diseases and physical imperfections of Beethoven,
Schubert, Hugo Wolf, and all the German composers. Not even their teeth were
overlooked.
Is this a natural, unprejudiced way to study history? What does it lead it? Nothing very
worthy, And what it comes from is less worthy still.
Some of these iconoclasts and tomb-breakers were undoubtedly sincere. They attacked
the old popular heroes in a spirit of dreary hopelessness rather than with a disgust bred of
the chagrin from disappointed ambitions. The false past must be destroyed, they said,
472
before the new and the true can be born.

The above later accounts and versions by Cather need to be compared to letters from the time
period when the Milmine | Cather material was being produced, specifically during the
publication of the magazine serial. Shortly after arriving in Boston, Cather wrote her father twice
on December 17, 1906, in which she outlined the fact that she was hard at work on the Eddy Life.
In one letter she wrote:
I feel so badly about not getting to spend Christmas with my sick daddy. Until today I
have thought that I might be able to make it, and I have shed a good many bitter tears
over giving it up. For eight years it has been my dream to have a Christmas at home, and
this year I thought I would make it. But if you were here, my father, you’d tell me to
stand by my job and not to desert Mr. McClure in this crisis. It would mean such a
serious loss to him in money and influence not to have the March issue come out—
Everyone would think he was beaten and scared out, for the articles are under such a
glare of publicity and such a fire of criticism. I had nothing to to with January article [on
Mary Baker Eddy] remember, my work begins to appear in February. Mr. McClure is ill
from worry and anxiety, and though he wants to let me go home and knows how
homesick I am, be begs me to stay her until after Xmas.
I am working night and day to buy my freedom and get to you father, . . .473

The other letter was paraphrased in part this way on the website of the University of Nebraska—
Lincoln’s Willa Cather Archive:
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Is very anxious and working hard on the Christian Science project. Too many hands have
been on it and the materials are out of order, but McClure has assigned the capable
Burton J. Hendrick as her assistant to help with interviews and correspondence. The
Christian Scientists are systematically trying to disrupt the project, and whatever is
published is sure to meet with strong criticism. It's a tense situation, but is managing
474
fine.

To author H.G. Dwight she wrote on January 12, 1907:
Perhaps you don[’]t know it, but we are publishing a series of articles on Christian
Science and Mrs. Eddy which have made a great sensation and run our circulation up into
incredible thousands. They are the work of a thorough investigator but a very untrained
writer and it is necessary to work them over very thoroughly in the office. Mr. McClure
tried three men at this disagreeable task, but none of them did it very well, so a month
ago it was thrust upon me. You may imagine me wandering about the country grubbing
among newspaper files and court records for the last five months. It is the most laborious
and sordid work I have every come upon, and it takes every hour of my time and as much
vitality as I can put into it. When it is over I am promised six months abroad on a full
salary, . . .475

About the same time, Cather actually wrote to Ida Tarbell of her actions, which she seemed to
think did not match up the importance of Tarbell’s work:
Being house-bound with a cold I have been compelled to take a short vacation from Xtian
Science. . . . [Regarding Tarbell’s series of articles then out on The Tariff in Our Times:]
You see I know very little about these things, but these tariff articles seem to me very
much the most important things happening in magazines right now.476

The McClure’s serial on Eddy ran from January, 1907, through June, 1908, with no articles in
the months of June, November, and December, 1907, and January, 1908. In the December, 1906,
issue of the magazine, an “Editorial Announcement” alerted the readers to the upcoming serial. It
included a portrait said to be Eddy with the caption: “This portrait of Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy
was taken in Boston in 1882, soon after she moved in from Lynn and began the work of
founding her church. At that time she was about sixty-one years old. Other photographs taken in
later years have been greatly retouched.” As is widely known today and was referenced above,
that portrait was not of Eddy but rather the mother of one of her students. While the face in the
portrait was somewhat similar to Eddy’s, it was not close enough to explain the gaffe that the
McClure’s team made as putative experts on her life, and it put them on the defensive, especially
after they announced in their December issue, p. 216, with an extreme exaggeration in the last
line, as we shall see:
Of the facts, we have made a thorough investigation. No series of articles presented to the
American people ever followed more careful preliminary work. Georgine Milmine, the
author, spent more than two years of close research. At various times five other members
of the McCLURE staff have confirmed facts or helped correlate the data. Many minds,
each looking on things from a different angle, have been turned upon these events; and
the result is probably as near absolute accuracy as history ever gets.
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False photograph of Eddy in the McClure’s editorial announcement (December 1906)

About the time of the above issue from McClure’s, the magazine ran this advertisement in the
Saturday Evening Post (December 1, 1906):
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It is clear that the McClure’s staff did not attempt to interview those that were close to Eddy, or
those who were confirmed Christian Scientists, since such sources would be deemed biased. In
order to fend off that obvious omission, McClure’s in their preview editorial stated that
“Practically no assistance can be obtained from Christian Scientists themselves.”
While almost all of the work was done by the employees at McClure’s,477 their employer became
involved at times as well. In the William Chandler papers at the New Hampshire Historical
Society is a transcribed copy of a letter from S. S. McClure to William Nixon, a former editor for
Eddy but now turned opponent (even though his wife remained deeply loyal to her).478 Nixon
had offered his many letters from Eddy as possible source material to the McClure’s team.
McClure wrote in March 25, 1907, of a meeting that Cather had several days earlier with
Frederick Peabody, probably Eddy’s biggest foe, and one who gave lectures and wrote books
against her; his knowledge of her enabled him to become part of the Chandler legal team against
Eddy in the Next Friends Suit.479 McClure stated that Cather offered $250 for the Eddy letters to
Nixon. McClure tried to explain to Nixon that he had a rule of not publishing letters that he did
not have physical possession of. That way he could show them to doubters and the like. They
would be preserved in his safe, he said. The letters would be returned to him when done.
McClure then added: “I should also like to ask you to reassure me that copies of none of these
letters have been already sold or given to any other publication and that the only other use which
will be made of them until I have used them is as evidence in the Glover [i.e., the Next Friends
Suit] case.” The reference to McClure personally using them as evidence in the Next Friends Suit
indicates his willingness to step over the line from being a journalist to being an advocate. He
ended the letter by saying Cather would be going to Philadelphia on business and would like to
see him if possible on her trip.
During the writing of the biographical serial, Eddy was going through one of the most painful
experiences of her life, the above-mentioned “Next Friends Suit.” The legal head of the side
against her was William E. Chandler, one of New Hampshire’s most prominent and formidable
attorneys. In the New Hampshire Historical Society are four letters from Cather to Chandler, all
in 1907. The first, dated July 16, informs Chandler that she will be visiting her family in
Nebraska and she asks for a letter of introduction to see his client, George Glover, Jr., the son of
Eddy, or Mary Baker Glover, the granddaughter of Eddy; both lived in Lead, South Dakota,
ironically in a home that Eddy had provided for them. Cather offered to provide Chandler with
proofs of her interview before publication and he would be able to remove any parts that he
deeded “detrimental to his interests.” He would be able to cut out anything he wanted to. If he
could allow that, she assured him that he would be “giving very material assistance” to her and
S. S. McClure. In many respects this is an amazing letter from a journalist. While an enterprising
journalist might well go a long way for a “scoop” and a story, it is important to note here that
Cather viewed the anti-Eddy forces aligned with her work and the interests of McClure’s, since
the McClure’s team never sought out assistance from anyone they perceived to be friendly to
Eddy and certainly would never have offered them editorial rights over what she wrote.480
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The next letter, on August 1, has Cather explaining that she understood why Chandler could not
grant the permission that she requested. Also she understood that the Glovers would likely be in
Boston when she was out West.
On October 17, she wrote Chandler, hoping to meet him on “these dreary Eddy matters.” She
had just returned the day before from her trip out West. In the letter she is eager to set up an
appointment to meet with him, the next time he was in Boston. This sheds some light on the
amount of work that Cather was doing on the Eddy articles. Despite the time crunch to get
everything done, she evidently was able to take five or six weeks off to travel to Nebraska.
Then, the final letter of the four to Chandler, dated November 29, is from Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania, which again was not a location that seemed connected to her work on the Eddy
articles. In that letter she requests access to what she understands is a diary of Eddy’s adopted
son, Ebenezer J. Foster-Eddy. Chandler responded on December 3; he is not able to say whether
she can have access to the diary, even though by this time Chandler had lost the Next Friends
Suit. (Despite that loss, he was still pursuing legal strategies to get his clients more money from
Eddy.) Chandler ended the letter with this paean of praise for the good work that S. S. McClure
was doing: “It is my desire, in view of the immense amount of the most valuable matter which
McClure has published to do everything you or Mr. McClure may desire and I shall strive to
arrange matters so that I can do this within the month of December.”481
About a year later, Cather wrote to her friend and mentor, Sarah Orne Jewett, which is
paraphrased below as given in Janis Stout’s collected letters of Cather. The past few years had
been very difficult for Cather:
Has read her [Jewett’s] letter many times. These past few years [Cather] has felt
confused, tired, drained of energy by the job and has felt cut off from her self. Mr.
McClure wants her to become another Ida Tarbell; he doesn’t believe she will ever be
much of a writer of fiction. Feels as much a beginner in her writing as she ever did, as if
she hadn’t learned at all. Doesn’t even have the feeling of learning about other things, as
when she was a teacher. Hectic pace is giving her a bad temperament. Glad to have her
salary; needs to help out the family now and then; but could quit now and have enough in
482
the bank to live on for three or four years.

In the author’s collection is a small amount of original material from Milmine during the time
she was working on the Eddy life and later letters in 1912 to Allan Beauchamp.483 The Cather
letters suggest that once the Milmine manuscript was purchased by McClure, the McClure’s
team was sent out to take over the research and writing. The following is important source
material for Milmine’s continued work while the Eddy serial was being written and published.
One Milmine note read as follows:
“RICHARD KENNEDY, Hotel Bristol, Boston. Practicing physician.
Met Mrs. Eddy first in Amesbury, Mass. at the home of Captain and Mrs.
Nathaniel Webster, where Mrs. E. was visiting and he was boarding. Mrs. E. had
then a mss. [sic] of Dr. Q.’s and talked the theory a good deal. Mrs. Webster was
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a spiritualist, very enthusiastic. She was there for a part of the year, had trouble
with the W.’s and left.
When she finally left Stoughton, she returned to Amesbury for a short time
previous to June 1870, and then staid at the some of Miss Sarah Bagley, also a
spiritualist. Mrs. E. wrote a good deal at the Bagley house, and it was supposed to
be intended for a book. She had not up to this time thought of claiming the theory
as her discovery. In June, 1870, she went to Lynn, accompanied by Kennedy, who
had read and talked with her about the science until he could begin to practice.
This he did, while Mrs. E. taught various patients, for a year and a half. Kennedy
then left, after a series of quarrels and disappointments, and set up for himself in
Broad St. He had for his share of the proceeds of his practice.”484
A note at the bottom of the page in Allan Beauchamp’s handwriting read, “1907 Notes made by
Georgine Milmine AAB [i.e., Allan A. Beauchamp].”
The collection also includes the original photograph that George Quimby provided to Milmine of
the page from the transcriptions of his father’s writing where the term “Christian Science” was
used. (This version used by Quimby for this photograph is now in the Houghton Library
collection.)
On the verso of the photograph is the following undated note from Quimby to Milmine:
The words ‘Christian Science’ are a little indistinct, as they had been underlined in
pencil, and in trying to rub out the pencil made it blurred the words. The artist said these
could be brought out by leeching [?] up the negative by your artist.
Yours truly,
[s] Geo. A. Quimby

This photograph was reproduced in part, with all of its “indistinctness,” in McClure’s.485
Again, the impression from the later Cather letters is that Milmine provided a manuscript and file
of documents and the like and then faded from view as the McClure’s staff took over. At the
least, it did not happen quite that way. There are various letters extant from Milmine during the
months the serial was running to various individuals she had interviewed, such as this letter to
Eddy’s sister-in-law, Martha Rand Baker. She wrote to Baker on January 9, 1907, and included
the following about her work and the first issue of the serial (emphasis added in bold on how she
was still helping with the writing, including the fact that a book version was already planned):
I expected to be in Tilton [New Hampshire—where Baker lived] before the first chapter
appeared, but after getting as far as Concord, I found I had to go back to Lynn and
Boston, and did so without going to Tilton. I am very, very sorry abt. [i.e., about] the
statement [in the first chapter in the serial] that your husband was a workman in the
woollen mill. As I wrote it, it was correct — that he was employed in business with
Mr. Tilton, and the word “workman” was “partner.” The mistake occurred through
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repeated copies of the article being made by stenographers, in the revising process.
It will be corrected in the book.
I am glad, however, that there were no serious errors in the story. Of course we were
obliged to omit a great deal of interesting material because of the unpleasant nature of it.
We were really very broadminded and lenient in our description of Mrs. E. I have
received many letters from her early acquaintances who recognize this. . . .
I have heard that Mrs. Sybil [sic] Wilbur O’Brien of Human Life has been in Tilton,
looking up her life there, in order to contradict McClure’s statements. I am glad they are
investigating & that is what I should like. If they do the work thoroughly, they will find
that all our statements are well within the facts. I have omitted the worst things in Mrs.
Eddy’s life, as she herself must see. I have no feeling against Mrs. Eddy nor any
Christian Scientists, but I have a tremendous regard for facts, and my conscience will not
permit me to take liberties with history. I am recording only what decency requires. Mrs.
Eddy and her friends should not object to hearing the truth.

Sibyl Wilbur’s history will be reviewed later in this section, but her letter to Eddy on May 22,
1907,486 in the middle of Eddy’s ordeal over the Next Friends Suit, provides a fascinating
counterpoint to Milmine’s comments to Baker. Wilbur met Eddy on many occasions and through
such meetings became a staunch supporter of hers. (It is often forgotten that she was the only
writer of a full-length biography of Eddy to have ever known her.487) Emphasized in bold are
Wilbur’s comments on the contrasting remarks and statements she derived from Eddy’s early
friends and acquaintances, which are in stark contrast to the comments above from Milmine:
Since my visit to Pleasant View on Good Friday [March 29] of this year, when you so
kindly, nay tenderly, received me, I have been in various places where you have lived,
and in communication with different persons you have known, in the years gone by. I
have gone on various journeys of inquiry, asking men and women this question and that,
to draw from them the testimony they ought and must give, always with a view of
bringing out the ideal life of which I am so earnest a student.
It is a remarkable experience which I am passing through, following in your footsteps,
observing the impressions which your acts made upon others and their acts upon your
life. I am aware that your real experiences lie too deep for scrutiny, and when I say I am
following in your footsteps, I know that the statement only applies to certain outward
facts and external conditions. Yet in visiting houses in which you have lived, walking in
streets where you have trod, conversing with people who once lived on terms of intimacy
with you, I have reconstructed in my mind, in so far as possible states of mind which may
have been yours in order to portray as truly as possible the chief events of your life.
I am writing to tell you dear Mrs. Eddy, how profoundly I have been moved by these
events, how deeply cast down, how greatly lifted up. I cannot possibly relate all I have
learned in my articles, for one must touch gently others’ lives, even in exonerating a great
life. But to you, Mrs. Eddy, I want to say I stand amazed in contemplation of the
extraordinary fight you have fought. In following up every year of your life,
reconstructing their history and denying falsehoods, I have seen you in battle after
battle, in warfare after warfare, against the trivial, the vain, the idle, the shallow,
the malicious, the vicious, the sensual, the liar, the worlding, the diseased, the
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perjurer, the weak, the vacilating,—it is like witnessing these battles over again to
meet these men and women who once knew you and force them to tell the truth.
I don’t know how it is done, I don’t know what force or power accomplishes it, but
every one of your so-called enemies receives me, answers my questions, and in some
way confuses himself in his own falsehoods, or, with amazing frankness, tells the
truth. Of these witnesses there are those who have sworn to other statemen[t]s, and
when I have addressed them on certain matters they have allowed the truth to
escape, as it were, inadvertently. I have heard every story they can tell, every
conceivable invention of worldliness and malice,—and the inventions are incredibly
cunning,—but I have taken your writings and the unimpeachable records of events,
and read therein your true life story. Comparing this vision of yourself with the
worldly distorted pictures given out from time to time, the false lines fade away,
leaving a likeness of extraordinary purity.
“Atonement and Eucharist” and “Footsteps of Truth” [chapters in Science and Health]
and “Pond and Purpose” [an article and pamphlet] were not written by the woman
painted in dyes of deception with a brain teeming with worldly design. It is my intent and
desire to make the world outside your church realize this. I [word struck through] have
experienced a great uplift from reading “Science and Health.” I have felt lightness of
heart, a delicious harmony, a consciousness of love, joy and peace, in a tenderly beautiful
way and I think any spritually minded person must so feel the touch of your thought.
It is perhaps not necessary for me to write this to you, since I have met you and what I
then had to say was imparted in a silence which you impressed upon me with the
assurance of your complete understanding. But I am impelled to write, dear Mrs. Eddy,
for I want to say to you with love and admiration that I have seen your victories pile up
one after another, and though I see you marching through calamity, sustaining
oppression, resisting merciless onslaught and overthrowing falsehoods, I know you will
be victorious finally and completely. And the great purpose of your life, to exemplify the
Science of Christ, will be accomplished.
Yours faithfully,
Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien
488

May 22, 1907.

It is clear that Wilbur, following in the footsteps of Milmine and the McClure’s team, met some
of the same people, and heard some of the same testimony, but according to Wilbur, they told a
different story when probed. (We saw earlier, for example, the interview that Wilbur and Ray
Perkins had with John Noyes, that was completely different from the accounts in the World and
McClure’s.)
The final issue of the McClure’s serial appeared in the June, 1908, issue, and in that month, on
June 6, the New York Times announced the upcoming book version of the McClure’s
biographical serial, due in the fall.489 The book was finally published, but not until November,
1909. The stated author was Georgine Milmine, and the title was, The Life of Mary Baker G.
Eddy and the History of Christian Science. The publisher was Doubleday, Page & Company in
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New York. The book was also printed in London by the firm Hodder & Stoughton, using the
same plates.
Soon after the book’s publication, the New York World—the newspaper that behind the scenes
effectively created the New Friends Suit—reviewed the book. (It may be significant that in 1918
an article appeared in the Syracuse Herald about notables who had been staff workers at the
Herald and that Milmine, as one of those former Herald writers, had “carried on several special
investigations for the New York World.”490) The reviewer for the World, “Mr. Slaght,” had been
heavily involved in the World’s highly inflammatory and even fraudulent exposé on Eddy in
1906, which led to the Next Friends Suit. On December 7, 1909, Milmine (writing as “Georgine
M. Welles” from Auburn, New York), sent her appreciation to R. H. Lyman, managing editor of
the World for their book review of her book the prior Sunday. She followed up with this second
letter six days later:
143 North st, Auburn, N.Y.
Dec. 13, 1909
My dear Mr. Lyman:
I think Mr. Slaght was quite fair in his criticism at the end of his article on my Eddy
book. The later events in C. S. history do need more thorough treatment than I have given
them. It seemed best at the time the Glover chapter was written to keep to a general
outline of the case and not to go into detail, because we were too close to the issues
involved, and I wished to keep the story quite detached from anybody’s personal opinions
or sympathies. The chapter should by all means be extended and made to include the
whole history and outcome of the Next Friends Suit, not omitting the two dramatic scenes
when Mrs. Eddy appeared before the newspaper representatives in Concord, and later
when she received the commission during the Next Friends’ action.
I think, too, that Mrs. Stetson deserves a chapter by herself. Her story from the beginning,
and her career in the C.S., is intensely interesting, but until these later developments I had
not felt justified in going into it more particularly. In a later edition perhaps I shall be able
to round out the story more completely. In the meantime, I must thank you, and Mr.
Slaght, for your appreciation and for the criticism, especially for the criticism.
Sincerely,
Georgine M. Welles.491

Note that reference is made to a future second edition that was never produced.
In 1910, several months after the book appeared, the Times ran a new article in which Milmine
said she was told that Christian Scientists associated with Augusta Stetson in New York City
were praying against her, wishing her harm, through “malicious animal magnetism,” which is a
term to be discussed later. In that article appeared this: “Miss Milmine says that while she was
gathering her data the Christian Scientists learned that many facts which were considered
adverse to the sect had been obtained. She had difficulty, she says, in getting the information she
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wanted, and representatives of the Church, she says, sought to discredit her work and attempted a
boycott.” 492
A somewhat common history of the Milmine | Cather book and its alleged suppression by
Christian Scientists is seen in the brief history by former Christian Scientist, Linda S. Kramer:
The Cather|Milmine biography provides an example of the Church’s quiet attempts to
silence opposition. When, in 1907, McClure’s Magazine began publishing the biography
in serial form, three Church representatives visited the magazine office and tried to
suppress the story. After the series was published as a book, Christian Scientists
apparently purchased and destroyed most of the books and interfered with the availability
of library copies by constantly checking them out. Someone sympathetic to Christian
Science bought the book’s copyright. The book’s printing plates were subsequently
destroyed and its manuscripts ended up in the Archives and Library of The Mother
493
Church.

The degree of accuracy of that statement will be seen elsewhere in this chapter.
As mentioned earlier, in the author’s collection are some letters between Milmine (“Mrs.
Georgine M. Welles”) and Allan A. Beauchamp, ranging in date from November 1912 through
January 1913. The newsy letters deal with Milmine trying to help Beauchamp obtain early
Eddyiana (Beauchamp was committed at that time to collecting any and all Eddy letters and
related material for resale), specifically by discussing the people she had met who might still
have such material. Conversely, Milmine was raising Guinea Pigs, so there are many references
by Beauchamp and Milmine to Guinea Pigs. Beauchamp even quipped in his letter of January
30, 1913, “I often ask myself why I did not raise pigs instead of [purchasing] books. . . .”494
This connection to Milmine by Beauchamp is perhaps how Mary Beecher Longyear—a friend of
Eddy’s and one who was committed to preserving the early history of Christian Science and also
one who was a friend and client of Beauchamp’s—was able to purchase the plates that were used
by Doubleday Page for the 1909 biography.495 Another alternative is that the material was sold
by McClure’s. It appears that regardless of Cather’s claim in 1922 that Milmine had nothing to
do with the writing of the book version, she still owned the copyright (she did not, in fact, sell
the copyright to Christian Scientists), perhaps the plates, and as we have seen, contacted
reviewers of the book.
Much has been made of the alleged boycott by Christian Scientists of the Milmine book,496 but
the evidence of any systematic boycott is actually quite limited. (In comparison a strong case can
be made for a boycott by Christian Scientists of the later Edwin Dakin biography of Eddy, where
such efforts turned it into a best seller in its day. Efforts to hide a book still in print by buying up
all the available copies only leads to more demand for the book from the publisher.497)
Eddy’s view of such an effort appears to be outlined in this letter from Adam Dickey, writing as
her secretary, to Frederick Dixon in London, on September 4, 1909, almost certainly about the
proposed appearance of the London edition of the Milmine biography:
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Yours of August 28th, came to hand this morning. In the matter of the history of Mrs.
Eddy being prepared by a London firm, I thought it best to present the matter to her, but
she distinctly says that she does not favor it and hopes it will not appear. Of course she
realizes that if they wish to go ahead we can do nothing to prevent them but she would
rather not have it done, since a history of her that does not include the essential facts of
her life will be neither interesting nor meritorious. If the book is gotten out it will be done
without the consent of Mrs. Eddy, and it will be so publicly understood. In other words
she does not wish anything done that will give the slightest hope to the publishers that
Christian Scientists will either buy or read the book.
I don[’]t know what would be best for you to do under the circumstances unless it would
be for you to return the proofs to them just as they were when you received them, with
the explanation that the time has not come for Mrs. Eddy’s history to be written, and that
anything at this time would be premature.
I am sure another reason why our Leader does not want her history published at this time,
is because she feels that her work is not done, and until it is, anything in the way of a
history of her or the movement would be incomplete, and therefore only half a history. I
know you will understand.498

Nonetheless it is clear that the Longyear purchase of the plates was designed to restrict the ability
of the publisher to produce any later edition of the book. See, for example, William Lyman
Johnson’s letter to Longyear, December 18, 1919:
You may be interested to know if you already do not, that by your purchase of the plates
of Miss Milmine’s ‘Life of Mrs. Eddy’ [sic] that it is almost impossible to obtain a copy
at any of the book-stores, and the price in New York for one that could be bought was
$37.00. Your fore-thought in this will save many from getting a wrong impression of
Mrs. Eddy. Inorder [sic] to note what book dealing with criticism of Mrs. Eddy, was in
most demand in our Boston Public Library, I made investigation and found it to be Miss
Milmine’s. The Library has but one copy, and that is so worn, that some of the pages
have been stuck together with adhesive tissue, and the length of time that it will be
499
circulated can not possibly be long, if it is used much more.

The McClure’s Articles and Milmine Book as History
One of the best means for testing the historicity of the McClure’s biographical serial and the later
Milmine book is an analysis of the cache of Milmine notes and manuscripts at MBEL. The
documents are an invaluable inner look at the making of the serial and what information Milmine
was drawing on. The material is at times fragmentary and certainly much is not extant of the
documentation and letters that must have been produced, but what is there, comprising boxes of
material, throws an important new light on the serial and book. For example, one set of notes is
marked: “Tilton—Mrs. Philbrook and Mrs. Barker.” The following notes come from that record
in Milmine’s handwriting of what she heard from them (I do not know who Mrs. Barker was):
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[Milmine’s Tilton notes include a claim that Eddy tried to elope with a young man
in Groton or Rumney but Dr. Patterson caught them:] “She was packing her trunk
& preparing to leave when her muse or maid told Dr & he stopped it.”
“Father [Mark] Baker had a cancer removed from his face. All his descendants, so
far, have died from cancer.
————————
Story of Mary’s clairvoyancy & spiritualistic seances
————————
Story of premature birth
————————
Story of Mary’s smoking habit & morphine eating. . . .”
“Mary’s father told Patterson that he ought not to marry her. Also Mrs. Col. Kate
advised against it.”
“Mrs. Cheney attended Mrs. G. when George was born. She died in the west—
when Mr. C. married again the new wife didn’t like the boy, so he went to war.”
[Ellen Pillsbury] “came home frightened[?] to death at he[r] Aunt Mary & told of
the terrible rows she had with Crafts—Mrs. E.”
[Conspiratorial claim that Eddy’s fiancé in 1849, John Bartlett, had NOT died in
California as reported. His body was not at the funeral.] “John & Mary were to
look at the sunset & think of each other.”
[Detailed story of Boston John Clark & Eddy in which Boston John Clark
mesmerized Eddy in the 1840s to look for lost treasure and she told them to look
in Lynn, Massachusetts.]
“Sam [Baker] was divorced from his first wife. The Tilton’s wouldn’t recognize
the second [marriage].”
[Story about Dr. Patterson’s return from the South in 1862:] “Mary was at
Quimby’s, sent for her & she and Dr. P lived in Lynn. Left her and went to Father
Baker’s & told him he had left her, & would then leave her because of her
treatment of him. This was the evening of Father Baker’s funeral—see date. He
went to Littleton. Told her that if she even followed him, he would cut off her
allowance, & go where she could never find. She did go up to see him once, but
came back the same day.”
“Mrs. Baker, second, was sister to Lt. Vice Gov. Patterson of N.Y. Westfield N.Y.
After her husband’s death [presumably Mark’s in 1865], Mary came home, then
Mrs. Pillsbury, & Mother Baker, was worked to death. Neighbors sent word to her
brother, & he sent his son to get[?] her & bring her to Westfield. Son came, &
made her pack up & leave that same afternoon.”
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Several points in the above need to be examined further from the perspective of later scholarship
and available documentary evidence, along with the material that Milmine later did and did not
use. It is important to remember that the Tilton material was among the most damaging and least
documented material in the biographical serial and book. Thus, the following takes on added
significance (the Milmine notes are highlighted in bold):
Milmine Note:
[Milmine’s Tilton notes include a claim that Eddy tried to elope with a young man in Groton
or Rumney but Dr. P. caught them:] “She was packing her trunk & preparing to leave when
her muse or maid told Dr & he stopped it.”
Comment:
The maid was presumably Myra Smith, Eddy’s blind maid. In her later reminiscences and
documentation of her life with Eddy, nothing even remotely close to the above story is recorded
by Smith (or her sister, who left her separate reminiscences), now at MBEL.
Milmine Note:
“Father [Mark] Baker had a cancer removed from his face. All his descendants, so far,
have died from cancer.”
Comment:
Based on the New York World article on Eddy cited earlier, this statement came from Hannah
Philbrook. Eddy in her reply to McClure’s magazine denied that any of her immediate family
had died of cancer (she was separated from her family for many years and may not have known).
Albert Baker died of a kidney ailment. See above for the discussion of this, the obituary record
of Eddy’s sister Abigail having died of cancer, and the possible statement to the contrary by
Martha Rand Baker.
The issue of accuracy of Mark Baker’s portrayal, both of what he allegedly said and did, had a
direct impact on how his daughter Eddy was portrayed as well. As a reminder, Cather had
dismissed much of the early Baker and Eddy family history as portrayed in McClure’s as
“legends” from “envious people and jealous relatives,” resulting in “dubious” historical records.
An example is the McClure’s story of Mark Baker supposedly losing track of what day it was
and missing his Sabbath devotionals. Here, for example, is how Fraser presented it, quoting
Milmine | Cather in the end:
According to neighborhood legend, Mark Baker once lost track of the day and worked on
the Sabbath, upbraiding his neighbors for their godlessness on his walk to church the next
day. He was horrified when he learned that he had profaned the Lord's Day and prayed
for forgiveness with his pastor. But on his way home, his outraged feelings got the better
of him:
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[“]A tame crow, a pet of the children of the neighbourhood, hopped on a bush in front of
him, cawing loudly. In his perturbed condition, the sight of the bird made Mark angrier
than ever, and raising his stick, he struck the crow dead. ‘Take that,’ he said in a passion,
‘for hoppin’ about on the Sabbath,’ and he stormed on up the hill. At home he kept the
500
day strictly as Sunday to atone for his worldliness of the previous day.[”]

Bates-Dittemore, certainly no friend to Eddy, had no problem determining that such an event was
“intrinsically improbable,” given all of the others in the family and elsewhere who would not
have made that mistake and who would have alerted him accordingly.501 Determining the
credibility of the Milmine | Cather biography has been a blind spot for many over the years.
While the same might be said of the Wilbur biography, its impact on historians has been
relatively minor compared to Milmine | Cather.
An interesting look at Mark Baker and his family is perhaps seen in this poem sent by his
nephew, Joseph Baker, in the early 1830s, evidently to George Sullivan Baker. The poem is by
Robert Burns but Joseph Baker appears to have ascribed its sentiments to the Mark Baker family.
FOR THE FAMILY OF MARK BAKER ESQR
Oh those dread power who reignest above
I know thou wilt hear
When for this scene of peace & love
I make my prayer sincere
The hoary Sire the mortal stroke
Long long be pleased to spare
To bless his little filial flock
And show what good men are
She who her tender offspring eyes
With maternal hopes and fears
Oh! bless her with a mother[’]s joys
But spare a mother[’]s fears tears
Their hope their stay darling youth
In manhood[’]s dawning blush
Bless him thou God of lover and truth
Up to a parent[’]s wish
The beauteous seraph sister band
With earnest tears I pray
Thou seesth the snares in every head
Guide thou their steps always
When soon or late they reach the coast
O’er life[’]s rough ocean driven
May they rejoice no wandrer lost
A family in heaven.502
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Milmine Note:
“Story of Mary’s clairvoyancy & spiritualistic seances[.]”
Comment:
Many interviews were had with residents of North Groton, Rumney, and elsewhere that deny any
knowledge of Eddy being interested in spiritualism. For example, see the affidavit of Myra Smith
Wilson in 1907, who served as her live-in maid in 1859 and 1860:
I never heard Mrs. Patterson say she was a spiritualist or a medium. Nothing ever
occurred the two years I was with her to indicate she was either. Never heard of anything
of the kind to my best recollection, while I was acting as her housekeeper and nurse nor
afterward, only what I have read in the papers.

Wilbur in her biography of Eddy related having spoken to Mrs. Kidder, Eddy’s neighbor in
North Groton, and how it was Mrs. Kidder who tried get Eddy interested in spiritualism, not the
other way around.503
John Thompson’s report on interviewing residents of North Groton and Rumney in late 1906 and
early 1907 included the following:
Mrs. Hall, who is still living in North Groton, and who, with her husband has had the
Post Office in the village of North Groton, N.H. for forty-one (41) consecutive years, said
she knew Mrs. Patterson to be an invalid and that she resided in North Groton with her
husband, Dr. Patterson. Never heard of her being a Spiritualist or a mesmerist, in fact
there was nothing of that kind in North Groton until within the recollection of Mrs. Hall’s
daughter, who is now forty (40) years old. . . .
Mr. Erastus Foss, now of Hill, N.H., lived in Rumney in 1861, 1862 and 1863, —owned
the grist-mill there; remembered having ground corn for Mrs. Patterson and having
carried it to her. Remembers Dr. Patterson was a large, fine looking man. Recollects that
the Pattersons did not get along well together. Never heard of Mrs. Patterson being a
Spiritualist.
F.P. Eastman, of Rumney, N.H., says he lived in Rumney in 1863; knew Dr. Patterson
and wife lived there then. Heard someone at a Baptist meeting one Sunday asking Dr.
Patterson, who came to the meeting alone, why he did not bring his wife; his reply was,
—‘Oh, you cannot get her out,—she stays at home and reads her Bible.’ Mr. Eastman
never heard of Mrs. Patterson being a Spiritualist.
Nathan Mason, now of Hill, N.H., who was for some weeks a patient in Dr. Vaile’s [sic]
water-cure, in Hill, N.H. in 1862, remembers that Mrs. Patterson was also a patient there
when he was and says that she was not a Spiritualist.

Of course, after the Fox sisters made spiritualism a public phenomenon in 1848 and later, it was
common for citizens to take an interest in it.
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Milmine Note:
“Story of Mary’s smoking habit & morphine eating.”
Comment:
Eddy never smoked at all, as far as available scholarship can determine, and certainly she never
had a “smoking habit.” Recall what Eddy’s niece, Ellen Pilsbury Philbrook wrote as cited earlier:
“In regard to her habits I never knew or heard of tobacco or opium; and as to any immoralities I
am quite sure there never were any.”
Later in Science and Health, Eddy wrote:
The depraved appetite for alcoholic drinks, tobacco, tea, coffee, opium, is destroyed only
by Mind's mastery of the body. This normal control is gained through divine strength and
understanding. There is no enjoyment in getting drunk, in becoming a fool or an object of
loathing; but there is a very sharp remembrance of it, a suffering inconceivably terrible to
man's self-respect. Puffing the obnoxious fumes of tobacco, or chewing a leaf naturally
504
attractive to no creature except a loathsome worm, is at least disgusting.

This claim of a “smoking habit” is one of the obviously manufactured stories that Milmine heard
from these old ladies in Tilton. See, for example, the obvious dismay in Eddy’s letter to Phineas
Quimby on March 10, 1863, where she was trying to treat her nephew Albert to rid him of his
desire to smoke and drink, but in the Quimby way, she was taking on the pains and feelings of
her patient: “A word about my own self. I am suffering somewhat from old habits, pain in the
back and stomach, a cold just now, and billious [sic]. Won[’]t you laugh when I tell you since I
have been trying to effect[sic] Albert, I am suffering from a constant desire to smoke!! do p[r]ay
rid me of this feeling. I should think it deplorable to feel long as Albert does. He says he
constantly longs to smoke.”
Interestingly, Milmine—evidently doubting the reliability of the source, Hannah Philbrook—
carefully avoided mentioning either this story or the story of Eddy as a young woman being a
morphine user (and presumably abuser). Milmine probably determined that the smoking habit
claim was not believable and thus the morphine story was potentially equally as unreliable.
Nonetheless, several later critical biographers of Eddy readily accepted the quotes attributed to
Philbrook, in the New York World, cited earlier, when the World was falsely claiming that Eddy
was seeing a cancer specialist, etc. The World reported Philbrook as saying, ‘I knew Mary Baker
from the time she was fourteen. I knew of John Varney’s being sent for to keep her from
harming herself during her hysteria after taking morphine. It made her crazy.”505 While the
phrase, “made her crazy,” is vague, morphine, as an opiate, would generally have soporific
effects and would not be expected to cause a hysterical, crazy episode that would require help to
be called in order to constrain her. In addition, the statement of Dr. Cushing as to his surprise at
the immediate effect of his dosage of morphine on her, that it put her immediately to sleep,
suggests that at least as of 1866 Eddy had little connection to morphine, which is why her body
reacted to it so quickly. While that does not directly relate to a claim of morphine use in the
1870s, it clearly lessens the possibility that Eddy suddenly developed a morphine habit later in
life.506 Had Eddy in fact developed such a habit, given the nature of her beliefs and teachings, it
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certainly would have been unwise on her part to bring others into it by asking them to purchase
the drug for her. A possible source for the claim might be found in the following article by Eddy,
published by her in 1885,507 in which she told of a series of allegations about her, that she took
opium, was an infidel, a mesmerist, a medium, was prayerless, etc. Regarding the question of
opium, she wrote:
The opium falsehood has only this to it: Many years ago my regular physician prescribed
morphine, which I took, when he could do no more for me. Afterwards, the glorious
revelations of Christian Science saved me from that necessity and made me well, since
which time I have not taken drugs, with the following exception: When the mental
malpractice of poisoning people [i.e., her belief that poison could be administered
mentally in the same way that she had seen Quimby mentally affect people physically
when he played his harmless pranks, sometimes without the person knowing it] was first
undertaken by a mesmerist, to test that malpractice I experimented by taking some large
doses of morphine, to see if Christian Science could not obviate its effect; and I say with
tearful thanks, “The drug had no effect upon me whatever.” [In those days, morphine was
easily and legally obtainable in an edible form that did not require an injection—which
508
latter method is how most people in a later era think of morphine use.]

In MBEL is a document which is an early draft of that article, and in that draft she wrote:
That I eat opium, that my life is prayerless, or and not in watchful obedience to the law
and gospel, is no are not more true than that I am dead, as ‘The Saint Louis Democrat’ is
alleged to have reported me.
The opium falsehood has only this to it. Thirty Many years ago the regular physicians
prescribed for me morphine, which I took after when they could do no more for me. . .
509
.

Thirty years before was the mid-1850s, and in a letter to her future husband, Daniel Patterson, on
April 29, 1853, she wrote on the issue of morphine (emphasis added in bold), as we saw earlier:
I am sick — Wed. Afternoon my illness increased so that I could retain nothing on the
stomach. I have not been able to since but a short time. Neuralgia in the spine and
stomach seems to be the cause, producing a state of nervous inflam[m]ation. My
sufferings are at times extreme[.] I do want to see you. I know not what this attack may
result in, but one thing I pray, that it may be the divine will that I am not to languish out
months on a sick bed; nevertheless, “not my will but Thine be done.”
My only relief is to take morphine which I so much disapprove. I have not had a
Physician except a call from cousin Willie Chamberlain who is at home now to see his
Mother. I have little confidence in him, he is mere boy—If tis greatly disadvantageous to
you, to come over Sabbath even if you should get this in time, do not come, but let me
hear from you. I am too weak to write more at this time[.]

Only a few days later, she was doing much better. In her letter to Patterson on May 2, she added:
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I have not called a Physician but receive counsel of Dr. Morrill; the practice has been all
my own, and considering the severe attack, my previous debility, and chronic complaints,
I think we managed a little wisely for me to be on the list of recovery today. Cold water
and homeophathic remedies have been the Hygein only.

In 1888, Eddy returned to subject in her article, “Truth versus Error.” She wrote:
When I found myself in this new regime of medicine, the medicine of Mind, I wanted to
satisfy my curiosity as to the effect of drugs on one who had lost all faith in them. Hence
I tried several doses of morphine, and so proved to myself that drugs have no beneficial
510
effect on an individual in this state of mind.

Milmine Note:
[Ellen Pillsbury told of the] “terrible rows she had with Crafts—Mrs. E.”
Ellen Pilsbury was Eddy’s niece who had been very ill with enteritis and possibly typhoid fever
in 1867 when Eddy returned to Sanbornton Bridge and healed her, according to accounts by a
few of the Baker family members. According to an account written by Eddy’s stepmother,
Elizabeth P. Baker (or possibly Martha Rand Baker511) and published in the third edition of
Science and Health:
512

Miss Ellen C. Pillsbury[sic] , of Sanbornton Bridge, now Tilton, N.H., after typhoid
fever, was suffering from what her physicians called enteritis of the severest form. Her
case was given up by her medical physician, and she was lying at the point of death,
when Mrs. Glover (afterwards Mrs. Eddy) visited her. In a few moments after she entered
the room and stood by her bedside, she recognized her aunt, and said, "I am glad to see
you aunty." In about ten minutes more, Mrs. Glover told her to ‘rise from her bed and
walk.’ She rose and walked seven times across her room, then sat down in a chair. For
two weeks before this, we had not entered her room without stepping lightly. Her bowels
were so tender, she felt the jar, and it increased her sufferings. She could only be moved
on a sheet from bed to bed. When she walked across the room at Mrs. Glover's bidding,
she told her to stamp her foot strongly upon the floor, and she did so without suffering
from it. The next day she was dressed, and went down to the table; and the fourth day
went a journey of about a hundred miles in the cars.

Martha Rand Baker wrote out this history of the case, which is now in MBEL and may have
been written contemporaneously, since the address is given as Sanbornton Bridge, before the
town changed its name to Tilton in 1869:
This certifies that Ellen C. Pilsbury from had suffered from chronic heart complaint and
other complaints until she had become a hopeless invalid[.] In this condition was siezed
with Typhoid fever which resulted in intense inflam[m]ation of the bowels rendering it
impossible for her to be moved from her bed without the greatest suffering. Her
Physician considered her case hopeless. In this condition Mrs. Glover first found her and
in an hour after she first saw her she had the poultices removed, got up without assistance
& walked seven times across the room before returning to her bed.
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The next day she was dressed & sat up most of the day[;] the third day she was dressed[,]
went below stairs to her tea. The fifth day she accompanied Mrs. Glover in the cars about
one hundred miles without experiencing but very little fatigue.
From the time Mrs. Glover took the case her [as] her Physician, watchers & medicine
were entirely discontinued.
Mrs. M.D.R. Baker
Sanbornton Bridge, N.H.

Many years later, a Tilton resident, Addie Towns Arnold (born in 1858), left a lengthy
reminiscence of having lived in Sanbornton Bridge|Tilton for many years and having known
several of Eddy’s relatives. She told of how she became a Christian Scientist. She met with Susie
Lang, a student of Eddy’s, and from her she obtained a copy of Science and Health and
considered going through her Christian Science class. Arnold wrote:
When I read it [Science and Health] and came across the healing of Ellen Pillsbury[sic]
(see 20th Edition Science and Health, 1886, page 198) I was all at sea. As a child I had
attended the little white schoolhouse adjoining Mark Baker's property and Ellen Pillsbury
had been my teacher. I was familiar with the Pillsbury's home on the Tilton property
which Abigail Tilton built for them after Luther Pillsbury passed on. Though I had never
known the family well I remembered that they were quite poor at that time and that Ellen
had to support herself teaching school. I could not recall ever having heard a word
mentioned about her being healed in Christian Science, but I did remember that at one
time while she was staying at Grandma Baker's home she had been very ill and that
Grandma Baker [i.e., Eddy’s stepmother] and Martha Rand Baker had taken care of her. I
had a distinct recollection of passing the house on my way to school, seeing the curtains
drawn and noticing a sign on the fence to make no noise. It was a shock to find out that
the Mrs. Patterson I remembered hearing about and seeing in Tilton and the Mrs. Eddy
who had written this textbook were one and the same person and I was utterly unable to
account for the healing of Ellen Pillsbury. In this state of doubt and perplexity Miss Lang
soon saw that I was not ready for class instruction and she plainly told me that if I
expected to go through a class with her I'd have to get my thought straightened out.
Right then and there I dropped everything and went up to Tilton on a visit— it was the
middle of the winter I remember in 1885 or 1886 — spending a whole evening with Ellen
Pillsbury's aunt, Martha Rand Baker, talking about this experience. Though I have
already recorded this for The Mother Church I would like to repeat something of what
was said then. Marthy [i.e., Martha Rand Baker] informed me that the healing was a
mystery to them at the time. ‘The neighbors didn't know what had become of Ellen, but
Mary told us that it would be best to have her go with her, as people would ask questions
which would only reflect on her healing.’ She said that "Mary took Ellen home with her."
No place was mentioned, but as this probably happened in the summer of 1867, I
presume Mrs. Eddy must have been in Taunton with the Crafts. However, I have no
information to substantiate this.
I returned to Lawrence, convinced that Ellen Pillsbury’s healing was authentic and very
much more ready and willing to accept Christian Science and its Leader.

Separately Arnold recorded this reminiscence of what Martha Rand Baker told her:
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I have never had an opportunity to tell this story for no one was interested in Christian
Science here, and as a son’s wife, I have not wanted to take sides either way.
When we found Ellen did not have a chance to live, we wrote Mary about it, and she
came to us at once. We went to Ellen’s room, and Mary sat beside the bed. Ellen had not
known any of us for several days but in a short time she looked up and said, ‘I am glad to
see you, Auntie.’
Mary soon told her to rise and walk. We were horrified at this, and stood spell-bound.
She rose, however, and walked seven times across her room, and then sat down. The next
day she was dressed, and went down to the table. On the fourth day Mary took her to
513
Boston [i.e., Taunton] with her.

Earlier in the same account, Arnold had written additional details:
In my childhood I lived in Tilton, New Hampshire, and was a neighbor of the Baker
family. Miss Pillsbury[sic] lived at Mrs. Eddy’s home, the Baker homestead, and as the
teacher of the district school. She was my first teacher. It is well remembered how Mr.
Baker, Mrs. Eddy’s father, used to come to recess with pans of apples from his adjoining
farm. He would throw the apples on the ground, and wait to see us scramble for them,
being sure that each child had an apple.
On the way to school one day I noticed straw on the road, and this sign on the Baker’s
front fence; “Sickness within. Don’t make a noise.” The shaded were drawn, and the gate
closed. When inquiry was made as to who was ill, they replied Ellen Pillsbury was
seriously ill with enteritis, following typhoid fever, and it was expected she might pass on
any moment. A day or two later the straw and notice were removed, and the shades
raised. Inquiry was again made as to what had happened. Nothing could be learned,
except that Miss Pillsbury had fled, no one knew where or how. It was thought, however,
she could not have been as sick as was reported. . . .

For his part, George W. Baker (1853-1925), the son of Martha Rand Baker, wrote to his cousin
(and granddaughter of Eddy), Mary Glover Billings:
Personally, I don’t believe in Christian Science (and somehow I don’t think you do—as a
panacea or cure-all), and I don’t mind speaking my belief whae[sic] there is necessity for
it. At the same [word struck through] time, Ellen Pillsbury was given up to die in “three
days” or thereabouts, by three Drs. in grandfather Baker’s house, and Aunt Mary Baker
Glover Patterson Eddy came from Lynn, by telegraphic summons from Aunt Martha—as
a last resort—(they were always like a cat-and-dog sisters) and in two days took Ellen
back[.] Same Ellen was a rabid opponent of Christian Science in her afterlife. Aunt Mary
once told me that I would never be good enough for a Christian Scientist—because, I
think, I asked her “If what you say is right, why should a body die? All one has to do is to
514
jump up and say (like Tim. Finnegan in the song) bad luck to yer souls, did yer think
I’s dead?). But she was a beautiful woman, and more beautiful when she laughed. I’ve
read of ‘silvery’ laughs lots of times, but her’s[sic] came nearest to the realization of the
novelistic description of anything in real life that I ever ran across. And I want you to
515
know that, personally, I loved her.
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Abigail Tilton wrote to her sister Martha, on August 4, 1867, which letter included this reference
to their mutual sister. This exact issue at hand related to Eddy’s will that for some reason was at
Abigail’s house, but it is clear that Eddy’s perpetual financial problems at a minimum exacted a
toll on Abigail, whose measure of wealth made her an easy destination for relatives in need:
I hope it is the last writings that she will ever intrust to my care. I am weary with her
unjust distracted conduct, and wish she would let me and mine rest from her
interruptions. I am willing always to do her good, if that would satisfy, but more — more
is always wanted. I have my private opinion that in the end no real good will result from
all the stir she has made about Ellen, but hope I am mistaken and great benefit will result
516
from her efforts yet.

Eddy would later say that her family ultimately could not accept her work to promote a new
religion and turned on her.517 We clearly see an inkling of that in the above letter.
Eddy’s financial woes and strain are evident from this letter to her in Taunton, Massachusetts,
from her friend in Swampscott, Mary P. Ellis, written just three days after Abigail’s letter above:
You must not give up your visit to Swampscott, it will do you good, you need the change
and the rest, and we want to see you. I was so disappointed when I received your last
note, and I am grieved at your pecuniary disappointment, but don[’]t let it discourage you
darling, remember, the darkest time is sometimes just before day, and there’s a cloud
with a silver lining. What I want to say to you is this. You must come to Swampscott the
first thing you do. I should enclose the fare in this note, but for the possibility that you
may have left Taunton for the home of some friend. In that case you might not receive
518
this note.
Eddy had written her sister Martha back on February 28, telling her of the progress she was making with
her first pupil, Hiram Crafts. Evidently the Baker family members had physical problems. Eddy gave her
a religious lesson and told them to hold on, that they would be cured:
I hope you are better and that the little leaven I left will leaven the whole lump, for
Martha dear, this leaven of Truth is not the leaven of the Scribes and Pharisees. How is
dear Sister Abi? I trust ere long you may all be cured[.] The little student I left here has
been using his tallents since I were away, and I think he will locate soon in some
populous place[.] I found on my return here a gold pen in a newspaper sent to me from
Lynn, it is a nice thing. How do you get along at home I am anxious to hear from Mrs.
Tilton[.] . . .
Please excuse this haste[.] Love to all especially Sister Abi and tell her she shall be
519
cured[.]

Eddy wrote her sister again on April 28, outlining her plight since her student, Crafts, would
have to move and her estranged husband, Patterson, could not help much:
After waiting patiently as possible Doct. Crafts has at length obtained a rent in this place,
in a very good location and a fine tenement. My room is in the third story, but a large and
pleasant one, with this great exception, that a stove will not draw sufficiently to keep a
fire without great difficulty. After I returned here (to Mass.) I wrote my husband that
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Doct. Crafts was going to leave Stoughton and board awhile (as he expected to have to
do) and that I was without a home! after waiting three weeks, I got a letter from him
saying I could go to Lynn and find a board! that he was about moving somewhere. What
is the result again of his pretending to locate you can see as well as I, it is of no use for
me ever to hope or fear in that direction, but one experience ever awaits me,
disappointment and tears! My life is just as sad as it can be. I have no joy, but a sort of
martyr courage and submission to my fate. Then I have a God to love and lean upon, and
hitherto he has delivered my from the ‘lions’ and ‘furnace’ and I must trust that unseen
love and wisdom: which I daily endeavor to do, calmly awaiting the blest moment that
shall free me from the fetters of pain and sorrow which I have ever worn, and still wear in
this mortality. . . .

Despite her woes, Eddy was optimistic about the progress Crafts was making in his healing
practice and hoped that the extended Baker family would try him:
The Doct here is just begin[n]ing at great expense in a new place, and of course in no
way to pay me yet, and when he will he is altogether uncertain, but all that come to him
sick he cures. I do wish Abi and Ellen would try him, I have no doubt but he could cure
them; dear Mother must come too.520

The progress Crafts was making was evidently sufficient for him to advertise in the local
newspaper the following month (the advertisement would run until August):

Hiram Crafts advertisement in the Taunton Daily Gazette, May 14, 1867
Despite Crafts’ progress, he said he did not have the money to pay Eddy when she needed it. We
will see later a letter Eddy wrote in 1850 in which she said her temper was hasty but not sullen.
Sometime in the summer of 1867 Eddy wrote a letter to Martha in which her temper was
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certainly hasty. Crafts would not or could not pay her, Ellen, who was still with Eddy in
Taunton, was not helping, etc.:
Every hour develops some new wickedness[.] When I brought Ellen here I wanted Dr. to
take her from Boston and let me finish my business at Swampscott before I came here so
as to save one fare but he said I will pay your fare in again if you will go back with me to
tell me how to go to work for Ellen[.] Last Saturday I asked him for this fare and he went
on to say he wasn't making enough to pay his way and couldn't spare it[.] I had for the
last two months symptoms that he meant to cheat me out of all he has not paid me for
examination since he has begun to feel that he could get along with less his instruction
and I told him what I had thought at this he went out and gave a bill of sale of all his
household goods and took from the Bank his deposit then I found this out by going out
after him then I told him what he was I never was so angry in my life[.] I told Ellen after
this not to sit with him for I can see of all rascals under the sun he is the greatest[.] I
thought she could pay me this week dues and I endorse it to Crafts this morning[.] I asked
her to for I have not money to go to Swamp[scott] and came here on her and Crafts
account omit[t]ing my business when I ought to have done it[;] her answer was “no Aunt
Mary I shan't[.]” Now Martha just see her gratitude [did she mean “ingratitude”?] and
Crafts knavery to me! I can only account for her conduct by concluding that Crafts must
have had a sitting with her last night and if so he I find is just so wicked as to make her
do this and hate me[.] I have done every thing for her I could do ever since she came for
over a week emptied all her slops and Martha[,] Crafts is an awful man to use this God
given power over patients to such a wicked end[.]
I want you to learn from her whether or not she sat with him last night[.] I shall not try I
went I have nothing to say now for I have just learned Ellen did not sit with Crafts so her
own character shines out here as I brought here [i.e., her] here and this fare out and into
Boston I must pay over again to go to Swampscott and I have written I would go
tomorrow but cant[.] O such base ingratitude after all I have done for her is certainly
rare[.]
521

I must close with love for Mother and you.

Crafts for his part ended his time with Eddy about a month later, and wrote to her the following
year in response to her letter.
E. Stoughton Nov 27, [’]68
Mary,
In reply to yours in regard to helping you to finish your writings I should be willing to do
all you ask if I was in different circumstances[;] you know how things stand with me,
after all the trouble that we have had I feel the same interest in the development of Truth
and its principles. I know that I am not perfect, and am willing to acknowledge that fact.
But it would be impossible for me to come over there to help you[.] At present I should
have no peace at home if I did. I have been through one hell and don’t want to go through
another. I have also taken seven Devils more wicked than the first into my house and am
not fit for the spreading of the gospel of Truth. The Spirit is strong but the flesh is weak. I
am glad to learn that you are learning others. This immortal Truth, or principle which is
Wisdom. As you say the Harvest is plenteous But the harvesters are few.
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I do not know what to write, as I cannot write what I would. I am alone, otherwise I
should not write, no one will know that I have written to you, your letter was opened and
read before I got it[;] if you send another have it delivered to me. As to Doctoring again I
do not think now that I ever shall do any more of it[.]
If I was alone, perhaps it would be different. But as it is I must live out this miserable life
in darkness and Error and submit to my fate whatever it [word struck through] may be.
Write again
From your Brother
in Truth
522
H.S. Crafts

Milmine Note:
[Detailed story of Boston John Clark & Eddy in which Boston John Clark mesmerized Eddy
in the 1840s to look for lost treasure.]
Comment:
Boston John Clark (1790-1874) was a local Franklin fellow known for his mesmeric experiments
and his engineering prowess.523 Milmine | Cather state:
Mark [Baker] used to send for old “Boston John” Clark to come and quiet Mrs. Glover by
mesmerism. Clark was a bridge-builder from one of the villages up the valley who had
acquired some reputation as a mesmerist, practicing, like Dr. Ladd, upon any subject who
was willing, and particularly happy when he discovered a “sensitive” like Mrs. Glover.
He never failed to soothe her, and after one of his visits, the Baker family enjoyed a space
of quiet from the incessant turmoil of Mary’s nerves. . . .
“Boston John” Clark experimented with her, putting her into a mesmeric sleep and
attempting to trace lost or stolen articles by means of her clairvoyance. Once he tried to
locate a drowned body. . . . John Varney conceived the notion of turning this talent of
Mrs. Glover’s to practical account. “Boston John” was sent for, and Mrs. Glover, at
Varney’s suggestion, described the hiding-place of Captain Kidd’s treasure, which was
then a topic of exciting speculation. She indicated a spot near the city of Lynn, Mass.
Varney and his cronies set out for the place and spent several days digging for the
524
treasure, but without success.”

In comparison, Wilbur in her researches, recorded the following in Human Life (February, 1907).
Speaking of “Boston John” Clark, she wrote:
He was illiterate, but a great hydraulic engineer, as Warren Daniel, a retired and wealthy
mill owner of Franklin, states. Mr. Daniel told the writer that he knew Mr. Clark well and
that he also knew Mrs. Patterson when she lived in Franklin. He sought an introduction to
her because he had heard of her brilliant attainments and knew that she was unusual in
beauty, wit, and social accomplishments. He says she was the reserved of women, and a
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woman that all men must respect and honor. He cannot in any way connect these two
personages in his memory, and does not believe they had any association. . . .
Mr. Daniels tells the writer that Clark organized an expedition to hunt for lost treasure
and the thinks John Varney of Tilton was the one that went on the pot-of-gold excursion.
That is doubtless the only connection Mrs. Eddy ever had with the arts of John Clark. She
may have been an amused listener to the Odyssey of the deluded modern adventurer.

The source for at least part of this story appears to be an incident reported by Sarah Clement
Kimball in her reminiscences for the years in the late 1840s or first few years of the 1850s in
Sanbornton Bridge and not Franklin:
A party of students was drowned in the Winnipesauki[sic] River [in New Hampshire].
The body of one of them from the Seminary was not found and a man named Clarke,
popularly known as ‘Boston John’ wanted to hypnotize Mrs. Eddy to find out where the
body was. He thought she was a good subject. Mr. Baker refused so Mrs. Eddy came to
Mr. Holmes (or Mr. Clements) where Mrs. Augusta Swasey Holmes lived and permitted
herself to be hypnotized. She then said that the body would be found on the island just
above the steep eddy, which proved to be so. My father said anyone would say that as the
current naturally would carry the body down there.

A few points should be noted in this account. The first is that Mark Baker said no to any such
effort under his roof, which compares to the Milmine | Cather version where Baker would send
for Clark to come soothe his daughter. That Clark thought Eddy “was a good subject” suggests
he had tried before with her, but that is not clear. Kimball in her lead up to this story said she
“felt Mrs. Eddy never had anything to do with it [i.e., hypnotism] any more than any young
person who was curiously interested in new things. But that slight curiosity gave cause to the
idea which was circulated [presumably she refers to the McClure’s account here] and which
accused her of being a clairvoyant which she wasn’t at all.” Finally, the account related to local
New Hampshire news and had nothing to do with Lynn or buried treasure. Also this account has
nothing to do with John Varney. Of him, Kimball said, “In the McClure’s article there is, I
believe, some reference to John Varney. He was a sort of beau of the town, a long, lanky man —
a sort of upper class hired man. But Mrs. Eddy cared no more for John Varney (who was
hideously ugly) than anything at all. Some one asked me a number of years ago if I thought Mrs.
Eddy sincere, and I replied: ‘You will never find a Baker insincere. They are all too intense.’” 525
There actually was a similar story in the press in those years and it is possible that that account
was simply modified to fit Eddy. The Waldo Signal (Belfast, Maine) reported on August 24,
1843 (with my comments added in brackets):
A SINGULAR CASE OF CREDULITY.—The Boston Times says one day last week, a
boat containing three men and a woman, touched at an island in that harbor [i.e., not in
Lynn], and the individuals landed on a singular errand.—The three principals of the party
were a certain lecturer on Animal Magnetism [it seems unlikely Boston John Clark would
have been considered a lecturer but that is not certain] and a female subject. The latter
had discovered, by means of clairvoyance, that a large sum of money, supposed to be part
of the buried treasures of that renowned freebooter, Capt. Kyd, was buried on this island,
and she offered her services as pilot. . . . [The rest of the article told how the affair ended
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with nothing found. The article pointed out that the specific island was Calf Island in
Boston harbor.]

This Boston Times article placed the ill-fated effort about early to mid August 1843. We saw
earlier this letter from Eddy in Haverill, New Hampshire, to her brother on July 21 after a long
stage coach ride:
I reached here about 6 o’clock P.M. was the only passenger inside, and such a sky-rocket
adventure I never had; some times I really thought I was at least midway between heaven
and earth, till the driver’s shrill whistle, or a more tolerable road would restore my
senses! . . . You cannot know how lame and unwell I felt yesterday; . . .

Eddy’s opportunities for travel were quite limited in those years due to her health and the fact
that she still lived under the Baker roof as the youngest daughter. Needless to say, it is extremely
unlikely that Eddy would have returned from her July trip only to soon turn around and travel to
Boston with Boston John Clark and others on such a wild adventure, especially since there is no
record of it in the Baker family letters. Also, as mentioned above, even though she was an adult,
she still lived under the general control of Mark Baker; it is hard to believe he would have
allowed his unmarried daughter to go to Boston on such a doubtful escapade.
Addie Towns Arnold in her later reminiscences noted:
While living in Tilton I never heard that Mrs. Patterson [who would have been Mrs.
Glover then] experimented with spiritualism or held seances in either her sister’s or her
father’s home. If she had done so it seems to me I would have known something about it,
for spiritualism was such a popular topic those days that anyone who practiced it was the
object of public comment.

In response to this claim during the Franklin years, a Caroline A. Rowell signed an affidavit on
January 10, 1907, in Franklin, New Hampshire, in which she said:
Mrs. William Rowell, born in 1837, who has lived in Franklin, N.H. since she was six
years of age, remembers Boston John Clark, the Mesmerist, well by reputation. Knew
people whom he mesmerized. Knew also Mrs. Daniel Patterson, now Mrs. Mary B. G.
Eddy, who lived in Franklin, N.H. in 1853, knew she came hereas[sic] a bride in that year
and lived in a house over which was a tailer shop in which she[,] Mrs. Rowell[,] worked.
Used to see Mrs. Patterson, knew her as a good woman and quite an invalid. Never heard
of her being in any way associated with Boston John Clark as a pupil or even interested
in mesmerism or spiritualism, and I am sure I would have known it if she had been.
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Think Dr. Patterson’s family moved away from Franklin, N.H. in 1854 or 1855.

We saw above John Thompson’s report on interviewing residents of Franklin, Rumney, and Hill,
New Hampshire, about their recollections of Eddy and none of the ones cited tied her to
spiritualism or mesmerism.
Thompson interview Dan Kidder, Eddy’s young neighbor in North Groton, and wrote:
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He was a school boy at this time [when Eddy lived in North Groton] and had a distinct
recollection of Mrs. Patterson as an invalid and remembers her as a very kind and capable
woman and a kind neighbor. He used to go frequently for assistance in his study. Says,
when his lessons were to[o] difficult for him he would run in to Mrs. Patterson and she
would help him. Says, he never saw any big cradle, remembers a large rocker, but
nothing unusual or any different from any other families. He continued further, saying “I
do not know of anything against Mrs. Patterson; she always treated me well, and I have
much respect for her and hope some day I may meet he again.”

Finally, long after the above had been recorded, Wilton E. Cross published what is now an
extraordinarily rare four-page biographical sketch of Boston John Clark, entitled: “Boston John”
Clark: Master Builder, Sought Captain Kidd Treasure at Marblehead. This appears to have
drawn on local Franklin, New Hampshire sources. According to Cross, in addition to Clark’s
prowess as an engineer and builder, he was a local mesmerist of note, who would play practical
jokes on his fellow citizens, such as drawing a circle around a local “urchin” and saying that he
was unable to leave the circle due to his mesmeric powers. Those with severe headaches could
receive “an instantaneous cure. The laying on of hands was not infrequent thereafter. His fame
also spread as one, who, with a few magic passes of his hands could cure various aches and
pains.”
Here is what Cross recorded on Clark’s seeking Captain Kidd’s treasure:
Whether to not John Clark’s hypnotic power eventually led him to try commerce with
“the spirits” we do not know. However, in 1872 we find him, with five helpers, on the
Sparhawk farm near Naugus Head, Marblehead, digging for Captain Kidd’s buried
treasure. Through a female medium “the spirits” advised “Boston John” of the location of
the deposit and bade him take it as his own. Having implicit faith in “the spirits,” he sat
about clearing up that ancient mystery. But the inhabitants of Marblehead had no such
faith as his. They organized, protested to him, and when that failed, called in the police.
The BOSTON HERALD in reporting the incidents said: “the police were notified and
proceeding to the spot, arrested the diggers, who were taken before Squire Fabens, and
Clark was fined seventeen dollars, which was getting out of it much cheaper than he
would to have kept on digging.”527

While I have not been able to locate that article in the Boston Herald, the following article from
the Boston Traveler, July 29, 1872, has been located:
A man named Clark, hailing from New Hampshire, was fined $17 in Marblehead, on
Saturday, for digging on the Sparhawk farm, near Nawgus Head—in company with
others—for supposed treasure, to which he had been directed by a spiritual medium;
having previously been refused permission by the owners to dig there.

While the visit by Clark in 1872 to Marblehead to try to find the buried treasure of Captain Kidd
(clearly without Eddy in attendance) is clear, it is not clear how to reconcile the reminiscence of
Sarah Clement Kimball. Perhaps both events took place, separated by 25 or so years. I do not
believe the evidence shows that the 1843 news item recounted by the Belfast Waldo Signal
involved Clark or Eddy.
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Milmine Note:
[Story about Dr. Patterson’s return from the South in 1862:] “Mary was at Quimby’s, sent for
her & she and Dr. P lived in Lynn. Left her and went to Father Baker’s & told him he had
left her, & would then leave her because of her treatment of him. This was the evening of
Father Baker’s funeral. He went to Littleton. Told her that if she even followed him, he
would cut off her allowance, & so [went?] where she could never find. She did go up to see
him once, but came back the same day.”
Comment:
This is a very confused history. Patterson left Eddy about 1866, and Eddy’s father died in
October, 1865. The Pattersons certainly were together the months after the death of Mark Baker.
Obviously also it is not clear how Dr. Patterson was supposed to have talked to Mark Baker the
very evening of Mark Baker’s own funeral. Also the account has Patterson saying he had left his
wife and then saying he would leave his wife. The comment about Eddy’s alleged mistreatment
of her husband is counterbalanced by the 1900 account of R.D. Rounsevel, the husband of an
Eddy student, as recorded by Peel:
In 1900 one R. D. Rounsevel, owner of a hotel or boardinghouse in Littleton, New Hampshire,
declared in an affdavit:
About the year 1872 Dr, Patterson, a dentist, boarded with me in Littleton, N. H. During
his stay at different times I had conversation with him about his wife, from whom he was
separated. He spoke of her as being a pure, estimable and Christian woman, and the cause
of the separation being wholly on his part, that if he had done as he ought he might have
had a pleasant and happy home as one could wish for. At that time I had no knowledge of
who his wife was. Later I learned that Mary Baker G. Eddy, the discoverer and founder
528
of Christian Science, was the above mentioned woman.

Eddy spoke of this to a student, Ellen Cross, from which conversation Frye recorded this in this
diary on August 14, 1903:
She [Eddy] said that after Mrs Eddy’s divorce from Dr Patterson he was in practice in
Lisbon, N.H. During the conversation one day with Mr Rouns[e]vel refer[r]ing to the
wife from whom he was divorced “If I had behaved myself I might today be living with
one of the grandest woman [i.e., women] God ever made.”

Milmine Note:
“Mrs. Baker, second, was sister to Lt. Vice Gov. Patterson of N.Y. Westfield N.Y. After her
husband’s death, Mary came home, then Mrs. Pillsbury, & Mother Baker, was worked to
death. Neighbors sent word to her brother, & he sent his son to get[?] her & bring her to
Westfield. Son came, & made her pack up & leave that same afternoon.”
Comment:
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If “her husband’s death” refers to the death of Mark Baker, the husband of Mrs. Baker, then this
occurred after Mark Baker’s death in 1865.
If it refers to the death of Asa Eddy, the husband of Eddy, who died in 1882, then the story is
false because Eddy did not return to Tilton and Mrs. Baker’s brother was dead by then.
Mrs. Baker’s brother was George Washington Patterson (1799-1879), who was Lieutenant
Governor of New York briefly, in the years 1849-1850. He did live in Westfield, New York.
Milmine Note:
“Mrs. Cheney attended Mrs. G. when George was born. She died in the west—when Mr.
C. married again the new wife didn’t like the boy, so he went to war.”
Comment:
Mrs. Mahala Cheney did in fact know Eddy prior to the birth. She died in the “west,” meaning
Minnesota, but she died in 1866, long after George Glover II had gone off to the Civil War.529 In
an interview given by Glover to the Detroit Free Press, March 7, 1907, he spoke of running
away from his foster parents (plural) before joining in the Civil War. The context of the
statement in the interview does not suggest that his foster parents included a later Mrs. Cheney.
(Recall the Hannah Philbrook letter to Eddy above, where she mentioned a letter from Mahala
Cheney to her sister after George had enlisted in the army.)
Milmine Note:
“Mary’s father told Patterson that he ought not to marry her. Also Mrs. Col. Kate [i.e.,
Cate] advised against it.”
Comment:
There is no confirmation of this allegation, which is an allegation widely reported by later Eddy
critical biographers based on this source as later published by Milmine. (If the source for
Milmine was Philbrook, it is worth recalling that Philbrook was living in Massachusetts when
the Patterson’s were married, so any knowledge she would have had would presumably have
been second hand and probably years later.) It is known, however that, quite the opposite,
Patterson suspected that Mark Baker did not want his daughter to marry Patterson. See Daniel
Patterson’s letter to Eddy, March 31, 1853, after learning that Eddy had turned down his
marriage proposal:
I then thought your Father had pronounced the religious test, I will not call it bigotry,
which has caused more blood and tears than any other cause in the world, if your Father
did consel[sic] in that matter as you decided I wish simply that you would ask him, who
would have yealded[sic] if there had been the same point of difference between him and
530
his wife??

Eddy wrote him about this time:
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I sit down to my desk to pen you a word after another sleepless night. You told me dear
Dr., I must gird on strength and feel indifferent about the advice and opinions of friends.
Upon reflection I this I view would be wrong; besides I have a fixed feeling that to yield
my religion to yours I could not, other things compared to this, are but a grain to the
universe. Last night I conversed anew with my dear Father—
One thing I beg you to remember that we will be friends. O, Dr. won[’]t you add one
more pe[ti]tion to your prayer to remember me?—I need strength and grace in this hour.
We will never meet again except as friends. I must not.” The letter ended: “Farewell[.]
May God bless and protect you.

Patterson wrote on April 10, 1853, that he was surprised to hear that the family had heard “dark
things” about his character. He offered to take Mark Baker around to see businessmen and
clergymen who would vouch for him.
As stated above, the McClure’s biographical serial had started in the January 1907 issue. While
stating that Eddy came from a family of “good New England stock,” Milmine (when I use her
name as author I am including Hendrick, Cather, and the other McClure’s writers as well)
made the cutting comment that Eddy’s family and ancestors “had seldom advanced beyond the
somewhat sordid and unimaginative routine of their occupation.” Later in this issue, the reader
was told that Eddy’s first fifteen years in her home in Bow, New Hampshire, were a “lonely and
unstimulating existence.” According to Cather, Burton Hendrick wrote this first issue,531 and
Hendrick played up and exaggerated the idea of the farming lifestyle as an intellectual
wasteland.532 As mentioned earlier, S.B.G. Corser recalled the Baker family in his 1902 letter:
“The Bakers were superior people, well to do and well educated. The fact that Mrs. Eddy's
brother Albert was nominated to Congress by the largest majority ever registered in the state,
dying, however, before the election, shows the estimation in which he was held by the
community.” (According to research in MBEL, Eddy misremembered that her brother had been
nominated to Congress. According to available information, Albert Baker was never nominated
to Congress, but he was a state elected politician of some note.)
Cather denigrated this first issue by Hendrick. (As we have seen above, she told Frederick
Adams that many of the affidavits Milmine had secured were “absolutely unreliable;” this first
issue was not backed up by any published affidavits—the affidavits were used in later issues—
but Cather’s comment is suggestive of the unreliability of Milmine’s early research on a larger
scale, and her comments flew in the face of Edwin Dakin’s comment in his book: “Miss Milmine
has recorded the descriptions of these symptoms [i.e., Eddy’s alleged hysterical outbursts],
supplied by contemporary eye-witnesses, with scrupulous care.”533
The first issue was a mixture of some sound data derived from church and court house records
along with unattributed comments by locals looking back some sixty years, at a time when Eddy
was a household name and one of the most controversial figures in America. Many later
historians have emphasized the wealth of documentation in the McClure’s articles, but it should
be noted that some of the most damaging comments against Eddy were unattributed. This is an
important point. When a biography is written of a controversial figure, where extremely strong
opinions are clearly held on both sides, it is critical to identify the source of reminiscences and
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statements, because when a source makes a comment about the subject—if that person is
identified—other historians, journalists or interested parties can subsequently interview that
person to see if the quote was accurate, see if the person was deemed creditable, etc. Thus the
fact that Hendrick deliberately chose not to identify the sources of their portrait of Eddy as a girl
and young woman is no small point.
We will get into the history of Eddy in a later chapter, where these issues will be examined, but
for now, here is a representative portrait in the McClure’s serial of Eddy as a girl and young
woman as portrayed in the first issue. Some of the most damaging quotes (and ones continually
used by later critics) appear in this first issue of the McClure’s serial, where locals were asked to
remember back in some cases sixty years or more; these lines, oft-quoted by later writers, are
emphasized in bold.
(Again, these are from sources that Cather, who worked with this material and had access to the
files, later said she considered “dubious,” which source material she said was from “envious
people and jealous relatives” and which had been presented only for what it was worth. Cather,
for example, may have been referring to the preoccupation below with silly schoolgirl jealousies
evident in the belabored account of Eddy’s early appearance and dress.)
Many old residents survive who have the clearest recollections of her.
It is one proof of her remarkable personage that these old people remember her, even as a
little child, so clearly. The writer has talked to scores of her contemporaries in Bow,
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Concord, and the other towns in which she has lived.
In their estimates of her
character, in their descriptions of the nervous phenomena of that strange childhood, there
is a remarkable consistency. Allowance must always be made, in dealing with the early
life of a great personage, for the dishonor of a prophet in his own country. That allowance
has been made here; and nothing essential is set down which is not backed by the
testimony of many witnesses among her neighbors and relatives. . . .
Her schoolmates remember that, when not more than fifteen or sixteen, she introduced
535
the ‘French Twist’ in Tilton.
It was an age when languishing manners were fashionable. As a little girl, even, Mary
Baker adopted and exaggerated that pose. Her behavior was mincing and artificial, and
by contrast it stood out in that rather rough and primitive community. Strong in the
memory of the old inhabitants is her appearance at church. She hardly ever entered until
the rest of the congregation was seated. [Did Mark Baker really allow that?] Then she
tripped in, dressed a little conspicuously, but always in taste—a picture of the fashionable
beauty which made strangers and visitors stare. These baits lured the village boys; and at
church festivals all the young farmers were at her feet.
At home, the Baker family petted and coddled Mary. They all loved her especially as the
youngest child, and were proud of her beauty and cleverness. The whole household
regarded her as ‘different’ from themselves, possibly made of a little finer clay, and took
pleasure in smoothing the natural hardness of her life. In a household where personal
536
labor was invariably extracted from others, Mary spent most of her time in idleness.
She accepted this devotion as her natural right. As a child she displayed that power of
compelling obedience which has marked her through her life. She ruled at the old Bow
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household as unquestionably as she ruled afterward at Pleasant View. . . . [After talking
about her ill health, which caused family members to rally to her side, the account
continued:] She was extremely nervous and hysterical, and, as a child and woman,
537
subject to certain violent seizures. Mary Baker’s “fits,”
as outsiders rather crudely
called them, are still a household word among her old friends. They frequently came on
without the slightest warning. At times the attack resembled convulsion. Mary pitched
headlong on the floor, and rolled and kicked, writhing and screaming in apparent agony.
Again she dropped limp and lay motionless. At other times, like a cataleptic, she lay
rigid, almost in a state of suspended animation. The family worked over her, but usually
in vain. . . .
Outside the Baker home, Mary’s spells did not inspire the same sympathy. The
uncharitable called them “tantrums.” They even said that Mary took advantage of them to
enforce her own way. Mary repeatedly used her nerves, they noted, against her father.
Nervous as she was, she found the quiet, blue-law Sunday especially irksome. Sunday, it
happened, was a great day for these fits. The family pleaded with Mark Baker and finally
obtained more liberty. It seems that her father was in two minds about these seizures.
Though complaisant enough at times, he frequently said harsh things to his friends. “Oh,
Mary had me up again last night,” he would declare, explaining his haggard and blearedeyed appearance. Once he called a neighbor’s attention to the girl, who was then walking
wildly up and down a second-story piazza. “The Bible says Mary Magdalen had seven
538
devils,” he declared, “but our Mary has got ten!”
These fits or hysterical attacks are important in the estimate of Mary Baker and her
career. Mrs. Eddy was subject to them continuously for many years.
Unquestionably, Mary’s attacks represented to a great extent a genuine affliction. Dr.
Ladd occasionally diagnosed them as “hysteria mingled with bad temper”; but at other
times he took them seriously. . . .
According to her old neighbors at Tilton, Mary Baker had even less schooling than most
girls in her class. Her ill-health and hysteria constantly interfered. She would attend
school for a few weeks, have a nervous spell, and then drop out. Consequently, she
usually recited with girls considerably younger than herself. Her old schoolmates say she
was indolent, constantly lolled in her seat, and spent much time scribbling on her slate.
Apparently, she was incapable of concentrated or continuous thought. . . .
[Later] Mrs. Glover’s hysterical spells grew more violent as she grew older. For months
at a time she lived in an almost continuous state of collapse. She was given to long and
lonely wanderings, especially at night. During her many illnesses her family would leave
her in bed, apparently helpless, and returning a moment later find that she had
disappeared. One manifestation of her pathological condition was a mania for being
rocked or swung. . . .
[1853] Conscientious Mark Baker, when he heard the news [of the engagement] visited
Patterson and told him of Mary’s ill-health and nervous afflictions. . . .
[Later] George Glover and his mother lived in the same vicinity, at times in the same
town, for thirteen years. All that time she saw little of him and did not provide for his
wants. She seemed, indeed, to have for him a positive aversion. “Mary,” said Mark
Baker, “acts just like an old ewe sheep that won’t have its lamb. She won’t have it
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near her.”
Strangely enough, she centered her attention upon a neighbor’s child in
540
North Groton, and named him Mark after her father.

As a point of comparison, when looking at Eddy’s girlhood, his letter from her cousin, D. Russell
Ambrose, painted a very different picture. The letter is dated April 9, 1876, many years before
Eddy became a controversial national figure:
I address you and think of you as you were when I last saw you—nearly forty years
ago—what old folks that makes us!—a frail, fair young maiden with transparent skin &
541
brilliant blue eyes, cheerful, hopeful, enthusiastic; . . .

It should be remembered that the large cache of Baker family letters was not available when the
Milmine and Wilbur biographical serials were published. These letters provide a look at Eddy,
her parents, and siblings in a much more detailed and straightforward manner than is possible by
relying on the reminiscences of unnamed old timers who were asked to remember back more
than half a century. (In examining the Baker letters from the 1830s and later and related family
material, it is clear that they present a picture that in no way supports the extravagant
McClure’s portrait above. There is no suggestion of hysterical fits by Eddy, lack of maternal love
by Eddy for her son, a “mania” for being rocked, etc.)
When Milmine wrote that Dr. Ladd said Eddy’s diagnosis was “hysteria mingled with bad
temper,” she did not mention that Ladd died in 1885, and her source was obviously someone
else. Indeed, some, including Gillian Gill, have presumed she got the quote from Ladd himself.
We saw earlier that the source was Hannah Philbrook.542
Milmine gave a quote attributed to Eddy’s father (who died in 1865) about the relationship Eddy
had with her son, George, Jr., who was sent away due to Eddy’s continued ill health: “‘Mary,’
said Mark Baker, ‘acts just like an old ewe sheep that won’t have its lamb. She won’t have it
near her.’”543 Milmine could not talk to Mark Baker obviously, but instead of giving her source
for a very damaging comment, she again left it unreferenced. Mark Baker’s alleged comment
needs to be compared to the first hand source material that is now available, which presents a
very different picture of Eddy’s relationship with her son. For example, Eddy wrote her brother,
George Sullivan Baker, on the day before Thanksgiving, 1850, about her father getting remarried
(her mother had died only a year earlier), and she added this (emphasis added) about how her
father, not she, wanted the boy out of the house, but first she spoke of some slight she felt she
had received:
The past is all before me, that I have erred I penitently acknowledge. My temper is hasty
but not sullen. I was sorry I let Mr. G. see that letter and have been so ever since; but I
then thought ‘twas cruel and unmerited for me to bear and reflected not upon the
consequences. I considered the sin was the same as if I had not been so wronged and I
told it to my dear mother and beg[g]ed her forgiveness. I cannot know why you talked of
me so cruelly to her, nor why myself and fatherless child were treated so unfeelingly,
but I cherish no unkindness in memory for you—I remember your kindnesses and our
virtues—the rest is forgiven. . . .
Father is to be married to Mrs Duncan of Candia, N.H. next Thurs. week; her best carpets
and goods have arrived. Last year a little later than this I went into that cold damp house
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with Father, helped cleanse and set it in order and lived alone with a little girl and him all
winter; in the Spring he told me if George [her son] was not sent away he would send
him to the Poor House (after abusing him as he did through the winter)[.] Now he
comes to me to help arrange the things of his bride; but I will see them in the bottomless
544
pit before doing.

Caroline Fraser would later write: “There are references in the [Baker] family’s letters to the
rambunctiousness of young George Glover II and to the inability of his mother to mind him, . .
.”545 After reading the extensive Baker family collection of letters, I have found not a single letter
that even remotely addresses either issue. The closest letters to those topics would be the letter
above and the letters below from 1851 and 1848, but none of those letters would qualify as
examples for Fraser’s comment. The historical record of George’s rambunctiousness comes from
reminiscences of those who knew him in North Groton or later and not from the Baker family
letters. To catch a glimpse of Eddy the mother, see this letter from Eddy to her sister Martha
(March 5, 1848) hoping for a reunion where their children could play together, including her
sometimes good and sometimes naughty son (emphasis added):
So in this letter I shall confine my pen to family rehearsals mostly; promising myself in
May or June we [i.e., Eddy and her son George] shall meet Martha and Ell [“Ell” was
Martha’s daughter. The third child mentioned below would have been Albert Tilton, their
mutual nephew]—with torrent of screams resembling some semisavages. For how in this
world shall I express my joy any better. Oh! Mat, to see the three beautiful children
meet and gather in wonder, half comprehending the past in dim perspective;
impelled by instinct to love each other, while their little hearts assimilate to the ties
of consanguinity—must it not give to the mothers, hearts a joy which can only thrill
that deeper tone at the fount of all feeling[.] . . . Little Geo is very good and very
546
naughty, not subject to my judicious discipline. He loves you and Nell most dearly.
I think he will remember you when he sees you; he identifies Nell with every little girl he
sees; kiss her a thousand times for us both. Mum. Wants very much to see you both; as do
547
we all.

The following year young George was being sent by the family to relatives to visit and be taken
care of, when Mrs. Mahala Cheney was not watching him (she is the family friend that offered to
care for George due to Eddy’s ill health). It is worth pointing out, as Gillian Gill noted, the
Cheneys had moved from the area from 1845-1850, so that they had not been watching George
during those years.548
We will see in Chapter Five the reminiscence given verbally by Sarah Turner in 1907 and
recorded by a Christian Scientist, Albert Miller. Turner was the niece of the Cheneys, and she
said young George lived with her aunt and uncle, “having been put under their care by Mrs.
Patterson’s father, who, with his wife, Mrs. Patterson’s step-mother, was unwilling that the boy
should be with his mother, who had been living before her marriage in her father’s home.”
In a letter to the brother of her deceased husband, and her sister-in-law, Eddy wrote on April 22,
1851 (emphasis added):
Mrs. Cheney came here last Thur. and will return next week on Saturday.
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You can send my dear child when you please, the latter part of the week, as she is very
anxious to have him when she goes home.
She is very fond of children—and Georgy in particular, but her health is very poor, this I
regret. She told me their school (which is about a quarter mile distant) will commence in
a few weeks and I am anxious to have him attend. But Oh! How I miss him already.
549
There seems nothing left me now to enjoy. I often stand by my window when the
shade of evening close o’er me and gaze on yonder sacred spot where sleeps my peaceful
mother and invoke her blessing and counsel, while I almost envy her repose But I must
not write on this subject for words are impotent things to utter he feelings of a mother’s
heart[.]
Won[’]t you send me a line by him or come yourselves? I want very much to know how
you have succeeded with him and if he has been a good boy (some naughty things of
course)[.] There is no child whom we expect mature in every respect, but take
Georgy with the aggregate, is he not a pretty good and very dear boy? You can speak
to the conductor to take care of him and his little baggage and Mr. Tilton is always at the
depot so he will see me there. Will dear little Sully be sorry to have him leave?
How is Fath. and Moth’s health? Give much love to them from me and accept the same
yourselves. Kiss the little one for me and tell him aunty remembers those roguish eyes.

Eddy maintained several notebooks and scrapbooks over the years, and in one notebook she
wrote the following plaintive poem to her son as he was being separated from her for an
unknown period of time:
Written on the 9th day of (May) on parting with my babe
The Mother at parting with her Child”
Go little voyager, o'er life's rough seaBorn in a tempest! choose thy pilot God.
The Bible, let thy chart forever be—
Anchor and helm its promises afford. . . .

In a different notebook maintained by her she wrote: “The Mother at parting with her Child” but
she crossed that out and replaced it with a more personal and immediate title, “To my Orphan
babe.” The poem is much crossed out and parts are thus unreadable, but readable remnants
include:
To little voyager o’er life’s rough sea
Born in a tempest. Make is life more bright. . . .
Born in a tempest choose be thy pilot God
Thy word his compass—steer him in light
The bible for thy[?] chart and I take to thee may it be
Anchor and helm mid when storms that shall beat abroad. . . .
No light no love for me with thee afar. . . .
Thy smiles through tears like sunshine o’er the sea
Awaken new beauties when as the surges roll
[Erased illegible words] Must we too part am I bereft of thee!
Let none a Mother’s love can’t feel and see
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Pledge Light of lifes Star of my early hope babe of my soul.
A father’s love! my oh heart be still or break
Not to thine thy infant hours in joy made known
And thou mayest will may live to learn thy that hapless fate
Reft of thy the thy parent stock frail scion, and love!

Finally, another poem—untitled but with some similar language, undated but while she was still
Mary M. Glover—provides a feel for Eddy the mother, watching over her son and lamenting that
he would not know his father, and it appears Eddy was fearing her own early death, leaving her
son alone in “unprotected years”:
O heaven-born task, to watch they dawning mind
Each day’s development of ripening thought from chaos woke—
To sit and see almost the twig inclined,
To form the sapling for the sturdy oak. The pliant sapling form the sturdy oak.
O Thy smiles and through tears like sunshine o’er the sea,
Awakes now[?] beauties when the surges roll;
Yet none a Mother’s love can’t feel, and see!
Pledge of thy Father’s love! life’s early hope! babe of my soul—
A Father’s love! my heart be still or break,
Thy father’s face thou ne’er wilt look upon; not to thy infant hours in joy made known
And thou will mayest live to learn they uncheered hapless cheerless fate
An Orphan in this bitter world alone
Reft of thy parent stock frail sicon[??], and lone
Then wilt thou share thy Mother’s voiceless woe
Too keen for utterance, too deep for tears!
Yet God forbid, they guileless heart should know
550
The early blight of tender orphan unprotected years.

At this point—after seeing Eddy’s private journal anguish and the family letters at the time,
including the one showing that Mark Baker (and not Eddy herself) very much wanted Eddy’s son
George out of his house (where Eddy was living)—it is perhaps helpful to see how this episode
has been covered by at least one later writer, Martin Gardner, who, in his slapdash attack piece
on Eddy, ignoring all of the evidence available to him to the contrary (including the lack of
women’s legal rights at that time, Eddy’s obvious love for her son, and with near absolute
credulity for anything adduced by Milmine and the New York World), wrote in his book:
Her [Eddy’s] curious relationship with the boy [George] was strained from the start, and
seldom cordial in later years. Most historians agree that Mary, showing little affection for
the child, willingly gave him to Mahala Sanborn, a family nurse who later remarried but
551
kept the boy.

Gardner’s comment should be compared to a comment by Eddy about the turn of the century to
her aide, Anna B. White Baker. This reminiscence was written many years later, but Baker kept a
diary, so it is possible that their conversation was recorded immediately thereafter. As Baker
wrote:
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The depth of her motherly love was tenderly shown in the earnest way that she said,
“Oh, how I loved him! He was such a dear little boy, gentle but very active. and we were
so happy together. I had then only one thought, to work for him, to make him love God,
to educate him, and have him grow to be like his father. But I was very frail, and my
family thought I should not have the care of him when he grew to be a big baby boy, and
full of his little demands. So he was taken from me and put under the care of his nurse in
her home, not far away, but we were separated, and it was a great grief to both of us.
He was brought frequently to see me, and by the way in which he clung to me when it
was time for him to go, I knew his little heart was as sad as mine.
We had every confidence in his nurse, however, and I believed that he was kindly cared
for, but I missed him so much. I did not want him weaned away and my plans for him
defeated.”

Eddy’s maternal instincts appear also in a poem she published in 1848, entitled “The Mother at
the Loss of Her Drowned Son, Whose Body was not Recovered.”552 The poem included these
lines:
Desolate home! whence thy last footsteps fled,
By human agonies in sackcloth hung;
I live—if life is breath, when hope is dead—
So darkly desolate the spirit wrung
From thee, my son!

Eddy dictated to Calvin Frye many years later about her son:
The family to whom he went moved to the far West & which deprived me of the early
553
education of my son that I always considered the my severest calamity[.]

Eddy’s critics have on this issue often cited Eddy’s interview with Edwin J. Park of the Boston
Globe, reported in its issue of June 16, 1907. Park record Eddy as giving this explanation of the
loss of her son:
When my son was eight years old [which would have been 1852] I determined to leave
my father’s house to pursue my literary work, and I selected as the woman best calculated
to care for my child, the wife of Simeon[sic] Cheney [Mahala’s husband was Russell
Cheney; I do not know if he was known as Simeon], what was formerly Mahala Sanborn,
who had been our nurse and who I knew to be a good girl, kind and tender, and who I
knew would take good care of my boy.554
I was then able to earn $50 a week by my writings and I had been offered $3,000 a year
to write for the Odd Fellows’ Covenant, as it was called in those days, published by the
United States Lodge of the Odd Fellows. Later the name was changed to the Odd
Fellows’ Magazine.555 . . .
I was very busily engaged in my writings, but I never forgot my boy. He was a very smart
boy and the Cheneys grew very fond of him, and they wanted to keep him for their own. I
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sent them money for his education and support, and I wrote to him many times, but they
kept my letters from him, and they told him his mother was dead.
The result was that finally, believing me dead and not liking the way in which he was
treated at the Cheneys, George ran away.556 [Smaus records that George ran away to the
farm next door at one point. It is possible that he ran away well beyond the farm next
door or perhaps the Cheneys stopped responding to Eddy’s letters. In the 1860 census,
George was actually listed as living with the neighbors, not the Cheneys] I searched and
searched for him and for a long time I could get no trace of his whereabouts. Finally I
heard through a letter from my relative, Mrs. Alexander Tilton of Sanbornton Bridge, that
my boy had enlisted in the army and had gone to the front. It was too late to do anything.
George went into the army when he was 16 and served four years, coming out when he
was 20 [the ages are accurate; he enlisted just prior to this 17th birthday and was
discharged when he was 20], and then he went to the west. I got in communication with
him then, and wanted him to come to me, but he preferred the Black Hills. In 1899 I built
and furnished him a house at Lead City, S D, and it is a better house than the one I live in,
and I have furnished him money from time to time.

Many of Eddy’s critics, who as a general rule have accepted comments made by Milmine with
unquestioning faith,557 have tended to dismiss Eddy’s comments above, but her comments appear
to be more or less accurate even though she made errors in some of her statements and provided
a greatly telescoped version of her past. The historian who did the most work on Eddy’s early
family was Jewel Spangler Smaus, whose work has to some extent been underappreciated due to
the fact that her book, Mary Baker Eddy: the Golden Days, was in part meant for younger
readers. Smaus devoted many years to digging into dusty archives and town records to uncover a
wealth of information on Eddy’s early years, especially concerning the Baker family; her
husband, George Glover; and her son and grandchildren. Several years after the publication of
her book, she published a history of the Glover family (Eddy’s husband, child, and
grandchildren) in the periodical of the Longyear Museum, a museum and foundation run by
Christian Scientists devoted to the history of Eddy. (Her research papers and notes are today in
the Daystar Foundation in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.)
Smaus interviewed Eddy’s grandson, George Glover, III, extensively when he was in his
eighties, and was able to obtain from him a treasure trove of Glover family lore and recollections
of what George Glover II, his father, had told him about periods in Eddy’s life and his own life
that help fill in some of the holes in the story of Eddy as a mother and of the mother and son’s
relationship with Daniel Patterson. Despite the necessary concerns about the reliability of
recollections given many decades later by an octogenarian, the family lore and statements that
George III heard certain statements from his father on many occasions certainly ring true.
Writing in the Longyear Quarterly News (Spring 1983), Smaus wrote of this time period,
drawing heavily on her research and interviews with Eddy’s grandson (the bracketed material
was added by Smaus):
Mary Baker Eddy married Daniel Patterson with a promise from him that her son George
Washington Glover II would come to live with them after the marriage. Her first
husband, the boy's father, had died before the birth of her son. As it may be recalled,
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Patterson did not live up to his promise. The mother finally managed to move with the
dentist to North Groton, where her son, now ten years old, was living with Russell and
Mahala Cheney. However, the Cheneys later moved to a farm in Winona County,
Minnesota, taking the boy with them. Neither the mother, the son, nor Mahala had any
voice in the matter. The boy was miserably unhappy and rebellious.
During my discussions with George Glover II, he mentioned several times that the
Cheneys had told the boy his mother was dead. “He was very unhappy all the time
because he was taken away from his mother,” George said of his father in one of our
conversations. “They told him this (that she was dead) because he said that he was going
to try and find her.”
In another discussion, George III reiterated this statement, explaining: “The Cheneys told
him that she had passed on and that there was no use of him trying to find her. All his
[later] life he seemed to hold [this grudge] against them.”

Smaus was able to unearth some court documents that related directly to this issue of an alleged
“plot” to send George II away from his mother (and any potential child rearing responsibilities of
his stepfather). The first document was signed by Eddy (then Mary M. Glover) the day of her
wedding in 1853, but based on her signature, it was before the wedding ceremony. The document
stated that she was the mother of “George W.S. Glover” and she appointed Daniel Patterson to
be the guardian of her son. A second document was signed by Daniel Patterson, her father Mark
Baker, and a witness Dudley Ladd, accomplishing the same. According to Smaus, the whole
procedure was for naught if Patterson did not subsequently record his acceptance at the local
court house, of which there is no record that he ever did so. Based on accounts from neighbors
and Eddy’s maid in the years 1859-1860, along with the reminiscences of George III, Daniel
Patterson did not want the child around the house, which certainly supports the position that he
never accepted his role as the child’s guardian.
As mentioned above, the interview with Park represents a greatly telescoped recounting of the
history, and the result is that it leaves an impression quite at odds with her other statements and
available documentary evidence; that is the inference drawn by her critics at least that she had
sent young George way so that she could pursue a writing career. The chronology here is
confused. Eddy left her father’s house about 1851 or perhaps late 1850 when her father
remarried; as we saw in Eddy’s letter to her brother at Thanksgiving in 1850, back in the spring
of 1850 Mark Baker told Eddy that he wanted her son out of the house—less than six months
after Eddy’s mother had died. The son did not show up in the 1850 census as part of Mark
Baker’s household that was canvassed that summer. He was not living with the Cheneys on fulltime basis until we went to them in the North Groton area, evidently in May, 1851. As previously
mentioned, in comparison Eddy was effectively done with writing for the Covenant by late 1847,
and it was during the time period 1846-1848 that Eddy was doing enough publishing in paying
journals such as the Covenant and Freemason’s Monthly to potentially have been earning a
steady income. It appears that the Bakers arranged to have young George shuttled around to
various relatives for a while. We saw above that they were with his aunt and uncle, the Glovers,
in April, 1851, when Eddy wrote to them. Cheney would pick him up from them, she said. While
it is sometimes believed that the Cheneys moved to North Groton and took George with them in
1851,558 they actually already lived there; they appeared in the federal census in 1850 as
residents of Groton.
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On December 2, 1850, Eddy had written to her dear friend, Priscilla Wheeler, about how lonely
it was to have all of the Baker sisters together at Thanksgiving but without their mother. She was
upset that Wheeler did not write more often, “But,” she wrote, “here I am reminded of
selfishness that is my own.” Earlier she wrote of how her health had not allowed her out of the
house for a year but she hoped improved health would allow her to visit relatives in the Concord
area not far away:
Next week is the time I have anticipated to visit my Uncle and cousins at Boscawen and
the latter part of it go to Fisherville. I have little confidence in the scheme of visits when
the weather is so cold and changeful. Yet this Seems the first opportunity I have had for a
year to leave home and if my health remains sufficient I cannot well deny myself the
pleasure. I expect to be very busy this winter compiling my stray sketches and think it
559
will at least amuse me and all (who may chance to read them doubtless).

While she was compiling her “stray sketches,” that was not something that was bound to earn her
a steady income, and her publishing during these years was very much reduced in volume—and
this was almost 18 months before young George appears to have left for North Groton with the
Cheneys and was then largely out of Eddy’s life except for some limited visits in North Groton
when her son was able to sneak over to visit her, outside the view of the Cheneys and Dr.
Patterson.
Eddy’s comment to Park about having left her father’s house to pursue her literary career appears
to have been a white lie to help the Baker family save face, for all other evidence indicates that
Eddy left because her father and step-mother did not want her son in the house any longer.
Eventually she left the Baker household and went to live with her sister, Abigail. As we saw
above, Eddy wrote to her brother-in-law and his wife in April, 1851, while George was staying
with them, and she ended a comment about missing George and gazing at where her beloved
mother was buried: “But I must not write on this subject for words are impotent things to utter he
feelings of a mother’s heart[.]”
By January, 1852, and after the separation from her son when the Cheneys moved north to North Groton,
Eddy’s health was definitely worse. We see this to some extent in Martha Pilsbury’s letter to

Martha Rand Baker, January 4, 1852, which has been cited several times above:
Was then sent for to take care of sister Mary, for she having been taken much worse
immediately after I left home. . . . Found her very sick, from one of her most severe
attacks of dyspepsia, liver-complaint and nervous disease.

Compared to the way in which Eddy described these years to Park in 1907, this account from
Calvin Frye to Alfred Farlow, June 14, 1901, based on information directly from Eddy, appears
to be the version that Eddy in general always otherwise held to:
A few years after his birth her mother died [George was five then] and upon her father’s
second marriage [a year after her mother’s death] her step mother refused to allow the
child to remain with them. So her father put the child out in care of a nurse who had at
one time lived in the family; and they were separated to so great a distance that it was not
possible for her to personally visit the child.
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Her grief over this separation was one cause for her second marriage which was to Dr.
Patterson thinking thereby she would be able to have the child with her again. But soon
after their marriage Dr. P. refused to allow the child to remain with them, and again,
through a conspiracy this time the child was taken away and carried into the then far
West. and she was told the child had died. It was afterward learned that the child also was
tol[d] told[sic] that his mother had died. So they both gave up all hope of again meeting
and this was when he was quite young.
The first time she heard from him after this was after he had enlisted in the Civil War and
had been wounded fatally as was supposed. [Actually he was able to contact Eddy prior
to his being wounded.] He then spoke to one of his comrades about a desire to visit his
mother’s grave. The comrade wrote on to N.H. and found that his mother was living and
had long tried in vain to find out where her son was [word struck through]. He was
unable to obtain a furlough to go and see her while in the army but did so as soon as he
was discharged at the end of his service [there is no record of this by Glover in the mid1860s] when he visited her at her own home in Lynn Mass. [Glover visited her in Lynn in
560
1879] and since then in 1887 in Boston[.]

----In 1853, Eddy married her dentist, Daniel Patterson, and according to her later statement the
welfare of her son was an important part of her decision to remarry. In her autobiography,
Retrospection and Introspection, in the first edition in 1891, she wrote:
My dominant thought in marrying again was to get back my child. The disappointment
which followed was terrible. His stepfather was envious; and although George was a
561
tenderhearted and manly boy, he hated him as much as I loved him. A plot
was
consummated for keeping my son and myself apart; and after his removal to the West, I
never saw him again until he had reached the age of thirty-four and came to visit me in
Boston. Meanwhile he had served as a volunteer throughout the War for the Union, at the
562
expiration whereof he was appointed United States Marshal of the Territory of Dakota.

Within a year, with its fifth edition563, the autobiography had lost its first two chapters on
genealogy (which were restored seven years later) and the above text had been altered somewhat
to read as follows:
My dominant thought in marrying again was to get back my child, but after our marriage
his stepfather was not willing he should have a home with me. A plot was consummated
for keeping us apart. The family to whose care he was committed very soon removed to
what was then regarded as the Far West.
After his removal a letter was read to my little son, informing him that his mother was
dead and buried. Without my knowledge a guardian was appointed him, and I was then
informed that my son was lost. Every means within my power was employed to find him,
but without success. We never met again until he reached the age of thirty-four, had a
wife and two children, and by a strange providence had learned that his mother still lived,
564
and came to see me in Massachusetts.
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Only a few lines later in her book, Eddy would write, “Mere historic incidents and personal
events are frivolous and of no moment, unless they illustrate the ethics of Truth. To this end, but
only to this end, such narrations may be admissible and advisable; . . .” This concern for the need
of a didactic impetus to the recording of history, as seen through the prism of a spiritual
autobiography, led Eddy to be very sloppy at times with actual autobiographical details, such as
stating that her son learned she was still living in the 1870s by a “strange providence”—when in
fact she had heard from him as early as 1861, and they kept limited track of each other after that,
when he was, as Eddy said, in the “Far West,” and she was persevering on her mission, against
unlikely odds and with only meager financial means. He was actually 35 at the time, when he
arrived in Boston to see her in November, 1879.
A good example of this historical sloppiness (and telescoping of events) is found in this Eddy
interview with Henry Robinson, probably about 1903 (as recorded by him). This section starts
with Eddy referring to her first wedding and moving from Sanbornton Bridge to Charleston,
South Carolina:
“I went from my home to reside there, and in one year [closer to eight months] my
husband passed suddenly off with yellow fever. I returned home. In about eight months
[closer to two months] thereafter, my babe was born, my only son, George Washington
Glover. My mother died that year [actually she died five years later], and father married.
I had to give up my little boy. Afterward he was taken to the West. I did not really know
how to meet the world. My husband [i.e., her first husband] was very wealthy, but I lost
all of his property, and I didn’t know how to get along and maintain my child, and he
went away with his nurse-maid who married and moved West. They knew he had an
inheritance from his father and grandfather, and they seemed to desire to get his
guardianship away from me, and then they told him I was dead. At 16 years of age he
enlisted in the army under the idea that I was dead. I sought him everywhere. They wrote
me that he had run away. I could not find him. When I found I could not reach him
anyway, I took my bed, and was confined to my bed and room seven years. Then George
heard his mother was living. By accident he wrote to his cousin Albert Baker Tilton, to
know where my grave was, that he wished to visit it. Albert answered that I was living.
Then we were both almost wild with joy, and George tried to get to me, but found he
could not go from the western to the eastern division, as he had enlisted in the western
division. He stayed and served his time out, and I never saw him until he was 23 years
old [no reunion is known before Glover saw his month in 1879 when he was 35], from the
time he was 8, I think it was. He expected to surprise me, and of course he looked
nothing as he did, but I knew him instantly, and he said, ‘Mother you have found me out’.
I said ‘My son, my son’.”

In 1856, the Cheneys moved to Minnesota, taking George II with them. Eddy’s step-mother,
Elizabeth Baker, wrote a letter to Eddy’s brother, George, on June 6, 1856, which provides an
important look at Eddy’s life at this time (emphasis added on Eddy’s son George moving away):
You spoke of Martha foreclosing her business with Docter Patterson[.] Your Father
spoke to Col Cate about it[;] he says the time is not untill next spring that she can do it
but he thinks she is haveing enough in her hands to secure her[.] I feel sorry for her as it
causes her much trouble[.] We do not hear one word about Mary[’s] health[;] when he
has written lately to anny one he says nothing about her[;] they do not write us[;] she
wrote to some one that she wanted me to go up and take care of her but I thought she
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needed some one who had some wit even one tallant but it was no use for me to go as in
her opinion I did not possess even that. We do not know what will become of them as it
requires all his time to take care of her[.] We pitty them. Mr Cheney Wife and little
George was here about the time of Mary[’]s Death[;] they have moved to Minosoti[;]
they arived in safety in six days much pleased with the place. [Eddy’s niece, Mary
565
Pilsbury, had died on April 10, 1856.]

According to George III, cited above, the Cheneys told George that his mother had died, and as
he put it, “there was no use of him trying to find her.” Russell Cheney had with young George
Glover a veritable indentured servant until he became of age (21) and could then live on his own.
As George grew, he became large enough to gain a level of independence from Cheney, whom
he seemed to dislike as much as he liked Mahala Cheney. Smaus believed that George’s growing
independence and decision to work at a nearby farm that paid him, led Cheney to threaten to sue
the Baker family and Daniel Patterson in 1859 if they did not come up with money. Smaus
wrote:
When George Glover left the Cheney's in 1859 for the adjoining farm, Cheney was in a
particularly difficult financial situation. It was a bad time for all farmers in the area. The
newspaper devoted several columns to foreclosure notices. With the departure of George,
Cheney would have seen his last opportunity to obtain money from those in New
Hampshire who had assisted in the removal of the boy to Minnesota.
566

He enlisted the help of [A. P.] Hoit and [Salmon] Gleason. Hoit was acquainted with
legal matters and prominent lawyers in New Hampshire. First, guardianship papers were
drawn in the name of G. W. Glover, requesting that Cheney be made his guardian, and
567
stating that the mother had "given" him the boy when he was five years of age.
George's signature was affixed. The fact that George could not sign his name and for
many years signed with an “x - his mark” bears out what his son indicated — that his
father was unaware of the guardianship arrangement. Bond was posted for Cheney by
Hoit and Gleason, and Russell Cheney was officially appointed guardian of G. W.
Glover. All of this was accomplished on the same day, March 8, 1859.
A prominent lawyer in New Hampshire was contacted. In September, Daniel Patterson
and Mark Baker were informed by this lawyer that his client, Russell Cheney, intended to
sue unless Glover's "former guardian" paid to Cheney two hundred dollars (worth about
five thousand today) ‘owed’ the young man.
In April of the next year, Mark Baker paid up for Patterson. A lawsuit would have opened
the situation to public scrutiny and George's mother would have learned the truth about
the plot she had suspected.
George Glover knew nothing of these guardianship documents for almost fifty years. At
the time of the Next Friends suit [in 1907], some of these documents were read to him as
“proof” that his mother had “given him away.”

While Smaus was speculating as to why Mark Baker paid the money to Cheney, it seems at least
plausible, since there is no reason to believe the same Mark Baker who ten years earlier had told
his daughter that he wanted his grandson banished from the house would pay the then large sum
of $200 purely for sentimental or charitable reasons.568 What Eddy saw as a plot was likely a
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behind-the-scenes attempt by Daniel Patterson and Mark Baker, neither of whom seemed close
to the child, to remove him from his invalid mother for what they could argue was for her own
physical well being. The sub rosa nature of the effort could easily be considered a plot but not
necessarily one born of malicious intent. It is quite possible that Mark Baker paid up to avoid
public scrutiny, and it is also possible that under the circumstances he felt some obligation to
provide for his grandson’s support. Mary Longyear in her unpublished reminiscences recalled
the first early days after Eddy’s passing, when George Glover II and others came to stay with the
Longyears during the time of the funeral. Longyear gave an interesting backwoods portrait of
Glover as one who swore “unreservedly” and ate with his knife. More inportantly for our
purposes, she recalled what Glover told her about the North Groton days in the 1850s. He said
that he went to see his mother everyday after school but Daniel Patterson did not want him there
because Patterson felt he was too boisterous and exhausted his mother. Longyear recalled that
Glover told her he believed Patterson induced the Cheneys to move and take him away out West.
The reminiscence included these two unexpected comments. Glover said he tried to understand
his mother’s religion “but I couldn’t understand one d--- thing about it. I saw her raise a dead
man once.”569
In 1907 Eddy wrote this to one of her Christian Science students, Edward E. Norton, in 1907, in
a letter cited earlier:
[After being nursed at birth while Eddy was ill, her son] remained with me till my father
married again, then I had to part with my child and put him into the care of Mrs. Cheney
who used to be our family nurse. Her husband resided with her in the West [this refers to
after the Cheneys moved to Minnesota]; he wanted to keep George—so he told him I was
dead—and kept him from seeing my letters to him and wrote to me that he, George, had
run away from him! This was a terrible blow to me. I wrote and searched to find him but
could not get a satisfactory report. At length I found where he was and wrote for him to
return to his mother—but he did not and at about 16 years of age [actually 17] he entered
the army without my knowledge or consent. Since then and after the close of the war I
have given him from time to time money, bought for him the estate in Lead, South
Dakota, etc., etc.570

A draft of this letter, dictated by Eddy to her assistant Laura Sargent, had this different version:
When he was born the M.D. said I had a child-bed[?] fever but if I nursed my child I
might recover but my child would die. I then and there took my choice and would not
nurse him leaving my own case in the hands of God. My parents put him out to a kind
nurse. After my recovery I got him back and kept him at my parental home. He remained
with me there until the death of my mother and my father was again married[;] then I had
to part with my child again and I selected Mrs Cheney who used to be our kind family
nurse to receive him into her home to take good care of him and keep him in school. Her
husband Mr Cheney resided in the West[;] they had no children and wanted to keep
George with them. Mr Cheney kept my letters to my son and told him that I was dead and
wrote to me that George my son had run away from them. I do not know that is wife ever
knew that he wrote me thus. This information was a terrible blow to me. I sent letters to
the West and asked individuals to search for me to find him but they did not and I
remained in painful suspense as to his whereabouts. At length I heard where he was and
wrote to him asking him to return to his mother. At about sixteen years of enlisted as a
soldier in the army of the civil war between North and South without my knowledge or
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consent. After the close of the war he visited me and I have continued since then to give
him money at intervals. I purchased the estate that he now occupies in Lead, S.D.571

Another important source for information on this important issue is the testimony of Myra Smith
(later Elmira Smith Wilson), who as a blind young woman in her mid-twenties served as Eddy’s
live-in housekeeper and maid during the years 1859 and 1860. She provided an affidavit in 1907
about her two years with Eddy, and then in 1911 recorded two additional short reminiscences,
dictated to her younger sister, who also knew Eddy.
In one of the 1911 reminiscences, Wilson recorded:
[The Pattersons] were then living in the little house near the saw-mill in North Groton
and the life there I distinctly recall. Mrs Eddy or Mrs Patterson as I shall call her, told me
how they happened to come to this out-of-the-world place to live, she said that it was
because she wanted to be near her child, who was living there in the Cheney family. Her
sister Martha Pillsbury[i.e., Pilsbury] had been left some money when her husband died
and that she loaned to Dr Patterson $1000.00 to buy the saw-mill and some land that was
later bought. Mrs Patterson came there with the Dr, to be near her child, and so that she
could teach him, but this she was not permitted to do as the Dr did not like children and
would not allow him [George II] to come to the house.
The boy was not liked by the other children at school and the Cheneys did not make him
go. My brother was working for Mr Cheney and while there he and the boy slept
together. My brother did not like him because he was rough and would not mind anyone.
Mrs Patterson grieved and worried because[?] she could not see her child and told the Dr
that she had given up her folks and had come off up there with him and that she must see
her boy and teach him, but Patterson would not let him come near, and without her
knowing it, one day the Cheneys moved away, out west and took the boy with him and
before they left my Father had a hard fight to get the money from him, that he owed to
him for my Brother[’]s year[’]s work.

In the 1907 affidavit she recorded:
[Eddy] told me her reason for moving to North Groton, was that she might be near her
boy whom she loved very much and who was living with another family in North Groton,
because her husband would not consent to her boy having a home with her. The husband
was jealous of the boy and as nearly as I can remember, this family moved away, West,
just before or immediately after the Patterson’s came to North Groton [actually the
Cheneys moved 13 months after the Pattersons arrived]. And the poor sick mother
grieved over the separation and disappointment. I used to think her a very unhappy and
disappointed woman. I used to pity her. . . .
She used to speak of her son, telling me she did not know where they had taken him, and
572
to my knowledge she did not hear of him nor his whereabouts during my stay with her.

It is important to note that Wilson was not with Eddy when Eddy’s son lived nearby, so Wilson’s
comments are based on what Eddy had told her during their two years together. Wilson’s
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comment about Eddy not knowing where they had taken her son flies in the face of the Milmine |
Cather unsupported picture of the 1856 separation of mother and son:
Although Mrs. Patterson now lived near her boy, George, she did not see a great deal of
him. He had started to go to school, and used sometimes to stop at his mother's house on
his way home, but she never cared to have him with her. Instead, and by some perverse
law of her nature, she showed a deep affection for the infant son of her neighbour,
naming him Mark after her father, and making plans for his education and future. In 1857
Russell Cheney and his wife went West to live, taking George Glover with them. George
was now thirteen. He was excited at the prospect of the trip, and after bidding his mother
good-bye, he was taken to Tilton a day before the time set for their departure, to say
573
farewell to his Grandfather Baker and his Aunt Tilton.

This picture—which has largely defined the later view of Eddy’s early years and her relationship
with her son—needs to be looked at more closely. Milmine said that Eddy did not see a great
deal of her son, but the available information shows that it was not because of Eddy’s lack of
interest but rather due to her husband’s strong desire to keep the boy away. The story of an
alleged deep affection that Eddy supposedly showed instead for a neighbor’s infant child comes
from a mistaken statement by Daniel Kidder about how Eddy supposedly influenced the family
to name his younger brother after Eddy’s father, Mark, when in fact the child was born some
four years before Eddy moved to North Groton and first met the Kidder family. The Cheneys
moved West in 1856, rather than 1857. The Milmine | Cather account does not suggest that Eddy
was in Tilton when the Cheneys stopped by, and the letter from Elizabeth Baker cited above,
seems strong evidence that Eddy had not been home in Sanbornton Bridge for a long time and
thus was not there when the Cheneys visited.574 However, some biographers have presumed that
Eddy was in Tilton at the time, which is where George allegedly said good bye to her. There is
only limited evidence to support the statement that George was taken to see his mother before the
Cheneys left the state, and certainly Eddy never suggested that such a meeting ever took place;
nonetheless, Eddy later told her assistant, Anna White Baker, ca. 1900 (as recorded by Baker in
her reminiscences in MBEL):
My son could come see me [in North Groton], but he was not under my influence, nor
reared as I wished him to be. Finally the family who were caring for him, influenced by
the lure of the West, decided to move there. They told him stories of buffaloes, of
Indians, and ponies, thus exciting the boyish imagination and arousing in him a great
desire to go with them. They wanted him, and with a promise to bring him home at a
stated time, I reluctantly and sadly gave my consent. How little did I know what that
separation meant to both of us. They did not bring him back as they had promised, and
my requests were of no avail.
One day a letter came saying he had run away and they could not find him. I advertised in
every paper I could hear of, but never received any word about him until two years after
the Civil War had begun. He had been in the army and had re-enlisted, after which he
wrote to a cousin whom he remembered, saying, “I was long ago told that my mother had
575
died. If I am killed I want to be buried by her side.”

This account helps clarify somewhat the statement that Eddy made in Retrospection and
Introspection concerning the time period after her son was taken to Minnesota: “and I was then
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informed that my son was lost. Every means within my power was employed to find him, but
without success.”576 Eddy was not referring to her son as being lost because he had been taken
somewhere out of New Hampshire but rather that he had run away. Also her reported effort to
find him was based on the report that he had run away, not on trying to find where the Cheneys
had taken him. Regarding the claim that Glover ran away from the Cheneys, see this journalist’s
recounting of Glover’s life based on what Glover told him (emphasis added) in the Detroit Free
Press, March 7, 1907:
The infant Glover, after his father died, was placed in the care of a pious strict family.
When he was old enough so he thought he could shift for himself he ran away from his
foster parents and went to Wisconsin. There he worked in the lumber camps, and by
thrift managed to secure a clear piece of ground, which he tilled till the war of the
rebellion. His love of country, coupled with his desire to get out and do something led
him to enlist in the Eighth Wisconsin infantry, and in September, 1861, he was mustered
into the service of the United States.
In wandering from place to place in his youth Glover acquired the habit of observing
everything closely, and that was the extent of his education. After the war was over he
went to Nebraska, and from there to the Black Hills in 1876. . . . Today he is one of the
foremost prospectors and miners in the Hills, owner of valuable claims, and is president
of a prosperous gold mining company.

(Glover clearly embellished his financial standing, which was never as prosperous as Glover here
suggested.)
The probable source for Milmine was Lizzie Cheney, who told one L.C. Lamprey, who in turn
reported to John T. Thompson in January, 1907: “[Lamprey] said further that Miss Lizzie
Cheney of Montgomery St., Concord, N.H. living with Mr. Hill, well knows that when Russell
Cheney was going west that he brought George Glover to her father’s house in Franklin and staid
all night there, and next day took George to Tilton to see his mother before he left for the west.
Says Miss Cheney remembers this very distinctly, and that it was in 1855.” Despite the
distinctness of Miss Cheney’s memory, given third hand, the move was in 1856, not 1855, and
Cheney’s statement was that she was in Franklin, when she saw Russell Cheney and young
George, on a stop over before continuing on to Sanbornton Bridge. She only understood (as
opposed to knowing first hand), as recalled a half century later, that George had been taken to
see his mother, as opposed to his other relatives then living in Sanbornton Bridge.
Compare Smaus’s version of this time period based to some extent on her interviews with
George III: “However, the Cheneys later moved to a farm in Winona County, Minnesota, taking
the boy with them. Neither the mother [i.e., Eddy], the son, nor Mahala had any voice in the
matter. The boy was miserably unhappy and rebellious.”577
Eddy’s argument that her dominant reason for marrying Patterson was to provide a father for
George is obliquely supported by autobiographical notations she made in her scrapbook, which
handwriting is consistent with the middle years of her life (occasional notes added in her later
years are fairly easy to recognize). In her scrapbook, next to the following blissful lines by
Robert Charlton she wrote “1840”:
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I remember, I remember
When my life was in its prime,
Yet untouch’d and uncorrupted,
By the blighting hand of Time.
When the flow’ret and the sunshine,
Were companions of each scene,
And Hope was in its vigor, then,
And pleasure in its green.

However, for the following lines, she wrote simply “1856,” which was the year that the Cheneys
moved away with her son to the West—a year accompanied by renewed physical suffering:
I remember, I remember
When the storm of sorrow came
And extinguished and forever
All the glory of life’s flame;

Finally to these lines she noted “1857 [or “1859,” the handwriting is not clear],” which general
time period is often considered the nadir of her life:
When one by one the blossoms
of affections dropped away,
And Despair came with the darkness
578
And affliction with the day.

Later in 1862 or 1863, Eddy wrote to her brother in law, James Patterson, and mentioned her
son, who had been severely injured in the Civil War and she understood was trying to make his
way to see her: “My son startted[sic] by slow travelling a fortnight ago to come North this makes
me very anxious to return, he may have reached Sanbornton; will you write Tomorrow?” That
planned rendezvous did not occur, and her son reenlisted, but a similar possible rendezvous was
deemed possible in 1865. Eddy wrote Quimby from her home in Lynn, on July 29, 1865:
I have just received a letter that has well nigh separated soul and body and the first thing I
thought of doing was go to you like the Mother of old[.]
A letter informs me from the house where George my son is stopping that he is but just a
live[,] not able to sit up with what they call consumption of the bowels[.] He reached
Enterprise Minnesota on his way home to me and there had to stop too feeble to get
farther[.] If I am with this body next Mond. I shall start for him with it although I am sick
to-day and know nothing of the route to him[.] O Doctor, tis only in you I have any hope
and can’t you save him? He is too good too noble and self-sacrificing to be lost to this
world even in example.
All I ask all I hope for is that he may be spared to me save him save him if you can[.] He
shall be brought to you if he can possibly bear the journey[.]
Since the above something tells me not to start that it is now too late[.] Oh Doctor I know
not what I have written[.]
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The year before, in a letter from Eddy to Quimby from Warren, Maine, April 24, she noted that
she was lonesome and added, “Am wishing I was round the home hearth with my child and
husband amid the joy of liberty.” Back on Christmas day in 1863, Eddy wrote a poem that
appeared in the Portland Daily Press on the last day of the year under the title “Christmas Day”
(emphasis added):
Mother, dreaming of those golden
Curls she twined round boyhood’s brow;
Dying soldier, bright locks bloodstained,
Yearning for that love-look now;
Pale heart at the bier, or banquet,
Blank despair, or trembling joy,
Fill our Northern Christmas chorus;—
What is thine, my soldier-boy?
....
How my sad eyes, dim with tear-drops,
Long to look upon my son;
Gazing back upon his childhood,
579
Wishing more I could have done.

While some of that poem could have been ascribed to any mother with a son in the war, clearly
the poem was autobiographical as well. The plaintive, “Wishing more I could have done,” seems
a heart-felt lament from one who had not been able to do more for physical, societal, familial,
and legal reasons.
The available primary source material on Eddy and her son, much of which was not available to
historians when the McClure’s articles came out, where unnamed old New Hampshire neighbors
were quoted, actually pictures a mother who could become distraught if unable to be reunited
with her son, and it strongly disputes the statement attributed to Mark Baker that Eddy did not
want her son around.580
In later years, the Christian Science Church would argue that the Milmine serial and book were
products of the muckraking, yellow journalism of the day, which, they argued, meant they could
not be trusted.581 Eddy critics generally ignored that claim. Caroline Fraser, for example,
countered in her book: “What the Church leaves out of its denunciation of them as yellow
journalism, however, is the fact that the articles were also documented and fact-checked.”582
(Recall Willa Cather’s own later characterization above of the first chapter of the McClure’s
serial—which dealt with the first 40% of Eddy’s life and had some of the most damaging attacks
on her—as replete with “legends” based on recollections of “envious people and jealous
relatives,” sources she considered “dubious” and only presented “for what it is worth.”)
This position of the intellectual integrity of Milmine | Cather has been promoted by the critics of
Eddy who wrote biographies of her: the Milmine articles and book, it was said, were well
documented and filled with affidavits and other attested documentation. A simple check shows
such pronouncements are greatly overstated. The McClure’s serial was comprised of fourteen
articles, covering Eddy’s birth year of 1821 through the last article, which was published in
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1908. In reviewing the articles I have found no affidavits directly cited in the first chapter, which
is the one that quoted so many unnamed old timers; in the next five chapters, which covered up
to the time period of the late 1870s, there were a total of thirteen affidavits cited (four of which
came from one extended family), but from only about half of them were any significant excerpts
given. In the final eight chapters no affidavits were cited. Beyond the affidavits, a number of
sources were used, from occasional court records to excerpts from periodicals and interviews
with former Eddy followers. All in all, the articles represented a skeletal view of the major
phases of Eddy’s life, based on a clear and obvious desire to denigrate her and her religion, with
occasional sources (of varying degrees of reliability) used to flesh out some of the skeleton. (As
a point of comparison, the Mary Baker Eddy Library in Boston today has approximately 28,000
letters by Eddy—which does not include the large volume of letters from her corresponding
secretaries on her behalf—and 839 reminiscences of her.) The Milmine biography includes some
valuable source material, but like so much material from that era it needs to be carefully
evaluated.
Despite all of the above, some of which at least was available to the early Eddy biographers, here
are two examples of the animus that underscored the coverage of this story of the separation of
Eddy and her son by Milmine, in the next to last installment of the McClure’s serial, and Edwin
Dakin:
McClure’s (May, 1908):
Among the mistakes of Mrs. Eddy's early life must certainly be accounted her
indifference to her only child, George Washington Glover. Mrs. Eddy's first husband died
six months after their marriage, and the son was not born until three months after his
father's death — a circumstance which, it would seem, might have peculiarly endeared
him to his mother. When he was a baby, living with Mrs. Glover in his aunt's house, his
mother's indifference to him was such as to cause comment in her family and indignation
on the part of her father, Mark Baker. The symptoms of serious nervous disorder so
conspicuous in Mrs. Eddy's young womanhood—the exaggerated hysteria, the
anaesthesia, the mania for being rocked and swung—are sometimes accompanied by a
lack of maternal feeling, and the absence of it in Mrs. Eddy must be considered, like her
lack of the sense of smell, a defect of constitution rather than a vice of character.

Dakin:
Mrs. Patterson was not wholly without a certain evanescent love for her son; she was
only lacking in that yearning and tender self-abnegation which makes for motherhood,
She had never held friends, for she had nothing to share of friendship; and similarly she
583
never held her son, for she had nothing of motherhood to give.

Again, compare the above attacks on Eddy as a mother to this letter we saw above to her sister
Martha in 1848, hoping for a reunion where all the children could be together (emphasis added):
. . . promising myself in May or June we [i.e., Eddy and her son George] shall meet
Martha and Ell [Martha’s daughter]—with torrent of screams resembling some
semisavages. For how in this world shall I express my joy any better. Oh! Mat, to see
the three beautiful children meet and gather in wonder, half comprehending the
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past in dim perspective; impelled by instinct to love each other, while their little
hearts assimilate to the ties of consanguinity—must it not give to the mothers, hearts
a joy which can only thrill that deeper tone at the fount of all feeling[.] . . . Little Geo
is very good and very naughty, not subject to my judicious discipline. He loves you
and Nell most dearly. I think he will remember you when he sees you; he identifies Nell
with every little girl he sees; kiss her a thousand times for us both. Mum. Wants very
much to see you both; as do.

In normal historical scholarship, the most recent scholarship, based on the latest research and
available information, is generally sought out by scholars, but in the case of Eddy scholarship all
too often the Milmine biography has been given an unwarranted stamp of approval, as if its
obvious problems and errors did not exist. Speaking of this, especially relating to the coverage of
Eddy’s early years, Gillian Gill wrote, “It is unfortunate that the Milmine book’s claims to
reportorial objectivity and hard facts have been so readily believed and that the account of Mrs.
Eddy’s youth presented there has been carried down in the biographies to Dakin and Bates and
Dittemore and even to Martin Gardner in the 1990s.”584
At almost a polar opposite to Milmine’s views and goals were those of her biographical
competitor and rival, Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien.

Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien
Sibyl Wilbur (1871-1946) early married a Mr. O’Brien and by the time of connection with Eddy
and Christian Science was Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien.585 Her articles appeared in a Boston periodical,
Human Life, and in the December, 1906, issue, she commented, “I am not a Christian
Scientist,—am as far from being so as one could imagine. . . .” Nonetheless, her connection to
and support of Eddy by that point was so strong that she can be seen at least as a de facto
Christian Scientist, regardless of her husband’s Catholic background.586
A highly laudatory biographical sketch of Wilbur appeared in the Birmingham (Alabama)
Ledger, November 28, 1908, a transcript of which is in the author’s collection. Interestingly, the
anonymous writer seemed more interested in Wilbur the journalist on social and labor issues than
as a biographer of Eddy. Due to the paucity of biographical data on Wilbur, this article will be
quoted at length (the grammar is as it appears in the transcription):
Sibyl Wilbur began to earn her living by teaching in a Nebraska prairie school house
when she was l4 years old. Both of her parents had died in her early childhood, and she
was thrown on her own resources. She saved up money enough from her meagre salary to
return to school herself, and at length entered the Minneapolis Academy, and later
Hamline University, which is a small Methodist college near Minneapolis.
In 1892 when she was still very young she began her newspaper work on the Minneapolis
Journal, reported society and conducted the woman's page. It was this paper that sent her
to Europe three years later. Upon her return the Minneapolis Times engaged her to
undertake a series of trips throughout various sections of the country. This paper was then
edited and published by W. E. Haskell, now the owner and publisher of the Boston
Herald.
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Miss Wilbur toured the northwest, w[r]ote up the harvest in the bonanza wheat fields of
Dakota, the cattle industry in Montana, and the mining and smelting interests of Butte
and Anaconda. Mr. Haskell then sent her to the cotton exposition in Atlanta, and she
wrote up the Southern interests. . . .
In 1896 she became connected with the Washington Times and wrote a series of personal
experiences, purely from socialistic motives; as a vagrant, a pauper and insane dependent
and poor government employe. Her revelations and exposures of fraud and graft in office
inaugurated some reform movements, but not to the extent she had meditated owing to
the sensational policy — at that date — of The Times. The following year Miss Wilbur
inaugurated a series of working girl investigations for The New York World, of which
Foster Coates was then editor. Miss Wilbur was the first writer to start this line of work,
which was subsequently taken up by Wyckoff, Upton Sinclair, and many others.
She worked as a waitress in a New York restaurant, a trained nurse in a hospital, a clerk,
a stenographer and a telephone girl. The outbreak of the war with Spain brought an
abrupt end to these proceedings and Miss Wilbur went to Chicago.
Here she was employed by Peter Dunne, author of Mr. Dooley, on The Chicago Journal.
It was here she began her work as labor editor and achieved her most striking journalistic
success—barring her recent brilliant work of the past two years on The Boston Herald.
She was sent to write accounts of the striking miners in the soft coal district in Illinois
and at the time of the memorable Virdin riot she scooped the country with her story. She
achieved some of the greatest newspaper beats recorded in modern journalism.
She also reported on the big anthracite strike in Pennsylvania and the annual convention
of the American Federation of Labor for the Hearst papers and was their special labor
reporter, investigating child labor conditions in New York. . . .
It was in 1904 that she went to Boston and her early editor, Mr. Haskell, again secured
her services for the Boston Herald. Comparatively little of her work is signed, but it is
always known who does it.
Her first interview with Mrs. Eddy sold 60,000 extra copies of the Boston Herald.
Another interview with Rabbi Charles Fleischer on the world's need of a new religion
was copied in Jewish publications all over the world and commented upon especially by
Israel Zangwill. Her political interviews, none of which she signed, with Governor Guild
at Massachusetts, Governor Douglas, and Eugene Foss, the advocate for reciprocity,—
became celebrated. She was sent to Cleveland to interview Rockefeller and to New York
to interview Maxim Gorky.
She started a series of factory girl stories in the New England cotton mills, at Fall River,
shoe shops at Lynn and watch factories at Waltham. She is intimately acquainted with
social settlement work all over the country, having been herself a settlement worker, and
such a strong factor in the betterment of labor conditions in this country.

Decades later, a devoted Christian Scientist, Laura Conant, introduced Wilbur (by then Sibyl
Wilbur Stone) at an event designed to honor her for her biography of Eddy; Conant gave the
following account:
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It was about the year 1905, when we were living in Boston, that Sibyl Wilbur and I
became friends. At that time the press was quite unfriendly toward Christian Science, and
was especially antagonistic to our beloved Leader, Mary Baker Eddy. But God was with
us, and raised up a champion to defend Mrs. Eddy, and this champion was none other
than our friend, Sibyl Wilbur.
She was eminently fitted for this task, for she was a gifted writer, she was a newspaper
woman, and was engaged at that time as a reporter for one of the leading newspapers of
Boston. Her keen sense of justice and honesty caused her to doubt the truth of the
malicious statements that were being published in some of the newspapers of that time,
and she resolved to investigate these things for herself. One of her first steps toward this,
was to call upon Alfred Farlow, who was the Publication Committee in Boston, and he
encouraged her and did all he possibly could to arrange a meeting for her with Mrs. Eddy.
But this was rather difficult, because other reporters had been given this same privilege,
but had abused it, and had written such unkind things about her that Mrs. Eddy was very
reluctant to see another newspaper woman.
However, after many delays an invitation came for her to visit Mrs. Eddy in her home in
Concord. This proved to be a very important meeting, for it led eventually to the writing
of Mary Baker Eddy’s Life by Sibyl Wilbur. Mrs. Eddy received her graciously, and
Miss Wilbur recognized at once that she was in the presence of a woman of vastly
superior spiritual attainments. Mrs. Eddy saw in Miss Wilbur a woman she could love
587
and trust.

On May 2, 1943, Wilbur gave an address in San Diego, which she titled “Cradled Obscurity or
The Finding of the Christ.”588 It served as her reminiscence of the writing of the Eddy biography
and her time with Eddy and others in that era.589 After deeply praising Eddy, Wilbur wrote,590
My first approach to Christian Science was in a meeting with Alfred Farlow in February
1905. . . . The events of which I shall speak are so vivid in my memory that they seem to
have happened yesterday. I was then a special writer for the Boston Herald, having
served my apprenticeship through fifteen years of reporting in Minneapolis, Washington,
New York and Boston in various fields. . . .
So there was something like a new world-movement starting up here in Massachusetts
called Christian Science, and its Leader lived in Concord in seclusion. I had heard of it
casually in Chicago at the time of the Boxer uprising in China, because I had interviewed
a Mr. McClellan[i.e., Archibald McLellan] there regarding the American Minister. to
China, and his wife who was said to be of this faith and had with her a Christian
Scientist companion: and these two women had accomplished some miracles. Strange
how this all came back to me from a far-away China story. Christian Science had reached
China through Maurine Campbell; I began to remember something miraculous about it
all, with potentially spiritual significance. . . .
When I suggested to my editor the name of Mrs. Eddy of Concord as one I should like to
write up for my Sunday Herald page, that editor laughed tolerantly and said: “That might
be interesting to some people and tiresome to more. But you won’t get anywhere with it.
She is a recluse, probably an invalid, or this seclusion may be a pose. Her representatives
guard her like the Pope in the Vatican.” “And who are her representatives?” I asked.
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“Her principal spokesman is Alfred Farlow, chairman of the so-called Publication
Committee. Every time we mention the subject of Christian Science in a news way he
appears with a correction, and is so suave and persistent we have to insert the correction.
It's a nuisance, because we never seem to say things right.” . . .
“It seems to me that this movement is as interesting as anything going on in New
England,” I said. “Now if I should get the interview with Mrs. Eddy?” “Oh yes, we'd
print that most certainly. But you won’t get it.” Was the most emphatic reply of the
editor.
I have indicated the state of mind in the office in the greatest daily newspaper in Boston
at the beginning of 1905. . . .

Wilbur in her talk to a largely Christian Science audience next explained how she because
involved in this quest to interview Eddy in an almost mystical way:
I went to see Alfred Farlow. . . . it was at about this time of which I have been speaking
that I myself had a struggle and sharp experience which changed the aspect of my world.
After a long night of sorrow I heard one Sunday morning the bells of the new Old South
across the square and said aloud, ‘God, let me do something for women who are alone.’
Before my eyes came the vision of the woman, and her name, and I knew I was dedicated
to a work, knew it in a cradled obscurity, like a beautiful dream. Doubt of the nobility of
the cause left me, fell from me like a garment about my feet. The time came when Mrs.
Eddy with her hands on my shoulders said: ‘You are doing for me what I cannot do for
myself: may we gather flowers together in the field of eternity.’ But there were many
steps to take, they seem like footsteps of truth to me, slow painful steps away from
illusion to an achievement which has blessed me, and I know it has blessed others,
because it ‘was the story of the demonstration of the Leader.
The person who labored with me most patiently at the beginning was subsequently my
[Christian Science] teacher, Alfred Farlow. He received me when I first called upon him
candidly and with friendliness. I have indicated a worldliness in my early professional
life, and I shall trespass now with something further as explanatory to the name you read
on the copyright page of “The Life”. I was born and reared a Protestant. My father was
of Quaker forbears, my mother Congregationalist. Both died while I was a child, and I
went from New York to the middle west where I lived with relatives who were
Methodists. I attended a Methodist college, Hamline University in St. Paul. As a young
woman in Washington, D.C., I met and married a gay young Irishman and joined the
Catholic church. I remained in communion but a short time. That church does not release
you, although you may release yourself. Like Johah, I could not stay swallowed. Yet I do
not regret my experience, it taught me much, and I honour the Saints of that church of
whom there are many.

Wilbur’s chief contact with the Christian Science church was its “Committee on Publication,”
Alfred Farlow, who befriended her. Farlow was Eddy’s chief spokesperson to the press, but he
was rarely described in any detail in the press himself, thus the following comments about him as
a person, are valuable for historical reason as well as what light they shine on Wilbur—at least as
she looked back almost four decades:
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Mr. Farlow's offices, when I first met him, looked to me like the simple offices of my
midwest college, rather shabby and bare, with the dignity of good work going on therein.
And I recognized in him a sincerity in which there was no guile.
We were to have many earnest talks across the little pull-out shelf of his desk through the
months and years which followed; but of this first talk with him I remember chiefly
asking him if Christian Science did not mean mind over matter; and his very astounding
reply: “No, Miss Wilbur, Christian Science says there is no matter. That is just how
ridiculous we are”—smiling kindly—“in the eyes of the world. Matter is a state of mortal
mind. In reality, all is Spirit.”
We were both silent for a while. As an interviewer I had learned not to argue with a
person being interviewed, rather to stimulate him to do the talking. I saw Alfred Farlow
as a kindly, sympathetic teacher whose manner was that of one talking to an intelligent
child, He seemed to have complete selflessness, to be entirely without prejudice, to be
obliterating his personality within an atmosphere of crystalline clearness. He seemingly
held no gauge of me as good or bad, as clever or stupid, but merely a person to whom he
was laying open his cause. Perhaps I might prove receptive of the Truth, and he might be
able to convey some understanding helpful to me, helpful also to his cause, as I was a
writer. Perhaps a light would shine between us.
As I think of him in gratitude I am reminded of these words of Mrs. Eddy: “Students are
instructed to pursue their mental ministrations very sacredly; never to touch the human
thought save to issues of Truth; never to trespass mentally on individual rights; never to
take away the rights, but only the wrongs of mankind.” At all times in my intercourse
with Alfred Farlow I found him in this mind, a sanctity of purpose enveloped him, a
garment worn very naturally and simply without pious ostentation.
I was there to ask for a letter of introduction to Mrs. Eddy, and he had to refuse my
request. He said he had not the privilege to make such request of Mrs. Eddy, requests
which she of late had refused. He said that her days were fully occupied and it was his
duty to assist in protecting her from worldly intrusion. Nevertheless he asked me to come
see him again when I found something more I wished to talk about. I found I wished
ardently to talk with him about Spirit and matter. No matter, indeed, when we lived and
moved and had our being in matter: No, no; that was God; and God is Spirit. And God is
omnipresent. Now, here was a discovery.
So I did return from time to time, for I lived just across the square and we had brief chats,
friendly chats. He read some of my articles in the Herald and I read some of his articles,
and eventually he succeeded in impressing me with the seriousness of what I had seemed
to approach casually, a visit to Mrs. Eddy. But it was not casual, that purpose; it was
definite, clear, accomplished. I was cradling the obscurity as a physical scientist cradles
the hint of, say, the audion, and cradling it, I shielded it from observation.

As Wilbur points out here, she was on a mission to meet and interview Eddy, which goal was
never far from her mind. She first met Farlow in February, 1905,591 and by the following month,
she was making progress:
Eventually I suppose Mr. Farlow wrote to Mrs. Eddy concerning my quest. About two
months after my first call he told me that Mr. Armstrong, a Director of the church was
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coming to see me with a message from Mrs. Eddy. That seemed a hopeful sign indeed.
When Mr. Armstrong came a little later he looked observingly around my study, and
somewhat scrutinizingly at me, I thought, and I looking at this bearded man with the
appearance of a country banker, rugged, honest, earnest Joseph Armstrong, said to
myself, “Here is Saint Peter, I do believe, come to my abode, greatly humble and humbly
great. And what has he for me?”
He had a letter from Mrs. Eddy, and a copy of Science and Health, and a signed
photograph. He said very little, refused to be seated, and departed leaving a current of
fresh air that came as from another world; a world much different from smug and busy
Boston, Back Bay mansions or even classic Harvard. It suggested Emerson's Concord
where once was practised plain living and high thinking. I opened my letter and read:
“My dear Madam— You will excuse me since I must be uniform in
declining the honor of calls from newspaper reporters. Christian Science
cannot be carried on in certain worldly ways. Accept my thanks and this
book. Please read page 464, paragraph l. Sincerely yours, Mary Baker
592
Eddy.”
You may be sure I found and read at once the passage:
“It has been said to the author, 'The world is benefitted by you, but it
feels your influence without seeing you. Why do you not make yourself
more widely known?' Could her friends know how little time the author
has had in which to make herself outwardly known, except through her
laborious publications, and how much time and toil are still required to
establish the stately operations of Christian Science, they would
understand why she is so secluded. Others could not take her place, even
if willing to do so. She has therefore remained unseen at her post,
working for the generations to come, never looking for a present
reward.”
The refusal was entirely courteous and seemed complete. Still I was unconvinced. Stately
operations, I repeated. August, sublime. And the little church at Falmouth Street, and the
country banker? Jesus at the well talked with the woman of Samaria, yet he scorned the
solicitation of Herod. “Go and tell that fox” he had said. Was I perhaps a fox, sly,
flattering, betraying into the jaws of jeering journalism a sacred work? I read and re-read
the letter noting the words “cannot be carried on in certain worldly ways.” But there was
my vision in January cradled in my mind as a promise. Was I worldly? Wasn't it a
smashing news story I really wanted? Balance it in your heart, Sibyl, and know thyself. I
determined to read Science and Health, to set down all the questions and criticisms that
came to me. I would read carefully, I would blue pencil that book which had been
described to me as written in a strange language, by certain intellectuals of Boston.

Wilbur, eager to know more of Eddy and Christian Science took to reading her book, Science
and Health, at stray times that she could spare:
So I carried the book with me everywhere, in a cover, reading on street cars and trains. I
remember some things which struck me: “Christian Science shows the scientific relation
of man to God, disentangles the interlaced ambiguities of being, and sets free the
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imprisoned thought.” A difficult phrase, and I pondered it as though it were the whole of
my problem. And sometimes I read and heavily underscored: “Unimproved opportunities
will rebuke us when we suddenly claim the benefits of an experience we have not made
our own, try to reap the harvest we have not sown, and wish to enter unlawfully into the
labors of others.”
My letter from Mrs. Eddy was dated March 25. The month of April and part of May had
passed. My list of questions was growing and some of them began to look foolish as I
read this amazing book. I struck out some but added more. Some day I would sit at her
feet and ask her these questions face to face. I remembered a hymn I sang at my mother’s
knee: “I wish that his hand had been placed on my head, and his arms had been thrown
around me.” And I had wept in my mother skirts at the thoughts of his kind looks when
he said ‘Let the little ones come’ That glorious second chapter of Science and Health
was overflowing, and tenderly revealing in love. “His mission was to reveal the Science
of celestial being.” she had said. Think of asking her about that!

As Milmine came to side with the enemies of Eddy and Christian Science and consort with them
as colleagues, Wilbur came to see herself as the defender of Eddy against the increasing number
of attacks on her life history.
One Sunday morning I arose a little late and took in my newspapers. There was the New
York Herald so full of European stories usually, provoking local interviews with the
literati. But today it had a story on its front page with screaming headlines and a story to
the effect that Christian Scientists were being deceived concerning the Seeress of
Concord; that Mrs. Eddy was a hopeless invalid, unbalanced if not insane; that she was
dragged out to a daily drive, drugged and helpless, by her keepers, who were determined
to keep their fiction going by showing the poor woman off in her closed carriage dressed
up like a shop window effigy. I read this with amazed indignation, this outrage to a great
woman, flashed to the world by what was then the greatest journal in America. The
newsman had prowled around the grounds of Pleasant View, photographed Mrs. Eddy
being assisted into her carriage. I dressed myself very hurriedly and telephoned Mr.
Farlow's office to see if he might be there on a Sunday morning. He was, happily, and
would receive me. Wonderfully I put my hat on straight, and literally dashed across
Copley Square to Huntington Chambers, expecting to find him as aroused as myself. I
found him unperturbed, his usual self, calm and composed. It was unbelievable. ‘Mr.
Farlow,’ I cried, “How can you behave like this?” “Why, what is the matter Miss
Wilbur,” he asked looking at me closely I thought, and with a broad smile. “Haven’t you
seen the papers this morning—the New York Herald,” I asked breathlessly. “Yes, I
have,” he said still smiling. “What have you on your face?” He took a mirror from his
desk and held it in front of me, as the same time proferring an immaculate pocket
handkerchief.
I saw in the mirror my face was covered with powder like a mask. In my excitement I had
not dusted it off. I took out my own handkerchief, dabbed it fiercely at my face and
talking at the same time. “You have seen the papers, you know what has happened?” “I
have seen the papers” he said calmly. “Nothing has happened.” “Nothing has happened?”
I cried. [“]Didn’t you see the front page story? Didn’t you see what they’ve done to Mrs.
Eddy”? And to my complete astonishment busrt[sic] into tears. “Sit down, Miss Wilbur,”
he said, “and compose yourself.” I sat down, wept a little longer, dried my eyes and
looked at him. He was leaning back composedly in his chair, no longer smiling but
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gazing at me seriously, questioningly. Presently he said: “One might think you loved
Mrs. Eddy. Do you?” “I don’t know, how can I know. I am thinking of her church, her
great book, her noble work for humanity. They want to make it all ridiculous, make her a
foolish, silly old woman, a lunatic”, and as he looked at me I added: “This beloved,
Christian woman whom all right-minded people must at least respect. Yes, I love her, and
I want to help her.” “Yes, you do love her. I am sure of it. Well, I repeat—nothing has
happened. You must know this as I do. Please say it with me, nothing has happened to
Mrs. Eddy.” “But I can’t say that nothing has happened. This story will go all over the
world. I know that newspaper. It will print it in its Paris Herald, in London and in Rome.
James Gordon Bennett, its editor, is a catholic, he will stop at nothing. They, the Roman
Catholics, began to fear Christian Science years back. They will keep this up unless one
outside your church answers them.” “Perhaps you will be that someone, Miss Wilbur. It
is clear you do love Mrs. Eddy. Love will always find a way. Now will you try to know
that nothing has happened to her nor to the Christian Science movement?”
I just sat looking at him, wondering, doubting, questioning, not his character, Oh no; but
his insight, his knowledge of the world.

It was about this general time period that Farlow wrote to Gilbert Carpenter, who was newly
moved in as one of Eddy’s corresponding secretaries at Pleasant View. On March 23, 1905, he
wrote of Wilbur:
I have just received your kind note of the 22nd. The article that she requested me to write
is for a book, “Financial and Commercial New England,” to be published by the Herald,
not immediately, but a few months hence.
Two or three days after the interview with our Leader appeared in the N.Y. Herald, the
Boston Herald sent Mrs. S. O’Brien, one of their editorial writers, to ascertain if Mrs.
O’Brien might not have an interview with Mrs. Eddy. She did not expect to have
conversation with her, but was simply anxious to see her and have just a word and
perhaps a handshake.
What the Herald desired was to publish a page article in their Sunday issue, and to make
the best and kindest thing that has ever been written about her. Mrs. O’Brien hoped that
she might take dinner with some members of the household, although she did not expect
to dine with Mrs. Eddy. I mention all of these things because she mentioned them to me.
She would be satisfied if she could see Mrs. Eddy in the afternoon after her drive, and
simply shake hands with her or see her as she comes to or from her carriage, just so she
could say she had seen her and could write from the standpoint of an observer.
I sent a letter addressed to either our Leader or Mr. Frye which enclosed the Herald
representative’s letter, giving a description of what she wanted. No, the article which I
was to prepare is an entirely different thing.593

Gilbert Carpenter wrote on this, “Miss O’Brien was the one who prepared the symposium on the
Divorce question. G.C.C.”
It is perhaps a sign of both Wilbur’s perseverance and the sharpening of the attacks on Eddy and
Christian Science that finally led to progress being made in Wilbur’s mission to interview Eddy,
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for Eddy herself may have felt that an interview with Wilbur could dispel some of the allegations
in the press about her allegedly decrepit physical and mental state.
“You have been patient”, he said, [“]perhaps you are to be rewarded. You will know your
reward when you see Mrs. Eddy face to face. Come and see me tomorrow and bring your
questions. You said you had a list. I will send them in my communication to Pleasant
View.[“] “But I am going to Concord,” I said standing up as he did. “I will go with or
without a letter from you because it is time to go.”
There was a little delay, but at the end of the week Mr. Farlow gave me the coveted letter
of introduction. By that time I was in great spirits about it. But my Boston editor was
skeptical. “You will get no farther than the door”, he said. “No farther than the New York
Herald reporter. Unless you tell them a little lie. Suppose you tell them that you’ve heard
rumors, that you know a successor to Mrs. Eddy has been chosen in New York, this Mrs.
Augusta Stetson who seems to be building a grand church of her own.” “Thank you, I
will tell no lies to them or to you,” I replied.

As she explained in her talk to Christian Scientists in 1943, Wilbur concluded that she would not
allow her work to attack the Leader of Christian Science; she would refuse to write the piece
before she would do that.
But on the trip to Concord on a Saturday morning in late May of 1905, I rode for two
hours on a train up along the Merrimac River, thinking pretty seriously of what lay before
me. Suppose I was admitted, suppose I found her frightened or not capable of answering
questions, what then? Could I write a veiled account? No, I said, “If I find the New York
Herald was right I shall refuse to write a story, and I will resign my position before I
write a false story or one which will reflect on Mrs. Eddy in her old age.”
As I made this resolve we entered a covered railroad bridge into a minute of darkness,
and as we presently shot out into the full sunshine of high noon I felt the first divine
healing I ever experienced. I seemed to be lifted above the earth into a radiant
atmosphere. The light which never was on land or sea enveloped me. An inner voice
sounded Alfred Farlow’s words: “Nothing has happened to Mrs. Eddy nor to the
Christian Science movement.” Mrs. Eddy has written in the chapter Apocalypse,
“Because of his more spiritual vision St. John saw an angel standing in the sun. . . beheld
the spiritual idea from the mount of vision.” And even so it seemed to me I saw the
Leader.
The story of my meeting with the Leader was told fully in the Herald and in Human Life,
and is preserved in many scrap books. I hesitate to repeat it for it seemed a sacred event.
But I will give it briefly here once again. On that day in May in 1905 when I visited
Concord and was driven out to Pleasant View, I was received by Calvin Frye first, then
by Laura Sargent, and later by August Mann. They handed me over as it were one to the
other. They told me cheerfully and cordially that Mother wished me to see all of Pleasant
View. I took this naturally as a preliminary and accepted it as such. I was shown through
the lower floor of the home, the parlors, library, dining room, even the linen rooms and
kitchen and was introduced to the women in charge there. Later I was taken over the
grounds through the hothouses, the stables and carriage house,—even sat in Mrs. Eddy’s
carriage in her own seat. We all became very friendly and happy and some two hours
were consumed in this visit. I suppose we were waiting to be summoned to the Leader’s
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private rooms. But I was told at the end that Mrs. Eddy wished to be excused, that she
was busy with her secretary. To this I replied that I would gladly wait for her leisure, that
I would wait at the hotel until she sent for me. Mrs. Sargeant[sic] seemed perturbed, she
said they had all done everything they could think of to make me welcome. And indeed
they had, even to the lemonade and cakes from Mrs. Sargeant, and a box of pansies from
the garden. Mr. August Mann drove me back to the Eagle Hotel and left me.

Despite Eddy’s declination to see her,594 Wilbur was not one to give up easily, as she explained
in her talk. She was soon rewarded with her introduction to Eddy the next day.
On the following morning I went to church in the beautiful edifice Mrs. Eddy gave to her
native city, and walking out from there still in the wondrous mood of my healing I met
August Mann driving toward the little town and was told Mrs. Eddy had sent for me. I
was not surprised in the least. I explained it to myself, I simply knew more about it than
the household, for Mrs. Eddy was giving me this last test of goodwill, as she did once
again later. Was I merely a ravening reporter, or was I a friend? My healing had been
complete—I knew we should meet. Knew it absolutely, as I know today we shall meet
again.
She received me in that sunlit upper room with its great bay window looking out across
the Merrimac valley to her childhood home in Bow. I have told how she came to greet me
slowly and rhythmically as she turned to the window. No one announced me, they simply
took me to the door of her apartment and left me. She was a slender buoyant figure with a
silver crowned head and she wore a black silk dress of severe simplicity, and I shall add
as always that she seemed to walk in annunciation lilies. Like an angel she had taken the
whole field with her presence and I was utterly speechless.
What she first said was almost playful and her tones musical, “All this trouble to see poor
little me.” So she had known that for six months I had persisted, and she had waited.
Suddenly able to speak I said, “All the world wishes to see you, they wish to see you
above all things and persons because of your wonderful book.” “But why do they wish to
see me, why should you, dear child, have wished it. I have given the world my message.
All that I ask of the world now is time, time to assimilate myself to God.”
Why could I not speak the words I had meant to speak. “Madam, you are threatened by
an evil power. A great newspaper had begun a campaign against you and your cause.” A
finger seemed laid upon my lips. If I thought of any words it was the exquisite words of
her hymn “O gentle presence, peace and joy and power!” It was borne in upon me that I
was looking at a very great soul, an inspired prophet. Under such circumstances, one does
not proffer protection.
“I feel very honored to have been privileged to see you,” I said. “Well, but why should
you; but now that I have granted all your requests are you satisfied? You have seen how
we live here, every nook and corner has been shown you. Are you satisfied?” She did not
say it but looked her question, “Am I ill, broken in spirit, insane?” I could only say with
humility, “I am satisfied and I do thank you.” “I would that I could satisfy everyone that
wishes to see me with love in their hearts. I would that I could take the whole world to
my heart, but I cannot do it. I can only say through you to them, look on Truth and forget
my personality. Your questions have all been considered: they will give you my answers.
If you require further teaching, my student Alfred Farlow is a good teacher.”
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She gave me her hand and I knelt to kiss it, while she lift her other hand as if in a
blessing. I thought I should never see her in the flesh again but I did subsequently on a
few memorable occasions. Those interviews were longer, more intimate because of
events, but never more intensely illuminating. Seen as I saw her that first time she was
indeed the angel in the sun, the spiritual idea. Later I had occasion to see her as a clearminded woman meeting very practical affairs with calm judgment. “She knew more law
595
than we did,” said Samuel J. Elder to ex-governor Bates.

It is important to compare the actual account by Wilbur in The Boston Herald (which appeared in
the June 11, 1905, issue and was reprinted in the Christian Science Sentinel, June 17,1905) to her
1943 reminiscence. In the Herald, she spoke of obstacles she faced in her trying to meet and
interview Eddy:
The interview with Mrs. Eddy was not secured without considerable delay, without a
long series of arguments with various members of the Governing Board of the Church,
without eventually overcoming the opposition of the manager of the Publication
Committee, Alfred Farlow, whose offices are in Huntington Chambers, Boston. The
attempt to have an interview with Mrs. Eddy was begun in February by The Boston
Herald, and culminated successfully on Sunday, May 21.

Wilbur added in the Herald article of what happened between the time of the declination letter
from Eddy, March 25, 1905, and the eventual meeting (emphasis added):
The proposal was therefore made to Mr. Farlow that The Herald's representative be
allowed to visit Pleasant View under the guidance of one of the secretaries, go over the
house and grounds during Mrs. Eddy's absence on her drives, and, if possible, obtain a
glimpse of Mrs. Eddy as she entered or left the carriage.
All during the month of April this request was held in abeyance, and finally it was
conditionally denied. The time was not favorable, the secretaries declared, and if a more
opportune time did present itself later the request might be granted. Not until the close of
May was the matter brought up again, when a reconsideration of certain flippant reports
about Mrs. Eddy, and the incomplete and unsatisfactory descriptions of her which had
heretofore appeared in print, renewed the interest in The Herald's proposed interview on
the part of the Publication Committee, while it also increased my own determination in
the matter. When The Herald's representative asserted the intention of going to Concord,
and seeking what information was obtainable, finding what welcome there might be, the
manager of the Publication Committee wrote letters to the secretaries at Pleasant View,
and gave the writer of this story a letter of introduction, begging the courtesies of the
house and all that the time might warrant, but not including a request for an
interview with Mrs. Eddy. With this the writer had to be content.

Wilbur in the Herald article described her interchange with Eddy’s chief aide, Calvin Frye:
I had but a moment to observe the exquisite daintiness of the rooms, when Mr. Frye came
down stairs and invited me into the library, across the hall. This is a small, square room,
full of books shut up behind glass doors, with several handsome steel engravings hanging
over the cases. The furniture is of leather upholstery, and it is a comfortable, livable, oldfashioned sort of room. Mr. Frye seated himself opposite me, and looked at me
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thoughtfully for some minutes without speaking. Then he said:—
“I don't want to seem inhospitable to you after your making this trip to Concord, but I
cannot do more for you than to let you see our living-rooms, and talk to you for a few
minutes. I am busy every day with important work with Mrs. Eddy, and she, of course,
cannot be disturbed.”
I looked at Mr. Frye in turn, and also remained silent for some time. He is a man of
clerical appearance, with hair slightly tinged with gray. He was distinctly disturbed, and
perhaps a little annoyed by my visit. He seemed about to frustrate the work of three
months by interposing his personal refusal to my quest.
“I want to see the house and the grounds, certainly; all of your home that you can
conveniently show me,” I replied. “But I also want to see Mrs. Eddy.”
“I am not able to command Mrs. Eddy's time. I have told her of your request, and she has
not seen fit to grant you an audience,” said Mr. Frye. “She is engaged, and does not care
to be interrupted.”
“Is she engaged with the affairs of the Christian Science Church?”
“She is at present engaged on her own personal affairs, and her secretaries are at work
assisting her.”
“It was not my intention to inquire as to the exact nature of her business at this moment,"
I explained. "I merely wished to suggest that the affair upon which I come is of relative
importance. I am willing to wait in Concord until such time as Mrs. Eddy will be at
leisure to see me. If Mrs. Eddy is ill I will not wait; if Mrs. Eddy is not ill I shall wait
with what patience I can find, knowing that you will eventually understand that my
business is serious.”
Mr. Frye reflected. Presently he said: “As I have told you, I cannot persuade Mrs. Eddy to
do anything which she does not wish to do. I will tell her what you say. In the mean time
I will have you shown about the place, and I will send you word what Mrs. Eddy decides.
I hope the news will be favorable.”

Despite the negative response up to that point from Eddy and her household to an interview, later
as Wilbur toured the grounds, she was rewarded with an introduction:
Mr. Frye came down to me there, and told the steward to send the carriage to the door to
drive me back to the hotel.
“Mrs. Eddy will send you word to-morrow when you may come to see her,” he said, and
shook me cordially by the hand.
A MESSAGE COMES FROM MRS. EDDY.
On Sunday morning I attended service in First Church of Christ, Scientist, in Concord,
and after the services, which are unusually brief to one used to a long ritualistic service, I
went for a stroll, not yet having received any message.
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I was walking in a general way in the direction of Pleasant View, when I saw Mr. Mann
driving toward me. He drew up at the curb, and said he was coming to fetch me. Mrs.
Eddy had decided to see me for a few minutes at one o'clock.”

Thus, compared to the 1943 version, where Wilbur understood she would meet Eddy and then
had to wait an extra day to be invited to meet Eddy, in the Herald version she went up to
Concord knowing she did not have an invitation to meet Eddy, but by the end of the day knew
she had an invitation to see her the next day but did not know yet what time that would take
place.
About 1907 a woman who as a girl had known Eddy in Lynn in the mid-1870s, Mary Godfrey
Parker—who had then had become a Christian Scientists and was working in the Church’s
Publishing Society—was interviewed along with her father by Wilbur at the request of Farlow.
Thus she got to know Wilbur, and in her later reminiscences she wrote:
Miss Wilbur told Father and me when she was sent out on her first interview to Pleasant
View and got on the train, she insisted to herself that no matter what she found out during
her visit to Concord, she would tell the truth about it. She said that as she drew near her
destination, she became very miserable and wished she had not come; she did not know
what to expect or what to ask. She had heard many rumors but beyond that knew nothing
about Mrs. Eddy. She told us that when she reached Pleasant View, she was ushered into
the reception room downstairs and felt that she never could bring herself to go to Mrs.
Eddy’s rooms to talk with her.
[When she returned the next day to the house] someone announced that she could come
up, and she said that when she reached the top stair, she saw a slight, little woman
standing on the opposite side of the room looking out the window, with her hands crossed
in back of her. It was Mrs. Eddy.
Miss Wilbur said that, when she looked at Mrs. Eddy, it was like a revelation, and she
realized how everyone had misunderstood her. Miss Wilbur did not tell us anything about
the interview but said that when she returned to Boston, she wanted to see The Mother
Church Extension, which was then under construction. [Sometime] later, she entered the
auditorium and saw the words, “To-day the healing power of Truth is widely
demonstrated as an immanent, eternal Science, instead of a phenomenal exhibition.”
(Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures, p. 150). She said she was so impressed
by the significance of the word to-day that she was convinced Mrs. Eddy had the truth.
She wrote her article, but the paper for which she had written it would not print it as she
wanted it, so she arranged with Human Life magazine to take it.596

Compare that account to what Irving Tomlinson later wrote in his reminscences:
The writer recalls that when Miss Wilbur first came to Pleasant View she was quite
indifferent, if not hostile to Mrs. Eddy, but the result of her interview opened her eyes to
the worth of the Discoverer and Founder of Christian Science and, although, she did not
immediately accept Christian Science, she did learn to love Mrs. Eddy very dearly and
took great joy in preparing her history. Through Mr. Farlow and Mr. Frye, Mrs. Eddy
supplied Miss Wilbur with much helpful information. Because of the length of the
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biography the Boston Herald felt that they could not agree to print it, but the editor of
“Human Life” was very glad to publish it in his periodical, which was largely subscribed
to by Christian Scientists during the time Miss Wilbur’s articles were featured.597

In the Herald account, Wilbur described the process of finally meeting Eddy:
We drove back to the little villa, and this time, as I walked up the driveway, I heard the
piano, which some one was playing on softly, and just before my ring a ripple of
laughter.
All the foolish fears of a great secret at Pleasant View suddenly dropped from me like a
hateful cloak, I perceived the beauty of a happy home life, being lived naturally and
agreeably here in this well-ordered, well-kept country residence.
The housekeeper answered my ring on this occasion, and said she would take my card to
Mrs. Eddy. I went to the parlor, and there met Mrs. Sargent again, and a young man, an
under secretary [i.e., Gilbert C. Carpenter], who has recently gone to Pleasant View. It
was he who had been striking the piano keys.
The maid came back to fetch me, and said: “Mrs. Eddy will see you now.”
“You are going up with me, are you not?” I asked Mrs. Sargent.
“I will go to the door with you, if you wish it,” she replied. “But Mrs. Eddy wishes to see
you alone.”
“And may I talk with her?”
“Certainly. That is what you are here for,” smiled Mrs. Sargent again, with her bit of
quizzical playfulness.
We went up-stairs to Mrs. Eddy's study, which is in the tower room with the balcony
running around the window. Mrs. Sargent left me at the door, and, to my surprise, closed
the door after her as she left me. I saw a lady with white hair standing in the window with
her back to me. She stood there quietly for a few seconds, and then turned and came
toward me. She held out her hand cordially and spoke my name.
She was the rarefied image of that painting in the room below which I had studied so
carefully, and every feature was the feature of the photograph which all the world is
familiar with as the picture of the Founder of Christian Science. She wore a gown of
black silk, with a piece of rare old lace arranged in fichu fashion about her neck. Her hair
was perfectly white, and rippled softly away from her face. Her skin had the delicate
bloom of a dear old lady's, and, though it was fine and almost transparent, it was in no
way artificially touched. The hand which she gave me in greeting was very small and
well formed. In stature she must be about five feet, five inches.

Despite this account saying that Mrs. Laura Sargent had accompanied Wilbur to Eddy’s study
door, in an account by Gilbert Carpenter, almost thirty years later, he described the event but said
that he had accompanied her to the door. Carpenter wrote:
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SYBIL[sic] WILBUR'S first meeting with our Leader occurred soon after I arrived at
Pleasant View. The word came from Boston that the Herald would like to give a page of
the Sunday edition to Christian Science and its Founder. Miss Wilbur arrived and, to me
she seemed to be the usual type of reporter, keen, intelligent, and aggressive. She
appeared determined to see everything in the home, and even turned pictures on the wall
to see if there might be some inscription on the back. At first Mrs. Eddy had refused to
see her; but, before I was half through showing her the various gifts in the home, that had
been sent to Mrs. Eddy by those who had been blessed by her discovery, I received
instructions that our Leader would grant the reporter an interview.
I conducted her to Mrs. Eddy, introduced her and took my departure. In a little while, she
came down the stairs, immediately seated herself, closed her eyes and clasped her hands
over her heart. I asked her if she desired to see the rooms that she had not yet inspected.
She said, “No, I want to go. Why didn't somebody prepare me? I didn't suppose there
was any living being like that on earth. It affects me right here,”—pointing to her heart.
Catching a glimpse of the Christ—the ideal man—was almost more than human sense
could bear. It made her heart burn within her. When the Master, as a victor over material
sense, showed himself, it caused the disciples’ hearts to burn within them. Dating from
598
this interview, Miss Wilbur became Mrs. Eddy’s devoted admirer and follower.

After the interview with Wilbur, Eddy wrote a letter for the Herald on May 24, 1905:
My recent interview of a few moments with Sibyl Wilbur of The Boston Herald was
prolific. I confess to having yielded reluctantly to meet the occasion for quieting the
billows of public opinion, while constantly signalling it as to my course and hoped-for
haven. But what a grand, calm call was hers, what a short time it took for us to talk when
touched by the truth of an honest purpose! By speaking less and feeling more we parted
reciprocally blest. Will Miss Wilbur accept my thanks for her kind courtesy, for leaving
me with not one hour less in which to put my mite with hers into the vast treasure-troves
of eternity, to draw the interest on deposits gained from minutes, till we receive the
principal whereof God keeps account? May she, because of her goodness, broaden her
wide range of usefulness; and I, work on to widen mine into paths of peace; till the
burden and heat of the day are done, the eventide is past, and bird and blossom wake in
the sunshine.
Mary Baker Eddy.

The following month, prior to the Herald article being reprinted in the Christian Science Sentinel
of June 17, 1905, Eddy wrote on June 16 (which also appeared in the same Sentinel issue):
Miss Wilbur’s courteous and correct explanation of the so-called secret of my isolation
from the world leaves one feature, and the main one, to be mentioned.
My seclusion is not at all on account of my age, but solely from lack of time in which to
accomplish what I do for humanity, and have the moments left in which to regale myself
with the sweet intercourse of society.
My first and forever message is one and eternal, and I shall reiterate it this year, next
year, and so forth.
Mary Baker Eddy.
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Wilbur wrote to Eddy the following month:
Dear Madam,
I want you to know that I greatly appreciate the kindness which prompted you to receive
me personally when I made my visit to Pleasant View.
I tried to make a faithful report of my visit and to write of your personality in a fitting and
acceptable manner, such as would be honorable on my part and worthy of you.
I trust you were not displeased with the result in its entirety though there doubtless were
many faults.
Let me thank you particularly for the gracious letter you wrote to the Editor of the Herald
which is more than I deserved of kindness from your hand.
I beg leave to offer you my sincere esteem and regard.
Yours faithfully,
Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien
599

June 14—1905.

Eddy wrote the following month to Wilbur to warn her in her researches about fabricated letters:
My dear Madam:
I bet to write a word to you on a novel subject, counterfeit letters!
Some one or ones is circulating letters that have my signature but I never saw one of them till
friends obtained some of them to show those letters and showed them to show to me. One of
those letters contains a threat to burn a man’s building, others are very subtle.
If you should recieve anything of this sort you, dear one, will know that I am not the author of
such letters; and that I have neither the desire nor the time to harm any one. That fact is—I love
all; even my enemies—and have not the time nor the heart to harm any one[.]
Very gratefully yours
600

Mary Baker Eddy

Wilbur responded with a lengthy and more personal letter to Eddy three days later:
My dear Mrs. Eddy,
It is very beautiful and kind of you to write me with your hand the letter which was
forwarded to me today. I shall take careful note of its contents and be guided by your
words if occasion shall arise.
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I am glad to be forewarned, yet no one who had met you would ever be mislead by such
means as you describe.
I am temporarily in Cleveland but shall be in Boston again in a few days. I received your
signed photograph for which I wish to thank you sincerely. In the hurry of travel I am
often obliged to neglect the courtesies of life such as quiet folk make use of to beautify
existence.
I am now reading your book and studying your Science of life.
You might be interested to know that I have received very many letters since my
interveiw with you was printed, letters of gratitude, so it was a good thing to have
written.
Thank you again for your great kindness, and believe me,
Faithfully yours,
Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien
July 6—1905.

601

About a year after the initial interview, Wilbur approached Eddy again, this time for a message
to be included in Wilbur’s article on the dedication of the new Extension to the original “Mother
Church” edifice in Boston. Wilbur wrote to Eddy on May 3, 1906:
Dear Madam,
The season again approaches when your great church celebrates its annual Sunday [i.e.,
its Annual Meeting], this year in its wonderfully beautiful new edifice, which is a glorious
monument to the march of truth, and spread of spiritual vision.
It is my purpose to write a description of this grand architectural structure and have it
amply photographed for the Boston Herald to be printed on June 10th.
It would give me the greatest pleasure if I might have a personal message from you to
include in the article, and I know from experience of last year that it would gratify many
of your loyal adherents.
Last year when I made a request for a brief interview there was some doubt to be
overcome; but I believe dear Mrs. Eddy, that nothing but good resulted from that
meeting.
In view of that entirely blessed experience which I enjoyed I am making bold to request
that I may again press your hand and look into your eyes, receiving a word of
encouragement from you. Not an interview this time, merely a message.
I promise at all times to submit myself to your wishes as my desire is to help and not
hinder your great work.

271

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate

With high esteem, yours
Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien
May 3- 1906

Wilbur’s eagerness to help Eddy (and obtain a brief interview) is obvious here. Eddy wrote a
response on the envelope for someone (Frye or Farlow, perhaps) to get back to Wilbur:
Tell her I already have the so many engagements on hand that I can make no more. that I
would love to do it, to accommodate her but it is out of the question as it is[.]
Eddy
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Returning to the 1943 talk, Wilbur later mentioned how the New York World’s attack on Eddy
was the “second of the great journals to strive for her ruin” and it was at this time, the end of
October, 1906, that she first learned of the upcoming McClure’s articles by Georgine Milmine:
In 1906 the New York World took up the New York Herald's malicious attacks. They
produced a story in this year which brought representatives of some ten or twelve
newspapers to Concord. Alfred Farlow asked me to go to Mrs. Eddy and ask her to
receive these men and let me speak for her. I went to Concord, saw the newspaper men at
the Eagle House [i.e., Hotel], and got their questions formulated, reducing them to three.
Then we went to Pleasant View, Mrs. Eddy received them, I asked her the questions,
which she answered briefly. She then left for her drive and the reporters swarmed over
her house. The account of the incident is in The Life. Then McClure's Magazine started
its Georgine Milmine life of of[sic] Mrs. Eddy. I resigned from the Boston Herald and
took up the work of answering month by month these chapters of gossip gleaned in the
New Hampshire hills from old people with childish and often malicious minds. While
doing this I determined to put it all down in a book.
I remember well when this inspiration came to me. I was on the train from Concord again
following the interview of the delegation of special writers instigated by the New York
World. A prominent magazine writer who has several books to his credit and was then an
editor at McClures told me casually, while we waiting for this train, that his magazine
was going to lay open the whole life of Mrs. Eddy. He told me Georgine Milmine had
accumulated the data and who the distinguished writer was who would handle her vast
accumulation of notes which were in rather a mess of confusion. She was not literary,
Miss Milmine, but she had worked three years gathering gossip and ferreting facts. The
McClure publication promised to be a sensation.

Wilbur, learning of the upcoming biographical articles that “promised to be a sensation,”
determined to write her own biographical articles.
Again I was stirred to the depths and again I went to see Mr. Farlow. He strove to
discourage me. “You can’t do it Miss Wilbur,” he said. “Even I couldn’t do it. People
refuse me information, sneer at me, falsify, tell long imaginary stories. They hate Mrs.
Eddy because they knew her in humbler circumstances. They envy and despise her work.
No, you can’t do it.” “You mean you cannot, nor any other Christian Scientist.” I said.
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“But I can because I am a trained reporter and interviewer, and can truthfully say I am not
a member of her church. I will find some magazine to finance me, some poor little
magazine that will be glad to give me a stipend to go on. You will see, I will get the truth,
and the truth will be better than gossip in the end.”
And so it was I found “Human Life”, a poor struggling magazine that gave me enough to
live on while I did my research. Its circulation shot up from 20,000 to nearly 100,000 in
three months. I worked out the details in the biography in one year. And the little
magazine then fell back to its normal circulation and subsequently disappeared. For two
more years I revised my material and my book appeared in 1909 [actually in late 1908].
There are many stories about how I wrote this Life, how I waited weeks to overcome
some prejudice, how I traced down gossip and refuted it. But all that is a story written
within my own heart.
Mr. Farlow took me through his class in 1907, and while I was writing The Life he sent
my questions to Mrs. Eddy, and her dictated replies came to me from her secretary with
occasional hand written notes of encouragement from the Leader. Also I had occasional
visits with Mrs. Eddy and a few letters. Mr. Farlow also let me read my manuscript to
him, a few chapters at a time, and occasionally advised an omission as I was inclined to
wax ironic or even bitter in refuting malice. This is why there is nothing of Mrs.
Josephine Woodbury, who claimed virginal conception for her son. Mrs. Eddy herself
said to me as I knelt by her chair in a last interview: “I am an old woman, my dear, and I
have never found it wise to argue with a lie. You are doing what I cannot do for myself;
do it wisely.” Mr/[sic] Farlow had again been right: Mrs. Eddy would not perpetuate a
brazen, foolish story even by denial. On one occasion when I was eloquent for an early
deserter he himself was indignant. The passage is about Daniel Spofford and it remains in
the book, and has been commented upon as an evidence of fair dealing. I can hear his
objection now, so emphatic; and his withdrawal of it, so christianly[sic] gentle. I had only
to recall to him the first edition and its promulgation. For this man had broken tough
ground.
On a recent visit to New York I saw the old World building, once the pride of Newspaper
Row standing empty and desolate. The New York World no longer exists. And the once
very beautiful New York Herald building, degraded then to a used car emporium, I think
it is gone as is the paper itself. And McClure’s magazine I believe is defunct. The new
Christian Science Publishing House, on the contrary is the glory and pride of Boston.
These are incidents which remind one of Mrs. Eddy’s words: “Entering upon the hitherto
unknown reality of Spirit, material sense like an outlaw found on forbidden ground is
doomed to an unlooked for death.”
Mr. Farlow brought me a letter from Mrs. Eddy on a Sunday morning in 1909 [actually in
1908], requesting me to withhold my book from publication. I read this letter with
trembling limbs and blanched face. The work of four years, not the complete work,for the
last two chapters were added after her going, but the first edition was printed, bound,
ready for issue. How could I know what counselled delay. But Alfred Farlow knew and
stood watching me. “Does this mean never,” I asked. “It may mean never,” he said.
“What answer shall I take from you to Mrs. Eddy,” he said. After a pause I faltered: “Tell
her”, I said “Divine Love governs.” A voice seemed speaking to me. “I will tell her what
you say and that you are a good soldier.” It was characteristic of him that he gave me no
encouragement, and left me with his usual cheerfulness and equanimity, and the month of
October found me a recluse unwilling to go out of my home. So it was, Mrs. Eddy was
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testing me again. Had I written my book for fame? Know thyself, know thyself. And Mrs.
Eddy, did she shrink from the publication of her life story with nearing ninety? We know
what she said of mortal life in recapitulation. Was I sharing with her that month a sharp
struggle? Cradled obscurity.
It has always been my opinion that Mr. Farlow read the book with her and was thereby
able after a month to send me word the book was released for publication. He never said
so but he gave me her written approval which appears in Miscellany [from 1910]. Again
this is a cradled obscurity. There lay the young child who was to find the Christ.
Mrs. Eddy has said: “To live so as to keep human consciousness in constant relation with
the divine, the spiritual and the eternal, is to individualize infinite power: and this is
Christian Science.” (Misc.160).

The next recorded letter from Eddy to Wilbur was not until a year later, when in the middle of
the Next Friends Suit, she wrote on June 6:
My Beloved
Mrs. Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien:
I am reminded by my Secretary that I have not answered your last most dear letter to me.
I thought that I had poured out my gratitude to you for doing just that which should be
done in the midts of such infuriated slander, and subtle insinuations that I cannot attend to
without neglecting my life work, to help humanity; and this is out of the question for it is
already uppermost and all that I have time to accomplish. My heart beats for you, and my
603
prayer is God bless and guide her and spare her to the race.

It is known that Alfred Farlow liberally helped provide information to Wilbur for her serial and
book. See for example, this letter from Farlow to Edward P. Bates, a Christian Scientist, on April
9, 1907 (a photostat of which is in the author’s collection):
I am very glad indeed that you are pleased with Sibyl Wilbur’s article in ‘Human Life.’ I
shall take your kind words concerning her adroitness, and the questions put to George
Quimby, as a compliment to this office, for, as a matter of fact, we gave her a cue to the
situation, presented our theory, and gave her a list of typewritten questions. But the credit
is due her, nevertheless, for her shrewdness, her ability to carry out the matter and put it
in proper form for the press.
We could not do the Quimby [interview] ourselves, and of course it is not known to the
public that she went at my suggestion.

According to a later contract, dated April 22, 1908, Farlow was put in the position of being the
final arbiter on the book:
Mr. Alfred Farlow of Boston, is hereby appointed arbitrator of all differences, if any,
which shall arise hereunder, and his decision shall be final and binding concerning all
such differences. In case of he death or incapacity of the said Farlow, Mrs. O’Brien and
the Company shall each an arbitrator, an the two, in case of disagreement, shall select a
third, each of whom shall be a Christian Scientist in good standing and a member of the
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Mother Church, an their decision, or that of a majority of them, shall be final and binding
upon the parties.

This information was published by Henry Japp, in the Leeds [England] Mercury, February 6,
1930. He got this information from John Dittemore, then deeply estranged from the Christian
Science church, and who had first-hand knowledge, having been one of Wilbur’s publishers.
According to Japp (and Dittemore), Wilbur decided she wanted to go through the Christian
Science Normal Class (designed for Christian Science teachers), and she traveled to Pleasant
View on November 11, 1907, to see Eddy to discuss that with her. Eddy did not like the idea but
wrote to the Board of Directors to leave it in their hands. Wilbur did not go through the Normal
Class but did go through a Primary Class with Farlow. (The Normal Class is designed for
Christian Science teachers; in comparison the Primary Class is designed for what might be
considered rank and file Christian Scientists.)
According to the Japp|Dittemore account, it was Farlow who convinced Wilbur to expand her
biographical serial into a book.
Previous to Wilbur’s visit to Pleasant View late in 1907, she had written Eddy on July 18, 1907,
the following important letter which showed that this question of attending the Normal Class had
come up before:
I have received through your secretary, Mr. [Cornell] Wilson, your kind and considerate
suggestion made with regard to permitting me to enter the Normal class in the study of
Christian Science. The amended suggestion that I prepare for that important work by
entering a primary class, has also been forwarded to me.
I am emboldened by your goodness and tenderness to me, a Catholic, touched by this
higher thought, to make a request. For several months I have been working on the facts of
your biography and from time to time have had to make statements with regard to the
doctrine of Christian Science. Mr. Alfred Farlow has helped by kind and patient
conference, preventing me from making serious blunders by a supervision of all my
604
manuscripts.
Therefore, if it is expedient and wise in your thought, I should like to enter his next class.
Will you let me know your wish in this matter? I shall jealously cherish your permission
to enter the next Normal class, always hoping you may not find it necessary to revoke
that privilege before the time arrives.
Your letter written in respect to the work I am doing, I appreciate greatly; for it assures
me that you know of it and that you are following it.
Your words of love are to me like the reflection from the red rose on the right hand of
God that shineth in they face. God have you in His tenderest keeping, dear Mrs. Eddy.
Yours faithfully,
Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien
July 18, 1907

605
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Evidently Wilbur continue to request to attend the Normal Class of the Church, which is odd since the
Primary Class of a Christian Science teacher is where one would usually start (that presumes her request
was personal and not as a journalist). Tomlinson wrote to Eddy on November 12, 1907, as recorded in his
reminiscence, p. 820:
Mrs. Sybil[sic] Wilbur Obrien, who has been writing your history in “Human Life”, has
been here this morning, and she desires that you give her permission to take the Normal
Course at the December class with Judge Hanna. Mrs. Obrien has applied to Judge
Hanna, and the Judge says, that because of the By-law in the Manual, he has no authority
to receive her except by Mrs. Eddy’s permission. Mrs. Obrien asks, “Will you grant this
permission?” Mrs. Obrien also asks, “Are you pleased with the articles whch she has
written on your history in Human Life?”

Eddy responded to Tomlinson with a note in pencil on the letter, “I have not seen them tell her.
Eddy[.]” This last part will surprise some who otherwise have believed that Eddy was wrapped
up in what others thought and wrote about her in the press; certainly her desire to have her
Committee on Publication address the impositions made against her has suggested to many that
she personally had an extreme concern about what people thought of her. He wrote his own
footnote on the letter: “After this date Mrs. Eddy asked me to read aloud Sibyl Wilbur’s ‘Life’ to
her which I did.” Tomlinson wrote, p. 822, that Eddy had wanted to have the book read to her in
1907 but “increasing labors interfered” and it was not until early 1909 that he read parts to her.
Dittemore, in a letter to the Chicago Daily Tribune, January 7, 1930, wrote “It so happens that
about twenty years ago, at the urgent solicitation of the Boston church officials, I financed Mrs.
Wilbur during the preparation of this volume [i.e., her biography of Eddy] and published it for
her.”
Dittemore also gave a fairly detailed history of his involvement with the book in a letter to
Frederick Remington, May 23, 1936, now in MBEL:
About 1908, just before I gave up my business in Indianapolis to become Pub. Comm.
[i.e, Committee on Publication] in N.Y., I was asked by Alfred Farlow to come to Boston
for a conference with him & the Board on an important matter. I had already spent many
weeks in Boston, Concord & New York in Connection with the “Next Friends” suit & its
aftermath. I was told about Sybil[sic] Wilbur O’Brien’s sympathetic articles in the
Human Life Magazine about Mrs[.] Eddy. They told me they wanted S.W.O.B. to write
a biography of Mrs[.] E. that would be the true Story of her life, but did not want it to be
made officially. I was asked if I would finance Miss W. during the time she was
investigating & writing and then publish the book. This I agreed to do. As I remember it
required about two years. I published it from an office adjacent to my P.C. office in the
Metropolitan Life Ins[.] building in N.Y. under the name of the Concord Pub. Co. It was
a stormy two years with the lady for me & for Farlow who carefully edited the
manuscript.

One wishes Dittemore would have provided more details on how Wilbur was “stormy” to work
with.
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Returning to the Wilbur account above, the “Sunday morning” letter is perhaps this letter to
Wilbur which included this excerpt, “Your history of me was not even given to me to read. And I
am determined that my history or autobiography shall not be written at this date.” (This is from a
written transcript of the letter in the Tomlinson material at MBEL. There is no other record of it,
so it is possible that this specific letter was drafted but never mailed.)
Mrs. Eddy's interest in how her history was recorded seems to have been particularly focused at
the end of August, 1908. Calvin Frye used his daily calendar as a source for recording events of
the day (which is commonly referred to as his diary), and he recorded earlier that on August 23,
1908, Mrs. Eddy had an attack of pain, a recurrence of a kidney stone problem that first appeared
in 1903; she called for her former pupil, William H. Bertram (who had since become a
homeopathic physician, although he was somewhat interested in Christian Science again) to
provide a hypodermic injection to quiet the pain, but by the time that Bertram arrived, his
services were not needed.606
On August 25 she talked to her household at Chestnut Hill and mentioned how her enemies had
nothing to rejoice over in "this present condition."607 The same day, Eddy spoke to her
corresponding secretary, Adam H. Dickey, and solemnly made him promise to report that if she
were to die, it would be because she was the victim of the malevolent wishes of thousands who
opposed her and the Truth.608
One of the chief points to understand about Eddy was that she became convinced in an almost
apocalyptical sense that those that promote divine Truth, from the days of Jesus and his disciples
and apostles, throughout religious history, were to face the hatred and enmity of those that
oppose that Truth. She looked at the crucifixion of Jesus, the reported murder of Paul and Peter
by Roman authorities, the stoning of Stephen and other attacks on early Christians, and then the
later persecution of Christian leaders; she derived from that analysis that a kind of spiritual
warfare takes place between what she would call Truth and error. And those that represented the
Truth to the highest sense, especially Jesus, were the greatest targets of hatred and malice. The
crucifixion of Jesus was to Eddy simply the ne plus ultra of this malignity against the Truth.
Eddy viewed the persecutors as not evil themselves but rather as having been used by what she
famously called “malicious animal magnetism” or “m.a.m.” Eddy has been endlessly attacked
for this doctrine,609 which has been compared to witchcraft and the like by critics. This is in part
because Eddy had seen with Quimby his purported ability to mentally influence people without
their knowledge and make them do things against their will (this will be examined in Chapter
Four), and she derived from that that the ability existed with those knowledgeable in such arts to
affect and influence mentally others without their knowing of it. While Quimby’s manifestations
were harmless pranks, a much deeper and malignant misuse of such knowledge was possible, she
believed. She dictated to Calvin Frye in 1894, for example, in the third person:
Mrs. Eddy said that after discovering C.S. she felt “as strong as a little giant” for she had
such a clear conviction of the right side[.] But when Geo Barry [an early student] said to
610
her “How do you account for error?[“] it frightened her almost to death[.]

The above, led her to see her movement, with its stated goal to “reinstate primitive Christianity
and its lost element of healing,” at the very forefront of promoting spiritual Truth. As such she
absolutely believed it was the chief target for hatred and malice in the world. As the head of the
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movement, Eddy believed she was the largest target of all. While Eddy certainly personalized
this in the early years and focused on certain individuals who she believed were meaning to harm
her or her movement through such means (especially her erstwhile pupil, Richard Kennedy), in
later years she largely—but not completely—saw the “enemy” in less personal terms and
considered her enemies to be the mostly unwitting victims of this malign tendency to want to
oppose divine Truth. For example, Eddy wrote in Science and Health:
Remember, thou Christian martyr, it is enough if thou art found worthy to unloose the
sandals of thy Master's feet! To suppose that persecution for righteousness' sake belongs
to the past, and that Christianity to-day is at peace with the world because it is honored by
sects and societies, is to mistake the very nature of religion. Error repeats itself. The trials
encountered by prophet, disciple, and apostle, “of whom the world was not worthy,”
await, in some form, every pioneer of truth. . . .
History is full of records of suffering. “The blood of the martyrs is the seed of the
Church.” Mortals try in vain to slay Truth with the steel or the stake, but error falls only
before the sword of Spirit. Martyrs are the human links which connect one stage with
another in the history of religion. They are earth's luminaries, which serve to cleanse and
rarefy the atmosphere of material sense and to permeate humanity with purer ideals.
Consciousness of right-doing brings its own reward; but not amid the smoke of battle is
611
merit seen and appreciated by lookers-on.

The marginal heading to the second paragraph above reads “Martyrs inevitable,” which
exemplifies Eddy’s view of this spiritual warfare.
In the middle of this, Sibyl Wilbur's biography was published and made ready to be sold to the
public. Eddy, acutely concerned at that time of how she would be viewed and understood by the
public, made efforts to stop the publication of the Wilbur biography, since Wilbur was clearly
not in the position to write the kind of spiritual biography that Eddy was looking for, and she was
concerned that the book would revive the old controversies such as the Quimby debate rather
than settle those controversies. After seeing the book, Mrs. Eddy wrote a letter to Alfred Farlow
on August 29 with the following directive:
Put it into the public notice to-night that I forbid the publication of my history or
autobiography [sic] by Sibyl Wilbur or any other person without my written endorsement
612
or consent.

The same day Tomlinson drafted a letter to Archibald McLellan:
Our beloved Leader desires that you request the students, who will not give the book to
the public, to buy Miss Wilbur’s History of her life. She is particular that only the
students read the volume, and that neither the book nor its contents get into the hands of
613
the public.

It is significant that according to Tomlinson’s reminiscence, Eddy did not read the book until she
had him read her excerpts in April, 1909.614 Thus Eddy’s reason for not wanting the book out
was not its specific content, rather it appears that it was due to her strong desire to play down the
concern about her history and personality. We saw this in the way she paid Michael Meehan to
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withdraw his history of the Next Friends Suit (Mrs. Eddy and the Late Suit in Equity) earlier in
the year to avoid “keep[ing] alive a memory of bitterness and discord.”615
Tomlinson added that he wrote in his diary on the same day:
Early in the forenoon Mr. Allison V. Stewart to see her. Seemingly much to meet. Later
Alfred Farlow sent for to help with problem. Early in the afternoon Mr. McLellan came
up. All called into chamber to be told of the seeming discordant physical conditions. In
the middle of afternoon with conditions seemingly at worst [the] question of Miss W’s
History came up. Mr. Farlow called in and directed to stop the circulation of the book. He
left to carry out directions and she rose to the occasion and herself wrote with pencil the
letter typed by Mr. Frye. She took entire command of the situation until 7 P.M. the
problem was worked out to her entire satisfaction.

Tomlinson noted the next day in his diary: “On going to the Bible for directions as to the
rightness of her actions she opened to Luke 1:30—and the angel said to her ‘Fear not, Mary: for
thou has found favor with God.’”616
Farlow, we saw above, had been involved with the publication of the book, along with the two
owners of the publishing company, Concord Publishing Company: John V. Dittemore and
William R. Brown, also a Christian Scientist. Thus, Farlow had more of an ability to stop the
publication of the book than would normally be the case.
Wilbur’s acquiescence to Eddy’s mandate was referred to in this letter, written by Eddy the
following day:
Aug. 30, 1908
Miss Wilbur,
My Beloved Student:—
Please to accept my thanks for your goodness and wisdom in acting so promptly and
cheerfully relative to publishing my personal history. I remember your heroism shown in
Concord New Hampshire and that the same honesty and divine purpose are governing
your life.
Lovingly yours,
Mary B. G. Eddy
N.B. Please send to me two of the afore said book and your bill.
Eddy

617

This letter of gratitude is in alignment with what Tomlinson wrote in his reminiscences many
years later:
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Mrs. Eddy frequently spoke to the writer of her gratitude to Sibyl Wilbur for the work
which she had done in giving such a sympathetic history of her life to the public. Some
who came to see Mrs. Eddy made her problems harder and gave her much to meet. The
reverse was true of Sibyl Wilbur. She never stroked Mrs. Eddy the wrong way. Her
interviews pleased our Leader and Mrs. Eddy was in no way disturbed by her presence
and labors.618

About this time, Irving Tomlinson, then in Eddy’s household, wrote a letter to Archibald
McLellan, with the following comment: “[Eddy] is particular that only the [Christian Science]
students read the volume, and that neither the book nor its contents get into the hands of the
public.” Eddy’s view of the book is seen somewhat in the following excerpt from the pamphlet,
Mary Baker Eddy Twentieth-Century Biographers Series: An Introduction: “. . . Mrs. Eddy had
Mr. Tomlinson read her major portions of the Wilbur book. She was still less than enthusiastic
about it, and Tomlinson lists in his reminiscences some ten or fifteen statements to which Mrs.
Eddy took strong objection. She would remark, ‘Absurd,’ or ‘Nonsense,’ as she was still looking
for some evidence of a deeper understanding of her life. At one point, where Wilbur wrote that
Mrs. Eddy was a ‘truly great and singular character,’ Mrs. Eddy objected to the use of the word,
singular.’ ”619
Wilbur responded to Eddy’s letter on September 1:
Beloved Leader,
Permit me to respectfully and gratefully acknowledge the receipt of your letter.
Your request for two copies of the biography which I have prepared will be complied
with immediately upon my receiving them from the publisher.
In writing this book I have been governed by a deep and reverent love, and every word
was penned with a sacred regard for truth and the honor of your name, also for the great
cause of Christian Science.
May Divine Love bring its message to the consummation, that your name may shine in
letters of fire, not only for this generation but for the ages to come.
I know Divine Mind governs your words, and I trust that after you have read the book
you may be able to approve my work.
Lovingly and reverently[?],
Your student,
Sibyl Wilbur
September 1- 1908

620

The fear of McLellan and others was that Wilbur would sue for breach of contract or some
equivalent claim if Eddy prevented the book from being published. McLellan wrote Calvin Frye
on September 23, 1908:
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It may be useful for you to know what was stirring this afternoon.
When I reached home I found that Gen. Streeter had been trying since 12:30 to get me.
He wished to see me about an important matter &c, &c. I went down town and met him
and Mr. Elder and found that the important matter was about Mrs. O’Brien’s book. It
seems that Mr. Elder drew the contract between Mrs. O’Brien and the publishers and has
done some business for her, therefore knows considerable about her affairs and about her
feelings. I understand from him that Mrs. O’Brien looks upon the stoppage of this book
as the ruin of her literary career. It had been known that she had written the book and that
it was about to be issued, and the stoppage of it had been a great blow to her. In addition
to this, she has worked about a year on the book and at the time when she expected to
commence to receive royalties from the sale of the book she finds herself entirely without
means and without the prospect of any. I understand from Mr. Elder that she expresses
herself as a loyal Christian Scientist and ready to acquiesce in whatever Mrs. Eddy deems
right about the book, but she wonders whether Mrs. Eddy has had a full knowledge of the
situation and whether she knew that the stoppage of the book would entail so much loss
to all concerned, also whether she had read the book and formed her own judgement
about it.
Mr. Elder states that Mrs. O’Brien has a contract with the publishers by which, if she so
elects, she can compel them to publish the book or pay her substantial damages. He does
not think she is in thee frame of mind to do this now, but should she change her attitude
to one of unfriendliness such a suit would be troublesome because it would align
[allege?] a conspiracy to stop the sale of the book and to kill her literary reputation.
The publishers of the book, Dittemore and Brown, express themselves as being entirely
willing to abide by Mrs. Eddy’s decision about the book, but if the book should not be
published they will lose every dollar of the $10,000 that they have paid out to date and
still be liable to Mrs. O’Brien should she assume an unfriendly attitude.
The position of Streeter and Elder is friendly, and they have given me this information as
621
a warning of possible danger.

The next day Adam Dickey wrote a letter to Eddy (the formality is likely significant since she
was obviously just a short walk from him):
Beloved Leader:Miss Sibyl Wilbur, author of the Life of the Rev. Mary Baker G. Eddy, and her
Publishers, are anxious to know what disposition is to be made of the book. They have
already invested $10,000.00. They have leased offices, hired expert book salesmen, made
large contracts both in this country and in England, and even with the present status of
things they are under heavy monthly expense. They are patiently awaiting the outcome,
and would like to know when they may go ahead.
As of choice of two evils, do you not think it would be better under the circumstances to
waive objection to the circulation of the book, and let them go ahead without your
endorsement[?]
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Lovingly yours,
Dickey.
622

P. S. We have some of the books here.

Calvin Frye noted in his diary that same day:
Mrs. Eddy looked at Sybil[sic] Wilbur’s book today and told Mr A. H. Dickey that they
might go ahead with publishing it.

Dittemore years later wrote or dictated a history of his involvement with the book, which
included this statement (from a badly typed copy in his material, now in MBEL):
After several months, Mrs. O’Brien consulted her lawyer, Mr. Samuel Elder of Boston,
after a consultation of lawyers, Mr. McClellen[sic], Chariman[sic] of the Board of
Directors of the Christian Science Church at that time wrote Mrs. Eddy’s secretary,
Calvin Frye[,] a letter, setting forth that Mrs. O’Brien might use her contract with the
church to sue them, to compel the publication of the biography. The day after the letter
was received, the ban on the book was lifted as suddenly as it had been placed. Mr.
McClleln[sic], who gave me a copy of the correspondence at this time on the matter said
that Mrs. Eddy decided it was the lesser of two evils to rish[sic] complications from the
publishing of the book than to risk a law suit with all that might en entail should Mrs.
O’Brien become unfriendly.

According to Dittemore in the same document, the specific reason for Eddy’s objection was
Wilbur’s bringing up the Quimby controversy:
[Eddy] feared the Sibly[sic] Wilbur version of the Quimby situation, affecting the
623
“discovery” of Christian Science might arouse unwanted publicity.

For some reason, Eddy did not formally address the Wilbur book until March, 1910. To the
publishers of the book, the Concord Publishing Company, she wrote on March 27, 1910:
Gentlemen:
I am in receipt of your beautifully bound volumn[sic] of “The Life of Mary Baker Eddy”
by Sibyl Wilbur, and thank you deeply for your kindness and good taste.
I have never fancied publishing a history of myself, for although I blush to boast of this
simple fact, my history has been more prominent than I can describe with my modest
sense.
Very sincerely yours,
Mary Baker Eddy.624

In the April, 1910, Christian Science Journal, she added this statement:
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Mrs. Eddy's History
I have not had sufficient interest in the matter to read or to note from others' reading what
the enemies of Christian Science are said to be circulating regarding my history, but my
friends have read Sibyl Wilbur's book, “The Life of Mary Baker Eddy,” and request the
privilege of buying, circulating, and recommending it to the public. I briefly declare that
nothing has occurred in my life's experience which, if correctly narrated and understood,
could injure me; and not a little is already reported of the good accomplished therein, the
self-sacrifice, etc., that has distinguished all my working years.
I thank Miss Wilbur and the Concord Publishing Company for their unselfed labors in
placing this book before the public, and hereby say that they have my permission to
publish and circulate this work.

The Human Life Articles and Wilbur Book as History
The December, 1906, issue of Human Life included an article “Has Christian Science Met Its
Waterloo?” by “Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien.” The article started with the following note from the
magazine’s editor, assuring the reader of Wilbur’s complete lack of bias:
So many false and sensational accounts have appeared of the now famous interview
which Mrs. Eddy recently gave to a group of correspondents that we are glad to publish
herewith a true story of the occasion. It is written by Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien, a newspaper
woman of high standing, who was the one chosen by the reporters to ask Mrs. Eddy the
significant questions. She therefore speaks with authority. On the subject concerned Mrs.
O’Brien is entirely unprejudiced. In this article she has not made the least attempt either
to commend or belittle the tenets of the faith, but she had made every attempt possible to
see that the truth is told about what happened at that memorable meeting. This is what all
lovers of fair play, whether they believe in Christian Science or not, want to know.625

Wilbur in the article began by recounting how critics of Christian Science were predicting its end
upon Eddy’s eventual demise and she gave the general parameters of the allegations in the New
York World in its October 28, 1906, sensational articles and headline, that Eddy was effectively
held hostage by a cabal and she was impersonated by another woman in public. Wilbur’s opinion
of all of this is clear:
This is the sum of the charges against Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy, her household and
Christian Science; data from floating gossip of cabmen, servants, and malcontents who
fell away from Christian Science because they were not permitted to exploit certain
extraordinary views within its boundaries. A lawyer [Frederick Peabody] of Boston who
defended a woman claiming to have given birth to a child miraculously and immaculately
conceived, and who was spurned years ago by the Christian Science leader for her
irreverent and immoral claims—this lawyer has been one of the principal sources of
information and has guided the newspaper men in preparing their budget, as one of them
confessed to the writer.

After the World’s exposé, Wilbur was with many of the important journalists of the day at
Pleasant View, as they prepared to meet Eddy as she walked out to her carriage. Wilbur quoted
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Will Irwin of McClure’s (which of course was deeply involved in its own investigation into
Eddy’s life) as saying of the World’s allegations: “‘The estimation of Mrs. Eddy’s fortune is
doubtless absurdly beyond the mark,’ said Mr. Irwin, ‘and the cancer story is very likely a
‘guess’ based on the knowledge that certain members of her family have had cancer. The whole
situation is peculiarly affected by this extraordinary piece of journalism.’” Wilbur had pointed
out that Eddy’s fortune had been estimated as high as $40 million.
Wilbur stated that she was selected to ask Eddy the few predetermined questions because Wilbur
had “written fairly and honestly of Mrs. Eddy and her daily life, and Mrs. Eddy remembered me
agreeably.”
The day after the World attack, Wilbur was permitted into Eddy’s Pleasant View home to
interview two key household members, Lewis Strang, and Pamelia Leonard, the putative
impersonator of Eddy according to the World. Wilbur said that day she saw Eddy go out on the
daily carriage ride and “in the meantime conversed with Mrs. Leonard and Mr. Strang, while I
walked through the house and Mrs. Eddy’s own private suite, her bedroom and study, while I
saw her return to the house and heard her mount the stairs alone and enter the study, and
presently was allowed to walk silently through the study while she sat at work at her desk,
vigorous and emphatic as usual, still I was not permitted to address her, though she smiled and
waved her hand to me, the meanwhile saying to her secretary, ‘that will go as an addition to my
miscellaneous writing.[’]”
Wilbur described Eddy as an “imperious woman, temperamental, rhapsodical, religiously
absorbed. She has the nature of all great religions. She wraps about herself an atmosphere of
seclusion difficult to penetrate. At times she sits in deep meditation for hours gaining the ecstatic
poise of the spiritually visioned.”
Before continuing with Wilbur’s history, it is worth taking time to look at Eddy’s demeanor as a
person in her adult years, starting with Wilbur’s description.

EDDY’S NATURE AND TEMPERAMENT AS THE LEADER OF CHRISTIAN SCIENCE
Wilbur’s phraseology is significant, because it does not coincide with the standard Christian
Science view of Eddy or even the picture generally painted by Wilbur’s later book.
If we go down the list from Wilbur, she described Eddy as:
—“imperious,” which according to one dictionary means : “commanding” and “Lordly” on the
one hand, or alternately (depending on usage) “arrogant and domineering.”
—“temperamental,”
—“rhapsodical,”
—“religiously absorbed.”
Wilbur’s direct contact with Eddy up to this point was quite limited so it is not clear how she
came to that determination, but from the early years of Christian Science movement there had
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been those students who chafed at Eddy’s rebukes and style of leadership, and some of their
descriptions are similar to the above. We saw earlier, for example, what a group of defecting
students alleged in 1881:
We, the undersigned, while we acknowledge and appreciate the understanding of Truth
imparted to us by our Teacher, Mrs. Mary B.G. Eddy, led by Divine Intelligence to
perceive with sorrow that departure from the straight and narrow road (which alone leads
to growth of Christ-like virtues) made manifest by frequent ebullitions of temper, love of
money, and the appearance of hypocrisy, cannot longer submit to such Leadership; . . .

In comparison, Eddy’s remaining loyal students made a resolution addressing the above
depiction:
Resolved, That the charges made . . . of hypocrisy, ebullitions of temper, and love of
money, are utterly false, . . . That while we deplore such wickedness and abuse of her
who has befriended them in their need, and when wrong, met them with honest, open
rebuke, We look with admiration and reverence upon her Christ-like example of
626
meekness and charity, . . .

One later historian would describe Eddy as an “apocalyptic prophet,”627 and that imagery of
Eddy is apt for our purposes as Eddy was capable of being both a grandmotherly figure, sweet
and gentle, while on the same day issuing jeremiads and stinging rebukes based on either a sense
of Eddy’s role as the “general” of the movement or from an occasional pique of anger or
exasperation, for which Eddy would sometimes later apologize, saying it had come from “Mary”
and not divine Mind. See for example what Anna White Baker wrote years later after having
served as Eddy’s aide (it was derived from her diary, ca. 1900):
This morning she gave Clara Shannon what seemed to me a very stern and unjust rebuke.
When I could see Mrs. Eddy alone, I explained the situation correctly, and realizing that
Clara had been silent from a sense of respect, she sent for her and apologized. Mrs. Eddy
was impulsive, but quick to correct a mistake. I recall a letter in which she expressed
regret for having seemed unintentionally rude to some friends of ours in failing to make a
628
certain introduction.

While Eddy in her role as a general could lead to contentious moments at her home, life was not
all seriousness there, as we see here a bit of whimsy in this recollection from Baker of a planned
picnic at Eddy’s birthplace nearby:
We were to have had a picnic to-day, a beautiful time at the old home at Bow. It was all
arranged by Mrs. Eddy, baskets of lunch, and such a treat out of doors on a summer day
629
as we had never anticipated. But alas! a message from Boston upset the plan.

In the summer of 1893, James Gilman recorded in his diary this example of Eddy’s response to
having been harsh with him over his “self-will”:
I believe now that I can see that she had been bringing self-will to the surface in my case
that she might destroy it, for that was where my battle had been. She told me Sunday
morning when I came up, having ridden up with Mr. Frye, not to let self-will govern me.
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Monday she consoled me saying regretfully that she had to talk to me severely the day
before for my good, holding my hand tenderly as she said it. She added that she had to
talk to herself in the same way, “or rather,” she added, “I used to do so,” as if now it was
not necessary.630

A look at the grandmotherly, sweet side of Eddy, can be seen in something as simple as the
process of her selecting a Christian Scientist to come work for her at her Pleasant View home.
Gilbert and Minnie Carpenter came to see Eddy on January 30, 1905, to see if Eddy would have
Minnie come work for her. Of this meeting Calvin Frye recorded the following in his diary the
same day:
Mr. G. C. Carpenter came to Concord today at my request to talk about a maid for Mrs.
Eddy and brought his wife with him. When talking with Mrs. E. on the subject he said “If
we are good enough God will show us some one for your helper.” Later he said “It is a
privelige [sic] to suffer for Christ.” Mrs. E. asked him if he was willing to leave his
business, his family & and all & come & serve her he promptly said [“]yes[”] Then she
asked about his family & he said he had 3 children[,] the youngest 2 years old. [“] Would
you be willing to let your wife come & serve me for one year?[”] He said unreservedly
[“]Yes! [”] Mrs. Eddy then talked with Mrs. C. & she agreed to come in 2 days provided
631
her babe could be allowed to come occasionally & see her.

Calvin Frye wrote to Minnie on January 30:
Our beloved Leader requests me to [write you;] since you & Mr. C. were here this
afternoon there has been a change for the better. She says you need not come until two
weeks from date mentioned by you. She also says she never forget[s] the love expressed
632
by Mr. C. and yourself for her and interest in her welfare.

Gilbert Carpenter responded with the unswerving devotion and conviction of a divine mission by
Eddy that would characterize him (and his son) for decades to come. He wrote the next day:
Just a word to thank you fro the inspiration and blessing you gave me Monday and to
assure you of my desire to help you, support you, and love you for your noble struggle
for humanity. Either the Bible is untrue or else the prophecies contained therein
concerning you will be fulfilled and while I talked with you concerning your struggles it
came to me so clear that God had foreordained that you should be the victor over sin[,]
633
sickness and death.

The next day, Eddy wrote this letter to both Carpenters, after she realized the unfairness of
having Minnie come when she had a young child to care for:
Your favors received; your gift is laid on the altar, full of the incense of God, divine
Love.
Now you have done your part. You have healed that wound in my heart that was bleeding
for just such an offering and now I will do my duty in the case. Yesterday I said forgive
me Father-Mother Love, for my selfishness and provide someone for me that has not a
babe to cry for her mother. My God heard my prayer and the prospect is that I can take
one of my kitchen girls to wait on me. O you know not what it implies to take this task, it

286

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
is confinement, and in part drinking my cup; it is to be a menial for the whole world and
nothing early but trials and self-denials. But my darling ones, it means giving up earth for
Heaven. You are not yet quite situated so as to do this, – the baby I cannot hear cry. I
seem more weak on this point than you are now, but after being here sufficient to have
tied me to your dear heart and help, then you would have to leave one baby for your
other! God bless you for what you have done and He will. Unpack your trunk, and accept
634
my Soul’s benediction for your love.

The next month she wrote to Gilbert to have him come to Pleasant View instead:
Are you ready to come at the notification from my Church to P.V. and fight the good
fight? If so, tell me in one word, Yes, over the wire. My darling Mrs. Carpenter, your
letter is sweet as is your life, and I thank you for it and for all and so many dear things
that you have done and are still ready to do. Why I send for your husband instead of you I
cannot yet know, and shall know some time. I have asked God to direct me in this as in
all I do and I have faith in Him. [sic] and His dear love for all. Ever in memory of you
635
both I am thine anon.

Not much later, when Gilbert Carpenter was living at Pleasant View, Eddy wrote to him:
Gilbert darling Do not come to my swing unless I call you or you need me[.] . . . I want
to be apart then[.] You know I love to see you but the swing chair hours are more to be
636
alone with God[.] You dear will understand me[.]

Gilbert Carpenter later wrote of this:
At eight she was always out on the porch and sat in the swing until nine, which was the
last general Watch Hour for the day. I always felt that it was during that hour that she
worked for the world and encompassed all humanity with her love, for when she came
into retire she often called me to her side to say good-night, and the love that she radiated
637
was almost more than I could stand,—it affected me to such a degree.

In comparison to the sweet grandmotherly letters between Eddy and the Carpenters, husband and
wife, are quite opposite emotions at other times,638 as seen in the following examples (which
only happen to focus on Irving Tomlinson, since other workers received rebukes at times as
well).
Calvin Frye wrote in his daybook diary, October 18, 1907: “I.C.T. [Tomlinson] stood before Mrs
E this morning and demanded of her ‘Why do you talk to me this way: it is tyranny for you to
talk to me in this way!!” Two days later, Frye recorded: “Last evening under the influence of
m.a.m. Mr. Tomlinson told Mrs Eddy she was ungrateful and a tyrant.”
The following month, Eddy wrote a letter to Tomlinson that quite possibly was never sent:
I return enclosed to you and ask you to give me one week of respit[e] from some injustice
from you, you who owe to God and to me what? Answer that to God and never insult me
again with such a message as you have just handed me. Have you forgotten that I gave
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you a gift or check for five thousand dollars but a few weeks ago while I was paying you
weekly $100?
As soon as I gain the victory over you and the field over evil—then the evil moves you to
afflict me—and you do it and call it just!
639

I am weary of this cruelly [i.e., cruelty] mixed with kindness at times[.]

Eddy’s expectations for household employees was high, but she evidently informed them at the
start of that. William R. Rathvon in his reminiscences records this from his first visit with Eddy
in 1908, where Rathvon was a brand new employee in the Eddy household:
Our interview lasted for about five minutes, during which time she prepared me for what
I might expect by way of rebuke and praise at times, both of which might come to me
abundantly, and they did. But I had in large measure learned to evaluate such things
properly and was not unduly affected by either. Inability to impersonalize these extremes
was the reason so many who were summoned to her side, and who seemed promising,
could not stand after a brief stay and had to return to their homes. They took her praise to
themselves as a heavenly benediction and her rebukes as personal condemnation.640

See also this comment by Anna White Baker, based on her years with Eddy about 1899-1902:
[Eddy’s] quick discernment of a problem required response from those who were helping her. If
she received it and accomplished her purpose she was happy, and all was well. If it was
otherwise, hope and courage failed her, sometimes. Her lamp was kept trimmed and burning, and
she demanded that a student should keep awake without surveillance from her. She was severe
with any unnecessary lack in those of whom she expected much, and it was proof of her love that
she was so. No excuse or apology could be offered. If unable to meet the emergency, there was at
once a rebuke.
But with a student in whom she saw possibilities, she was withal patient and waited for the
awakening of the spirit, her heart full of rejoicing when it came. The stern attitude would change
immediately, and she was again bright and happy. Looking back into those years, one could
readily discern her longing to make every day count as gain. Her demands had to be met, and she
had neither time nor desire to tarry with inefficiency. Therefore it was often the case that a
student was not retained at Pleasant View. It was a peculiar and difficult position, but those who
were able to serve have had a rich reward.641

Eddy’s own view of herself might be seen in her markings in a 1908 book by Hiram Hayes
entitled Bible Stories Retold a from Spiritual Viewpoint. She wrote “Eddy” next to these texts
that she applied to herself:
You see Samuel had not yet learned that it is the hardest part of loving, to tell the truth to
others about themselves. The friend who sees our faults and hides them from us is really
an enemy, because having discovered an error, he does not help us to destroy it. . . .
Now, you must know that pride is one of the worst sins, because it makes us think we are
great and wise and powerful of ourselves, when in reality we are only strong as we
realize our dependence upon the Divine Mind, which is all power, and which we reflect
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only as we are meek and pure. It was upon such as this that Jesus bestowed his blessing
642
when He said: “Blessed are the meek: for they shall inherit the earth.”

Wilbur’s work (especially the Human Life articles) is uneven and clearly interested in making
Eddy look good, but it serves as an important source of information on Eddy based on her own
interviews and research. Historians have largely avoided Wilbur, including the earlier Human
Life which were until recent years not readily available, but that is a mistake. As the only
biographer who actually met Eddy to any significant extent and who performed her own early
research with many of the same people who had been interviewed by Milmine, it contains
important information that is not available elsewhere, even if one has to be careful in sifting
through the data. It certainly serves as a counterbalance to the McClure’s account when
comparing what the individuals said who were interviewed by both. In such cases the reader can
better understand the situation by reading both accounts.
====
Much of the available history of Quimby and Eddy is in the form of reminiscences. I would next
like to look at the important issue of how reliable reminiscences are, and the pitfalls on relying
on reminiscences too much.

Human Memory and the Historian
Historians have many tools available to them to help reproduce the past, from original letters and
manuscripts to news accounts and reminiscences. Not all of these sources are equal in value.
Among these sources the least reliable are reminiscences. The human memory, while helpful, of
course, is notoriously unreliable as to details, often due to a personal bias that distorts the
memories. The farther back the memories, the more unreliable they become, and that is
especially true for older individuals. One important study on memory is entitled, “I misremember
it well: Why older adults are unreliable eyewitnesses,” by Chas. S. Dodson and Lacy E.
Krueger.643 The title, of course, comes from the movie Gigi, where the elderly man remembered
“well” a host of incorrect facts. They wrote, “Research in cognitive aging has long recognized
that older adults are more susceptible to false memories—both ‘remembering’ events that never
occurred and misremembering events that did occur—than are younger adults. . . . [certain
studies] suggested that older adults are susceptible to miscombining features of one event with
features of other events, which contributes to misremembering how events occurred. . . . We
suggest that the kind of feature miscombinations that occur in the elderly produce convincing
misrecollections, which, in turn, lead to high-confidence errors. . . .”644
A somewhat humorous look at this is found in a book of diaries maintained in Great Britain
during the Second World War. The diaries were of common folk living in Britain, not soldiers
off to war. The book, Our Longest Days: A People’s History of the Second World War, included
a Foreword by Philip Ziegler, who had previously worked with the collection of diaries which
were recorded in the book. He wrote of the effect of reading the diaries:
They gave me a salutary lesson on the frailty of human memory. More from curiousity
than because of any direct relevance to the book [an earlier book on the war by Tom
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Harrisson that he helped edit], we wrote to some of the diarists who had recorded
particularly vivid accounts of incidents during the blitz. Would they, we asked, without
referring to any records of the period, be kind enough to give their version of what they
remembered of that incident today [about 35 years later]? Some half-dozen responded.
Any relationship between the incident that had described in their diary and the story they
told in 1975 was almost purely coincidental. They got everything wrong: dates, placed,
the sequence of events In every case they moved themselves closer to the centre of the
action: the bomb that had fallen in the next street now fell in their street; the blast that
had caused such freakish damage to a nearby house now affected their house. The
experiment convinced me that, though oral testimony might be of value in recapturing
atmosphere, it was worthless or worse than worthless if hard facts were wanted. At least I
think I did . . . The papers disappeared after Tom Harrisson’s death, I read the letters
645
more than thirty years ago, who knows what tricks my memory may have played?

One clear example of this all too human tendency is found in a book by Arthur Corey (19001977), a Christian Scientist who became disaffected and left the Christian Science Church in the
mid-1940s in order to write and lecture independently. When in his mid-70s, Corey wrote a book
about Andrea Pavley, his friend and noted ballet star from a half century before. Corey generally
delighted in pointing out the foibles of Eddy and Christian Scientists, and in the book he told of
how he discussed with “Andre” (as he called Pavley) the allegation of Eddy having been a
plagiarist by having included unattributed excerpts of early writers in some of her texts (this
subject is discussed in Chapter Five—Appendix A). As Corey described it, “Andre was mightily
amused when I told him how Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., one of Mrs. Eddy’s leading disciples who
had me as his house guest, explained away—to his own satisfaction— her well-known
plagiarisms. . . .”646
Corey clearly “remembered well” and explained even with a detail of how his friend was
“mightily amused” by his story of how Gilbert Carpenter, Jr., attempted to answer the allegation.
However, the incident never happened. Andreas Pavley died in 1931, and Corey did not
introduce himself to Gilbert Carpenter Jr. until the year 1940.647 Corey remembered well an
event that never happened. Despite that “false memory” (as such events are called), it is
important to note that such an error does not necessarily denote a mental derangement or sign of
senility; certainly the Corey book on the whole is well written and lucid. Individuals of sound
and rational mind can have false memories or other memory errors, especially at older ages.
This issue is important because much of the history of Eddy (and to a much lesser extent
Quimby) comes from recollections of events that took place sometimes five and six decades
earlier. Eddy, herself, as we have seen, was not a careful historian when it came to precision in
her recollections.648 Many of her recollections were impressionistic rather than exact as to detail.
This has made writing her history more difficult, but others also provided reminiscences that
were less than completely reliable.
One of many possible examples of Eddy’s inaccuracy in many of her recollections is regarding
this article, seen previously, that appeared in the local Lynn paper about when she fell on an icy
street in Lynn on February 1, 1866, which was preserved by her in one of her scrapbooks:
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Mrs. Mary M. Patterson, of Swampscott, fell upon the ice near the corner
of Market and Oxford Streets, on Thursday evening, and was severely
injured. She was taken up in an insensible condition and carried to the
residence of S. M. Bubier, Esq., near by, where she was kindly cared for
during the night. Dr, Cushing, who was called, found her injuries to be
internal, and of a very serious nature, inducing spasms and intense
suffering. She was removed to her home in Swampscott yesterday
afternoon, though in a very critical condition.

Eddy later had interviews in 1894-1895 with Henry Robinson, one-time mayor of Concord, for
the purpose of recording her life history and evidently later about 1903 (Robinson published a
biographical sketch of Eddy in August 19, 1903, New Hampshire Patriot of Concord, New
Hampshire, then published a follow up pamphlet).649 An undated interview with Robinson, likely
about 1903, included this reference by Eddy of the above clipping:
. . . I was going to a Good Templars’ lodge, and I slipped upon the pavement, fell across
the curbstone, and that induced an injury that they considered as fatal as if my head had
been severed. The papers I have [include] clippings from that advertised me as fatally
injured, and the doctors said they could do nothing for me, . . .

In this example, the newspaper account is exaggerated to have reported that she had been “fatally
injured,” and she referred to “doctors” rather than the sole doctor on the case, Dr. Alvin
Cushing.650 In Chapter Seven we will see some flyers produced by Eddy and her students about
1876 which were designed to sell her new book, Science and Health. In these flyers she said in
one case that her condition was considered “hopeless” after the fall, according to the “most
skilful M.D.s” and then she said that the “surgeons” considered the injury “fatal.” Another flyer
had similar language. While it is possible that Cushing changed his prognosis to a more dire one
than the one he (or someone else) gave the reporter of the local newspaper—or whoever gave the
information of Eddy’s diagnosis and condition to the reporter got it wrong—there is no
confirmation of either of those extant today. That of course is not to diminish the medical
determination of a “very critical condition,” which is quite serious and depending on the
situation can be considered life-threatening.

Eddy’s Early Conviction of Having a Divine Mission
Any account of Eddy’s view of her own history needs to first consider how—very early after
Quimby’s death—she determined she was on as a divinely-inspired mission. Not a never-ending
spiritual quest or search for meaning in life, but a mission. Equivocation, lack of purpose,
wallflower timidity—these were not terms that described Eddy, no matter how dubious her life
prospects might have appeared to the outside world.
Just a couple of years after Quimby’s death, Eddy wrote to Sarah Bagley—whose house she
stayed in off and on for a few years—on November 8, 1868:
. . . if you. . . could understand the spiritual or rather scientific sense of the 9th cha[pter]
651
of Luke you would see my life in its truer meaning.
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Given her circumstances, this is an astonishing statement and one fraught with meaning for thos
interested in understanding her life. In that chapter of the book of Luke, Jesus sent out the twelve
disciples to heal, he fed the multitude, had his transfiguration, and he healed the child that that
the disciples could not. It is probably the last part that Eddy focused on in her letter, but in a
more profound sense her citing the “spiritual or rather scientific sense” of the Bible to represent
her life showed how she believed as early as 1868 that she was on a divine, God-inspired mission
to reinstate the healing era as portrayed in the New Testament.
Not many years later, in 1875, when Eddy was promoting her new book, Science and Health, she
described the book in an advertisement in the Banner of Light,652 December 11, 1875. Unlike the
advertisements that she ran in more traditional newspapers, the spiritualist focus of the Banner of
Light caused Eddy to describe the book in an unusual way. She wrote in the advertisement that
her book: “Explains the action and effect of mind on body, Mind-reading, materialization,
Supersensual Man, Mediumship, etc., etc.” After describing her book, she then made this eyeopening comment from an unknown author about a little-noticed book:
It is the master work of the age and the text-book for the ages.
In the first edition of Science and Health itself, Eddy wrote:
We have faith this book will do its work, though not fully understood, in the nineteenth
century. The revelator read its history in the little book, “Sweet in the mouth, and bitter in
the belly.” Though but a hint in time, it is a tale for eternity. Materiality must and will go
out, though it be slowly; the spiritual era advances when physical effects will no longer
653
be attributed to physical causes, but discerned in their final spiritual cause.

This sense that she was uniquely qualified to promote a divine truth that the world needed, a
truth that unlocked the meaning of the Bible and the healings of Jesus, drove her to succeed
despite mounting and varied obstacles, a motivation that was far more powerful than any desire
for mere material success, which is what many of her critics later claimed to have been her real
motivation.
Later, in 1881 she wrote in the third edition of Science and Health (emphasis added):
In the nineteenth century I affix for all time the word Science to Christianity, and error to
personal sense, and call the world to battle on this issue. I know the discovery of this
science has arrayed error against me, notwithstanding its Truth heals the sick, for it
dishonors the schools; but I also know it honors God, and I shall perform my mission on
earth without fear or dissimulation; . . .

Thus, Eddy as early as 1868 believed she was performing a vital role in bringing a newly
discovered spiritual truth to the world. Later she determined that in so doing, she was facing
the same hatred of spiritual truth that in her determination had led to the persecution and
death of Christian martyrs before her, starting with Jesus and the early apostles. The second
half of her life cannot be understood until those fundamental points are understood.
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As part of this sense of a reality that was ultimately spiritual and not material, the recounting of
material history to her only had worth as it led to the realization of spiritual truths. Thus the
healings in the Bible, for example, were important as sign-posts for a spiritual reality, but the
study of human history for history’s sake was not her interest. As such, she could write in her
autobiography (emphasis added):
It is well to know, dear reader, that our material, mortal history is but the record of
dreams, not of man's real existence, and the dream has no place in the Science of being. It
is “as a tale that is told,” and “as the shadow when it declineth.” The heavenly intent of
earth's shadows is to chasten the affections, to rebuke human consciousness and turn it
gladly from a material, false sense of life and happiness, to spiritual joy and true estimate
of being. . . .
Mere historic incidents and personal events are frivolous and of no moment, unless they
illustrate the ethics of Truth. To this end, but only to this end, such narrations may be
admissible and advisable; but if the spiritual conclusions are separated from their
premises, the nexus is lost, and the argument, with its rightly conclusions, becomes
correspondingly obscure. The human history needs to be revised, and the material
record expunged.
The Gospel narratives bear brief testimony even to the life of our great Master. His
spiritual noumenon and phenomenon silenced portraiture. Writers less wise than the
apostles essayed in the Apocryphal New Testament a legendary and traditional
history of the early life of Jesus. But St. Paul summarized the character of Jesus as
the model of Christianity, in these words: “Consider him that endured such
contradiction of sinners against himself.” “Who for the joy that was set before him
endured the cross, despising the shame, and is set down at the right hand of the
654
throne of God.”

Eddy seemed to be emphasizing the role of Jesus as the “Wayshower” (her common term for
Jesus) rather than his human life and personality. Indeed, in one of Eddy’s most revealing
statements, she passed over 1500 years of traditional Christian doctrine that said the role of Jesus
was that he died for mankind and thereby took off the Adam curse spoken of in the book of
Genesis. While Eddy could—and often did—write passionately about Jesus as the Wayshower,
she could recall in 1906 how her agnostic editor, James Henry Wiggin, challenged her one day in
one of her classes, some twenty years earlier, on the historicity of Jesus. Of this event, Eddy
wrote:
I invited Mr. Wiggin to visit one of my classes in the Massachusetts Metaphysical
College, and he consented on condition that I should not ask him any questions. I agreed
not to question him just so long as he refrained from questioning me. He held himself
well in check until I began my attack on agnosticism. As I proceeded, Mr. Wiggin
manifested more and more agitation, until he could not control himself any longer and,
addressing me, burst out with:
“How do you know there ever was such a man as Christ Jesus?”
He would have continue with a long argument, framed from this ample fund of historical
knowledge but I stopped him.
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“Now, Mr. Wiggin,” I said, “you have broken our agreement. I do not find my authority
for Christian Science in history, but in revelation. If there had never existed such a person
as the Galilean Prophet, it would make no difference to me. I should still know that God’s
655
spiritual ideal is the only real man in His image and likeness.”

Despite the above, Eddy wrote extensively of the importance of Jesus in the history of mankind,
especially in her chapter “Atonement and Eucharist,” in Science and Health:
Jesus of Nazareth taught and demonstrated man's oneness with the Father, and for this we
owe him endless homage. His mission was both individual and collective. He did life's
work aright not only in justice to himself, but in mercy to mortals,--to show them how to
do theirs, but not to do it for them nor to relieve them of a single responsibility. Jesus
acted boldly, against the accredited evidence of the senses, against Pharisaical creeds and
practices, and he refuted all opponents with his healing power. . . . Every pang of
repentance and suffering, every effort for reform, every good thought and deed, will help
us to understand Jesus' atonement for sin and aid its efficacy; . . . Jesus taught the way of
Life by demonstration, that we may understand how this divine Principle heals the sick,
casts out error, and triumphs over death. Jesus presented the ideal of God better than
could any man whose origin was less spiritual. By his obedience to God, he demonstrated
more spiritually than all others the Principle of being. Hence the force of his admonition,
656
“If ye love me, keep my commandments.”

The above two excerpts are not mutually exclusive. The juxtaposition of her comments on Jesus
in Science and Health and her comment to Wiggin shows that while she had the greatest love
and reverence for Jesus, she believed (as a sharp departure from most other Christian
denominations) that since his human history did not create spiritual truth any more than Isaac
Newton observing a falling apple created gravity, ultimately spiritual truth could not be based on
human history, no matter how glorious that human history may have been.657
The importance of human history to Eddy was to focus only on that history which illustrates
spiritual truths. As such, Eddy viewed her life through that prism. While some critics have
accused her at times of outright lying in her recollections for the sake of personal promotion, I do
not see that as accurate. See, for example, how Eddy viewed her early life of ill health,
widowhood and the death of other loved ones, and periods of extreme poverty, in Science and
Health:
God had been graciously preparing me during many years for the reception of this final
658
revelation of the absolute divine Principle of scientific mental healing.

When seen through the prism of the steps necessary to lead her to a divine mission, the extreme
problems of the past became those necessary steps that led her to look away from material
solutions to seek a spiritual truth that had been promised in the Bible. Thus in later years Eddy
tended to remember events in a way that promoted her mission. Also in the last few years of her
life, when she was approaching ninety years of age, her recollections became especially
impressionistic and less reliable.659 This can be seen, for example, in the 800+ page reminiscence
of Irving C. Tomlinson in MBEL. He worked extensively with Eddy in 1901 and 1902 to record
her life story, and then he was in her household from about 1908-1910. The recollections he
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recorded of the 1901-1902 era tend to track much better with corresponding historical source
material than from the years 1908 and later.
For the above reasons, this study will attempt to rely on original source material as much as
possible and only secondarily on reminiscences by Eddy and others who were looking back
several decades (especially unnamed sources).
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CHAPTER ONE: APPENDIX A
The Varied Accounts of Eddy Sending One Through the
Snow to Retrieve Her Husband, Daniel Patterson.
In Milmine notes at MBEL are her actual notes based on interviews with a few locals in
Rumney, N.H. Evidently the original source for the account was Wayland Herbert, the son of the
owners, Mr. And Mrs. John Herbert, of the boarding house in Rumney Station, where the
Pattersons lived for a short time. According to the younger Herbert, Eddy back in her Rumney
days “Said she was dying one night, had a man drive to Tilton in deeply drifted roads to her
husband. When they returned she was sitting by the stove with a dipper of milk close by. She
threw the milk on his [Dr. Patterson’s] clothes.”660
Despite the “dubious” sources, to use Cather’s term, the writing of the McClure’s articles is
written in a fairly definitive manner, without much hedging. Thus, it is instructive to see how
Milmine in her 1904 manuscript covered the above very specific story compared to the way it
was covered in the serial and then later in the 1909 book. Milmine in her manuscript recounted
Eddy’s few years in Rumney, New Hampshire, in the early 1860s, and how the locals did not
care for her and remembered an event where her husband, Daniel Patterson, was sent for and
returned in the dead of winter, with snow blocking passage, because it was feared his wife was
dying:
The recollections of the Rumneyites cover a variety of incidents showing Mrs.
Patterson’s hysterical nature. Once when the doctor was away in Tilton, Mrs. Patterson
fell into a depression. She could not live until morning, she said, and must have her
husband brought. A neighbor was sent for, and although it was in the depth of a New
Hampshire winter and the roads drifted and almost impassable, the neighbor harnessed a
team and started for Tilton. He traveled all night and was obliged to change horses at a
village on the way, his own having become exhausted.
Early next morning the neighbor and Dr. Patterson reached Rumney only to find Mrs.
Patterson sitting in her chair, cheerful and quite well. Similar occurrences were frequent.
It is also said that Mrs. Patterson burned her husband’s shoes and mutilated his clothing
when in the mood.
The Pattersons next moved from Rumney Station to Rumney Village, a mile distant, . . .
Mrs. Eddy’s former neighbors and acquaintances in Rumney make no attempt to explain
or excuse her conduct, while, as Mrs. Patterson, she lived among them. They remember
her only for her peculiarities, which were attributed to an unbridled temper and
dominating spirit. The writer sought in vain for an expression of approval or
commendation of Mrs. Patterson, suggesting that she must have performed some acts of
good will or kindness during the years of her residence there. No one could recall one.
The villagers were relieved when she left town, and later they were incredulous and
661
amazed at her fame as the founder of Christian Science.”
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This account has several points of reference: Milmine had apparently, according to the account,
interviewed many residents of Rumney Station, New Hampshire (making this account in the
early 1860s when the Pattersons lived there). Dr. Patterson was away in Tilton. A neighbor was
sent for, who traveled all night through the snow to fetch Patterson. He even had to change
horses on the way. No reference is made to Patterson’s response to the request to come, but he
came right away, and they arrived the next morning. The account added that this was not a
singular event but rather was a “frequent” occurrence. Also note the extreme allegation that Eddy
“burned her husband’s shoes and mutilated his clothing when in the mood.” Neither of these last
two points made it into the McClure’s serial or the book version in 1909. It is important to point
out that this particularly extravagant and implausible allegation of Eddy mutilating clothing came
from the same sources cited by Milmine and others on the McClure’s team—the same old timers
who claimed to remember back half a century about her “unbridled temper and dominating
spirit.”
The McClure’s serial had a somewhat different version:
Old inhabitants of Rumney and North Groton still remember the long ride which a
neighbor made for Mrs. Patterson one stormy night. They were then living at North
Groton, and the Doctor was away from home, attending to his practice in Franklin. One
Sunday in March, Mrs. Patterson fell into a state of deep depression which ended in
hysterics. She sent for a neighbor and, declaring that she would certainly die before
morning, implored him to go for her husband. Franklin was thirty miles distant, and the
roads, at that season of the year, were well nigh impassable. The good man, however,
moved by the entreaties of the dying wife, harnessed his horses and set out for Franklin.
He drove late into the night, only stopping to change horses at Bristol, his own having
become exhausted. When he returned next day, bringing Dr. Patterson with him, he found
Mrs. Patterson sitting in her chair, serene and cheerful, having apparently forgotten her
indisposition of the night before.
Many years afterward, upon the occasion of the dedication of the Christian Science
church in Concord, Hew Hampshire, July 16, 1904, a North Groton correspondent, under
the head “Time Makes Changes,” wrote in the Plymouth Record:
With the announcement of the dedication of the Christian Science Church at
Concord, the gift of Mary Baker Glover Patterson Eddy, the thoughts of
many of the older residents have turned back to the time when Mrs. Eddy, as
the wife of Daniel Patterson, lived in this place. These people remember the
woman at that time as one who carried herself above her fellows. With no
stretch of the imagination they remember her ungovernable temper and
hysterical ways, and particularly well do they remember the night ride of one
of the citizens who went for her husband to calm her in one of her
unreasonable moods. The Mrs. Eddy of to-day is not the Mrs. Patterson of
then, for this is a sort of Mr. Hyde and Dr. Jekyll case, and the woman is now
662
credited with many charitable and kindly acts.

In this version, it is now both North Groton and Rumney inhabitants that remember it, and the
Pattersons were living in North Groton and Dr. Patterson was away in Franklin. This second
version is very likely influenced by the 1904 excerpt cited from the Plymouth Record. As Gill
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pointed out, the unnamed source did not seem to be neutral, using the signature slight by
Peabody and others that Eddy was “Mary Baker Glover Patterson Eddy” (which emphasized the
allegedly scandalous nature of her having had three husbands) and the petty knock on her that
“she carried herself above her fellows.” This excerpt from the Plymouth Record, an obscure
newspaper reference that no researcher could have been expected to find on his or her own, is
widely quoted, but the fact that McClure’s found it suggests that the unnamed source for the
article (Wayland Herbert?) alerted Milmine or others to it.
The Milmine book had an account comparable to the serial, but added this extra detail: “Arriving
at Franklin the next morning he made haste to inform Dr. Patterson of his wife's dying condition.
To his astonishment the dentist looked up and remarked, "I think she will live until I finish this
job at least," and went on with his work.” The book version also added, regarding the call of
immediate help, “To her own family this situation would not have seemed the desperate affair it
was to Mrs. Patterson's neighbour.” Also in the book the Rumney inhabitants were dismissed,
making this from only old timers in North Groton.
Old inhabitants of North Groton still remember the long drive which a neighbour made
for Mrs. Patterson one stormy winter night. While the doctor was away in Franklin,
attending to his practice, Mrs. Patterson fell into a state of depression which ended in
hysterics. A neighbour was sent for, and Mrs. Patterson declared she was dying, and that
her husband must be brought home at once. To her own family this situation would not
have seemed the desperate affair it was to Mrs. Patterson's neighbour. Moved by the
entreaties of the dying wife, he set out at night on the thirty-mile drive to Franklin, over
roads that were almost impassable from heavy snowdrifts. His horses became exhausted
and he stopped at Bristol only long enough to change them for a fresh pair. Arriving at
Franklin the next morning he made haste to inform Dr. Patterson of his wife's dying
condition. To his astonishment the dentist looked up and remarked, “I think she will live
until I finish this job at least," and went on with his work. When they reached North
Groton late that day, they found Mrs. Patterson sitting in her chair, serene and cheerful,
663
having apparently forgotten her indisposition of the night before.

While North Groton is near Rumney, they are not the same town and the “old inhabitants” were
in general not the same.
At this late date, the historicity of the account is unknown. It is quite possible that Eddy was ill,
became distraught, desperately sent for her husband, and heroic efforts were made to get Dr.
Patterson there, and by the time he arrived she was recovered. The three versions above are
compared in order to illustrate how the accounts changed in each version. While the differences
were not great, it is clear that when unnamed sources were being used and no affidavits or other
exact written statements were published, it was much easier to change the account without the
reader knowing of the change.
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CHAPTER ONE: APPENDIX B
Eddy and the Absolute and Relative in Christian Science
Within Christian Science theology there is a dichotomy between what is called absolute Truth
and the relative apparent human condition. Eddy wrote, for example, of how Jesus healed by
knowing the absolute truth of a condition: “Jesus beheld in Science the perfect man, who
appeared to him where sinning mortal man appears to mortals.”664 While attempting to realize
absolute Truth is the basis of healing in Christian Science, from the beginning there were
common restraints on attempting to “demonstrate”—Christian Science terminology for achieving
a healing through Christian Science—more than one was ready for.665 Thus, in Christian Science
literature we see a combination of bold, absolute statements of the relationship of God and man,
along with relative statements designed to support the Scientist in his or her spiritual efforts.
In S&H, Eddy wrote:
Emerge gently from matter into Spirit. Think not to thwart the spiritual ultimate of all
things, but come naturally into Spirit through better health and morals and as a result of
666
spiritual growth.

She first used the phrase “emerge gently” in the 16th edition of S&H in 1886.667
Clearly referring to this term, but not implying that it meant slow progress or that it was only for
newcomers to her Science, Eddy told Calvin Frye on November 26, 1895:
Mrs. Eddy told me today that “We can emerge gently into Spirit. There is no pain, no
anguish of mind or body in the changes that remove thought from matter to Spirit, and
668
establish our consciousness in good, in Truth, in Love, in Life everlasting.

Juxtaposed against this admonition on not trying to achieve too much before one was ready (and
again the context of Eddy’s statement did not appear to apply this statement only to newcomers)
is this well-known statement by Eddy on what it takes to heal in Christian Science (emphasis
added):
It is not wise to take a halting and half-way position or to expect to work equally with
Spirit and matter, Truth and error. There is but one way—namely, God and His idea—
which leads to spiritual being. The scientific government of the body must be attained
through the divine Mind. It is impossible to gain control over the body in any other way.
On this fundamental point, timid conservatism is absolutely inadmissible. Only
669
through radical reliance on Truth can scientific healing power to be realized.

The next year, 1887, Eddy explained the much greater need to tackle sin rather than to cure
bodily ills:
HEALING physical sickness is the smallest part of Christian Science. It is only the
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bugle-call to thought and action, in the higher range of infinitity. The emphatic
purpose of Christian Science is the healing of sin; and this task is a million times
harder than the cure of disease; because, while mortals love to sin, they do not
love to be sick.670
The following year Eddy wrote in her book Unity of Good and Unreality of Evil (later shortened
to Unity of Good) of the need to avoid presenting the Christian Science view of sin in a fashion
that would inflame opposition—but her words could also be taken to caution her followers
against striving for too much progress too soon:
The Gospel declares (JOHN xvii. 3) that Life Eternal consists in the knowledge of the only
true GOD, and of JESUS CHRIST whom He has sent. Surely from such an understanding of
Science, such knowing, the vision of sin is wholly excluded.
Neverless, at the present crude hour, no wise man or woman will rudely or prematurely
agitate a theme involving the All of Infinity.
Rather will they rejoice in the small understanding they have already gained of the
wholeness of Diety, and work gradually and gently up toward the perfect thought divine.
This meekness will increase their apprehension of God, because their mental struggles
and pride of opinion will proportionately diminish.
Everyone should be encouraged not to accept any personal opinion on so great a matter,
but to seek the divinity of this question of Truth, by following upward individual
convictions, undisturbed by the frightening sense of any need of attempting to solve
every Life-problem in a day.
Let us respect the rights of conscience and the liberty of the Sons of God, so letting our
“moderation be known to all men.” Let no emnity, no untempered controversy, spring up
between Christian Science students, and Christians who wholly or partly differ from them
as to the nature or sin, and the marvellous unity of man with God, shadowed forth in
Scientific thought. Rather let the stately goings of this wonderful part of Truth be left to
the supernal guidance.671

The two comments of “emerge gently” and “radical reliance” are not necessarily mutually
exclusive. Eddy clearly believed that one cannot mix Christian Science healing and material
healing. Since the basis of healing in Christian Science is “knowing the truth” as Jesus did when
he beheld the perfect man, not the seeming material man with material problems, in Christian
Science it does not work to try to “help” spiritual healing along by taking drugs or seeking other
medical treatment at the same time. Thus, while on the one hand Christian Scientists are warned
not to attempt too much before they have the spiritual understanding to do so, there is also the
statement that taking a “halting and half-way position” is not wise. What does this mean in
practice? How did Eddy see it? At a meeting of her Christian Scientist Assocation in 1889, Eddy
stated according to William B. Johnson’s account in The Christian Science Journal of May,
1889:
Our Teacher was present, and spoke at some length on two points, of which her students
have need to be watchful. She said error will urge two extremes; the first, to act too far in
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advance of our understanding, and to strike a blow too soon, and bring on a crisis that we
are not fully prepared to meet and master.
We must not mistake self-sufficiency, pride in the letter of Christian Science, and our
finite conception of the fitness of things for spiritual intuitions. The other extreme is
apathy, inactivity, whereby many who are really good, and might do much for the cause,
do little or nothing through a seemingly paralyzed condition of mind, from a false sense
672
of fear. Such individuals must use what they already have, to obtain more.

Stephen Gottschalk wrote of this dichotomy of what Christian Science affirmed for Christian
Scientists in the absolute compared to the compromises that Eddy and others made as a kind of
“suffer it to be so now” declaration:
Mrs. Eddy’s insistence upon “radical reliance on Truth,” however, was somewhat
tempered by compromise. It was noted in an earlier chapter that she sanctioned the use of
hypodermic injections for the relief of Christian Scientists from extreme pain, so that they
673
might later handle their own case mentally.
Also Christian Scientists generally,
including Mrs. Eddy, availed themselves of the services of dentists and occultists. Indeed,
for a time in the 1880s advertisements for dentists could be found in the Journal
immediately following those of Christian Science practitioners. There could be no
ultimate justification for these concessions; and Christian Scientists were more conscious
in this early period than at present that the uses of glasses and the resort to dentists were
unfortunate, but practically necessary, compromises. They especially rejoiced, therefore,
when they were able to testify that through the practice of Christian Science poor
674
eyesight or dental troubles had been overcome.

Gottschalk pointed out that while Christian Scientists often make use of dentists and wear glasses
as concessions, there is no “ultimate justification” for these acts if on the other hand the position
is taken that care for other parts of the body must necessarily be completely handled in Christian
Science. Thus it is that one sees with some Christian Scientists the belief that it is admissible to
see a dentist for a toothache if it is not healed in Christian Science but for some other part of the
body it is not admissible to see a medical professional. A look at Eddy’s history suggests that her
view of the distinction between the “absolute” and “relative” is not that clear cut. Late in her life,
for example, Eddy made donations to organizations that might be surprising to some of her
followers, such as this donation in 1909 as described in the New York Times:
Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy has sent to the New York Museum of Safety and Sanitation her
check for $5,000. With the donation came a letter saying that she did this in appreciation
of the philanthropic efforts of the museum in the introduction of safety devices to
675
minimize the accidents due to railway travel and the use of machinery.

Eddy’s did not object to taking practical human measures to avoid potential harm. One example
is this letter, in the author’s collection, from her worker, Adolph Stevenson, at her Chestnut Hill
home. His job entailed physical work on the grounds, including climbing and pruning trees. He
wrote this note to her on May 27, 1908:
Dear Leader since you have spoken to me about climbing up those trees while not
fearing at all maybe that would be just what Error would want so as to deprive you of
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my service so in the future i [I] wont take any chance so as to give error a channel at
all. . . .

On the back of the letter Mrs. Eddy added the following note:
You are right Keep out of danger. . . .
Fraser, in a section in her book called “Radical Reliance and Mrs. Eddy’s Teeth,” attempted to
outline this dichotomy with some Christian Scientists of utilizing the services of dentists on the
one hand but refusing to see medical doctors on the other. Eddy, she said, ‘had established a
strict rule in Science and Health, known to Scientists forever as the rule of ‘radical reliance.’”
Fraser then accused Eddy of being hypocritical:
But as quickly as Eddy made her rules, she broke them. And when her conduct—her
breaking of the rules—became public, she was forced to devise exceptions to them that
are as every bit as bewildering as the rules themselves. One of the extraordinary
exceptions was contrived after it was revealed in a Boston newspaper in 1900 that Mrs.
Eddy had been to the dentist and had had some of her teeth pulled.
Scientists had had no specific instructions from their Leader with regard to dental
hygiene until Eddy’s own dental problems came to light.

Actually the dental “exception” or concession was widely known and understood by Christian
Scientists at that time, whether or not they knew of Eddy’s personal situation. One of the wellknown Christian Scientists and Eddy students in Boston in the mid-1880s was Dr. Edward N.
Harris, a practicing dentist. He stated in a paper delivered to the American Academy of Dental
Science (and published in the Church periodical):
During the past three years, I have devoted considerable time to the investigation of this
Science. And it may be truly designated a Science, for it is founded on a principle that
can be demonstrated and proven.
My efforts thus far have been rewarded with a sufficient degree of success to enable me
to state, that I fully believe the time will yet arrive when the intelligent application of
Metaphysical treatments to our patients, by honorable practitioners, educated in this
Science, will prove to be of great practical service and benefit, and perhaps more so than
676
any other anodyne or anæsthetic which has ever been used or discovered.

That he was still a practicing dentist is seen in this testimonial of the dental service of Harris in a
case where a Christian Scientist brought a relative to him: “She requested him to take care of the
tooth in question, but let its roots alone. While he was preparing to extract it, as she supposed, he
called her attention to the ulcerated roots as they lay on the slab before her. She could scarcely
believe it, at first. The fear was gone, so that the rest of the process appeared as nothing. Such
operations had been accompanied so many times with great pain, that when her husband saw her
come home as bright and cheerful as ever, ready to eat her supper and not to feed on pap, he
danced with delight, that there had dawned upon the age such a blessed ministry of Truth, as
Christian Science.”677 Many other examples of Christian Scientists utilizing the services of
dentists appeared in the Church periodicals during these years.
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Fraser continued:
The Boston Herald of December 2, 1900, reported that, at a meeting of the Episcopal
678
Congress in Boston, a lecturer criticized Eddy for claiming to be able to cure diseases
of the bone while she herself was known to have visited a dentist and have had teeth
extracted. Her reply was also published in the Herald:
[“]If I employ a dental surgeon, and he believes that the extraction of a tooth is made
easier by some application or means which he employs, and I object to the employment
of this means, he thinks I must suffer because his method is interfered with. Therefore,
his mental force weighs against a painless operation, whereas it should be put into the
679
same scale as mine, thus producing a painless operation as a logical result.[”]
While this explanation did not, perhaps, clarify matters, it was followed by notices placed
by Eddy in the Christian Science Sentinel and Journal suggesting to Scientists that they
680
might, if they wished, go to dentists.

Fraser in her footnote to this last comment referred the reader to articles in the Christian Science
Sentinel of December 6, 1900, and The Christian Science Journal of January, 1901, which
discussed the Episcopal Congress. Neither issue, in fact, suggested that a new rule had been
established that allowed Christian Scientists henceforth to see dentists if they wished. Each issue
included a response by Eddy to allegations made about her at the Episcopal Congress, and that
response included this statement:
Those familiar with my writings know that long ago I instructed Christian Scientists not
to interfere with methods of surgery, but if they should call a surgeon, to submit to his
methods without discussion. Those who are unfamiliar with them, or misconstrue them,
should hesitate to criticise without personal knowledge. The following is extracted from
the Christian Science text-book, page 400, and has been published in said book since its
first issue in 1875: “Until the advancing age admits the efficacy and supremacy of Mind,
it is better to leave surgery and the adjustment of broken bones and dislocations to the
fingers of a surgeon, while you confine yourself chiefly to mental reconstruction, and the
prevention of inflammation.”
I have always instructed students in Christian Science to be wise and discreet,
conforming, where conscience is not offended, to the usages of men. The practice of
surgery is not introduced into Christian Science, whose rules and methods are based upon
the examples of Jesus and his followers. Bishop Berkeley and I agree that all is Mind.
Then, consistently with this premise, the conclusion is, that if I employ a dental surgeon,
and he believes that the extraction of a tooth is made easier by some application or means
which he employs, and I object to the employment of this means, I have turned the
dentist's mental protest against myself; he thinks I must suffer because his method is
interfered with. Therefore, his mental force weighs against a painless operation, whereas
it should be put into the same scale as mine, thus producing a painless operation as a
logical result. . . .
Christian Science teaches: Owe no man; be temperate; abstain from alcohol and tobacco;
be honest, just, and pure; cast out evil and heal the sick; in fine, Do unto others as ye
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would have others do to you. Has one Christian Scientist yet reached the maximum of
these teachings? And if not, wherefore point the people to the lives of Christian Scientists
and decry the book which has moulded their lives? Simply because the treasures of this
text-book are not yet uncovered to the gaze of many men, the beauty of holiness is not yet
won.

Eddy above quoted later language from S&H. The language referred to in the 1875 issue actually
reads as follows:
For a broken bone, or dislocated joint, 'tis better to call a surgeon, until mankind are
farther advanced in the treatment of mental science. To attend to the mechanical part, a
surgeon is needed to-day, but let the scientist see that inflammation, or long confinement,
do not ensue. The time cometh when science will be our only surgeon, but, “suffering
these things to be so now,” let a bone be set, after the manner of men, then let science
facilitate the knitting process, and re-construct the body without pain or inflammation as
much as possible in these days of ignorance.
The time approaches when mind alone will adjust joints, and broken bones, (if such
things were possible then), but in the present infancy of this Truth so new to the world,
681
let us act consistent with its small foothold on the mind.

Eddy in her response also made the following statement, indicating the extent to which she had
become a target as a controversial public figure with a great many clerical and medical enemies:
I have a copy of a letter which Dr. Fletcher [her dentist] received in which the writer
proposed a bribe of $200 if the doctor would authorize a story about Mrs. Eddy
concerning the remarkable episode(!) such as the correspondent might dictate. But Dr.
Fletcher said practically, ‘Get thee behind me, Satan’ The doctor is a man of repute—a
native of my native State—a man that cannot be bought or sold.

In her response, Eddy also reprinted this signed statement from her dentist on the actual
procedure of having one of her teeth pulled:
The story told by the Rev. Dr. Whitaker and others, to the effect that Mrs. Mary Baker G.
Eddy called at my office in Concord, N. H., in great pain, and had a carious tooth
extracted, requesting me to use a local anæsthetic before extracting the tooth, is incorrect.
Mrs. Eddy did call at my office and had a troublesome tooth extracted. But it was not a
carious tooth, neither was she in pain at the time. She did request me to extract the tooth,
allowing me to use my own painless method for extracting teeth, which I had
recommended.
I shall take no further notice of inquiries on this subject.
682

(Signed) John M. Fletcher. Concord, N. H., November 22, 1900.

Compared to the several references to dental work concessions being performed on Christian
Scientists in the early Church periodicals, the phrase “radical reliance” only appeared in one
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issue of the Church periodicals from their start in 1883 up through Eddy’s response to the
Episcopal Congress.683
Unlike the above-cited references from the 1875 first edition of Science and Health regarding
concessions to surgery, the first appearance of the phrase “radical reliance” was not until the 36th
edition of that book in 1888. On p. 19 it read: “Radical reliance on the spiritual can alone
accomplish the healing art.” In the 50th edition in 1891 it was altered to read: “Only through
radical reliance on spirituality can healing power be realized.” In 1902 in the 257th edition, it was
changed to “Only through radical reliance on Truth can scientific healing power be realized,”
which is how it reads in the final edition.684
Eddy’s limited concessions to matter (for herself or for Christian Scientists in general) were, as
mentioned above, often explained by the biblical injunction, “Suffer it to be so now. . . .” One of
the earliest concessions was in this area of surgery, as we saw above. She made this statement in
1885:
I have not yet made Surgery one of the mental branches taught in my College. My
students treat sprains, contusions, etc., successfully. A sprain of the wrist-joint, where the
regular doctor had put on splints and bandaged it to remain six weeks, my student
removed these appliances the same day, and cured it in less than one week. Reference,
685
Mrs. M. A. Flagg, 107 Eutaw Street, E. Boston.

In S&H (final edition), she wrote, as we saw above:
Until the advancing age admits the efficacy and supremacy of Mind, it is better for
Christian Scientists to leave surgery and the adjustment of broken bones and
dislocations to the fingers of a surgeon, while the mental healer confines himself
chiefly to mental reconstruction and to the prevention of inflammation. Christian
Science is always the most skilful surgeon, but surgery is the branch of its healing
which will be last acknowledged. However, it is but just to say that the author has
already in her possession well-authenticated records of the cure, by herself and her
students through mental surgery alone, of broken bones, dislocated joints, and spinal
686
vertebrae.

In 1905 Eddy added this to S&H:
If from an injury or from any cause, a Christian Scientist were seized with pain so violent
that he could not treat himself mentally, — and the Scientists had failed to relieve
him, - the sufferer could call a surgeon, who would give him a hypodermic injection,
then, when the belief of pain was lulled, he could handle his own case mentally. Thus
687
it is that we “prove all things; [and] hold fast that which is good.”

Back in 1884, a questioner in the Journal of Christian Science asked: “Would a true scientist
send for an M.D. under any circumstances whatever?” This was presumably answered by Eddy
herself (or was at least authorized by her):
Never except for cases of obstetrics and surgery; only the mechanical operations
necessary would be asked of a physician then; restoration to health would be
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688

accomplished metaphysically.

Reflecting this thought a Christian Scientist wrote in the Journal the same year:
That it is not at present believed to any practical extent that in those cases demanding the
services of a skilful surgeon a metaphysician would be equally or more competent to
carry them safely through, does not hinder the possibility that in such cases, even at the
present stage of advancement in the science of mental healing, a practicing scientist
689
would be all-sufficient for the emergency.

Georgine Milmine was able to locate the notes of the judge in Eddy’s lawsuit against a former
pupil, Charles Stanley, in 1879. Judge Choate made notes of the testimony and wrote this of
what Eddy testified to at this relatively early date:
I can argue to myself that striking my hand upon the table will not produce pain—I don't
think I could produce the effect that this knife would not produce a wound, but that I
could argue myself out of the pain. I have not claimed to have gone as far as that. I have
said that belongs to future time. I can alleviate—I cannot prevent a broken bone. I would
send for a surgeon and set the bone-and after that I would alleviate the pain and
inflammation. Can't do more in my present development—I have seen the dead in
690
understanding raised.

These apparent concessions to surgery even led one person to ask her why she approved of
surgery. She responded,
Why do I approve of surgery? I did not know that I did, except as a choice of evils. If my
students cannot through the power of Mind put into juxtaposition a broken bone, then
691
they must do the next best thing.

This concession of allowing certain medical means for surgery and obstetrics was even
institutionalized as early as 1883692 and to some extent as late as with the by-laws of an early
Church missionary outreach program called the Christian Science Dispensary. In the by-laws, as
published in The Christian Science Journal of September, 1889, the following was included:
Except in cases of obstetrics and surgery, no method of healing disease except that in
accordance with the platform of Christian Science, will be permitted under the auspices
of this Organization.

Thus we see Eddy leaving surgery in some cases to physicians, and the Christian Scientists
would pray to have no side effects.
The year before, Eddy answered this question in The Christian Science Journal: “If Scientists are
called upon to care for a member of the family, or a friend in sickness, who is employing a
regular physician, would it be right to treat this patient at all; and ought the patient to follow the
doctor’s directions?”
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When patients are under material medical treatment, it is advisable in most cases that
Scientists do not treat them, or interfere with materia medica. If the patient is in peril, and
you save him or alleviate his sufferings, although the medical attendant and friends have
no faith in your method, it is humane, and not unchristian, to do him all the good you can;
but your good will generally “be evil spoken of.” The hazard of casting “pearls before
swine” caused our Master to refuse to help to some who sought his aid; and he left this
693
precaution for others.

This is an interesting response. The question is ultimately about whether it is possible or
allowable to mix Christian Science and medicine. Eddy advised against doing that “in most
cases,” including not to “interfere with materia medica,” however Eddy seemed more concerned
about how the medical profession would not support the Scientist’s healing efforts. Eddy cited
the admonition of Jesus not to cast pearls before swine, noting how in the Gospel record he did
not attempt to heal in places where the people did not believe in him. Nonetheless it is clear that
Eddy did not believe in attempting to mix Christian Science treatment and medical care unless
the person was “in peril.”
About 1901 (and perhaps influenced by her response to the Episcopal Congress) Eddy wrote a
manuscript that was later inaccurately titled Repaid Pages. This manuscript was not published in
her lifetime, but it was privately printed in 1934 by Gilbert Carpenter, Jr. It was later included in
the MBEL compendium.694 In the manuscript Eddy not only explained her reasoning on using
the pain medication in the dental procedure but also went into some detail on how Christian
Scientists should act in equivocal situations where they rely on material means as a concession:
I have not yet reached the ultimate practical proof of absolute Christian Science, the “full
corn in the ear”, and may never reach it while remaining visible to the personal senses.
But I have written it and my works teach it. God has enabled me—unworthy as I am of
such divine Love—to discover and make known on earth the Divine Science of the divine
Principle that heals the sick and saves the sinner through Christ, Truth, Life and Love. . . .
If our great Master in the beginning of his career used material means for illustration,
turning the water into wine and anointing the eyes of the blind with his spittle and clay—
as he rose in his God-given mission above matter—his demonstration was purely mental.
Lazarus came forth as the mandate of Mind open the grave and restored the so-called
dead to his living sisters and childhood’s home.

Irving Tomlinson, who was involved in these early manuscripts, was not able to account for this
break in thought below in it. It appears to reference Eddy’s dental work from Dr. Fletcher.
Carpenter in his version started the paragraph: “In dental surgery, if . . .”
If the thought of the operator was turned from faith in his process and he held the belief
that I would suffer without his prescription and dwelt upon the contemplation of this
suffering, I should feel the antagonism of his mind toward my spiritual attitude, and it
would affect me than if he worked materially and left me alone to my own spiritual
attitude of sensation and scientific existence. In other words, his ether would hinder my
scientific attitude less than his mind would if fixed on my suffering without his ether.
Hence Jesus said, “Suffer these things to be so now, for thus it becometh you to fulfil all
righteousness,” and so he was baptised of John. I pray and watch that His way shall be
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my way in Christian Science. Therefore I have taken the preliminary steps that means
which mean “suffer this to be so now for thus it becometh me to follow in his footsteps”,
in so far as God enables me to do this. And these preliminary steps are not departures
from science, they are the effects of what he enjoined upon his disciples, “Be ye therefore
wise as serpents and harmless as doves.”. . .
Truth is the absolute, intermediate and ultimate of all things. To attempt the absolute
demonstration of Truth in its intermediate stage is to delay its ultimatum in the minds of
men. Hence the impracticability of undertaking to prove the entire power of the Infinite
to finite thought, and before your own thought has grasped all that is practical and
demonstrated what you know is true of the Divine Principle which governs.
In metaphysics we learn that the majority of mortal opinions outweigh the minority,
therefore a wise, honest, and skillful metaphysician casts not pearls before those that
trample on them.

Here Eddy discusses the issue of a Christian Scientist submitting to a surgical procedure:
In the case of the amputation of a limb or even a surgical operation of less severity, the
follower of Christian Science according to Christ, calculates on going to war with ten
thousand against twenty thousand. Ninety-nine thousand mortals believe that human
beings without the use of anesthetics suffer intensely from surgical operations. Also they
believe as certainly that the use of chloroform or ether can prevent this suffering. Here is
an instance where surgery is sought for the amputation of a limb. Suppose the patient is a
Christian Scientist. He knows that a vast majority of mortals believe and the surgeon
himself believes that this operation will give his patient severe suffering unless ether is
administered. This illustrates that saying of our great exemplar, “War not with ten
695
thousand against twenty thousand.”
All surgery at this date remains in the hands of the regular surgeons. The Scientist then
counts the cost. He see that if by reason of being deprived of his usual method, his fear
should cause him to make a sad blunder, the fault would be charged to the Scientist and
to Christian Science. Hence he concludes according to the words and example of our
master, ‘Suffer it to be so now, for thus it becometh (his humble follower) to fulful all
righteousness—and takes the ether. But the day is not far distant when this part of healing
will be found more practical and safe through means of Mind than matter. Today even it
is in some severe instances proved thus. . . .
Rather than quarrel over being vaccinated, I recommend that, if the law demand an
individual to submit to this process, he obey the law; and then appeal to the gospel to
save him from any bad results.
Whatever change belongs to this century, or any epoch, we may safely submit to the
providence of God, to common justice, individual rights and governmental usages.

While not directly an issue connected to Eddy, she mentioned the issue of vaccination, which
became a national question for Christian Scientists, especially in areas where it was mandated by
law. Two examples of this are worth noting. Ira Knapp, Eddy’s student and long-time member of
the Christian Science Board of Directors, wrote this to a local school on January 15, 1894, on
behalf of this son, Bliss:
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To whom it may concern.
This is to certify that I am opposed to the theory and practice of “vaccination.” Believing
it to be against the true and enlightened understanding of morality, Christianity, and
Science, I do hereby object to this practice on the person of my son Bliss Knapp, and
respectfully request that you will not enforce this unconstitutional statute requirement,
which is more apt to give license to ignorance and cruelty than to benefit the human race.
Respectfully,
Ira O. Knapp
Boston Jan 15 - 1894
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Early in 1900, Eddy’s son George, wrote to her saying that he was defying the law by not having
his children vaccinated:
You may have noticed from some of your exchanges that I am having a law suit with the
Board of Education of this city who turned the children out of school because I would not
allow them to be vaccinated. The order of the Board being that all children must be
vaccinated or show certificates of successful vaccination[.] The fight was made over
Georgie in a test case. My lawyers Judge Bennett & James P. Wilson were successful
yesterday in defeating the Board in the Circuit Court & the Judge made an order directing
the Board to permit the boy to go to school. I am informed the Board intends to
commence again, and next week when the children are sent to school expect they will be
turned out. If they succeed in making the second attempt stick in this court I will have to
carry the case to the Supreme court, and my lawyers advice is that it can be won in that
court as the law now stands. In the meantime I suppose I will have to keep Andrew at
home. Of course he is young and a year will not make much difference although I dislike
very much to have him out of school. There is one thing certain I will not submit to
697
having the boys vaccinated.

Eddy responded to her son:
I am sorry that you have entered suit on the question of vaccinating your child or children
although I have no doubt but that you will beat them at law as you always have done and
for which I am quite satisfied to crow.
But if it was my child I should let them vaccinate him and then with Christian Science I
would prevent its harming the health of my child. Mr. Ryan is not far from you and I am
698
ready to say he could make it safe for your child.

About this same time, Eddy wrote a letter to the Boston Herald, February 17, 1901, which was
reprinted and titled “Obey the Law” in The Christian Science Journal, March, 1901. This also
applied to the public health issue at the time that feared that Christian Scientists would not report
contagious disease to the authorities, thereby endangering the public:
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On the subject of reporting contagion I have this to say: I have always believed that
Christian Scientists should be law abiding; and actuated by this conviction, I authorized
the following statement, which appeared in The Boston Herald about one year ago:—
“Rather than quarrel over vaccination, I recommend that if the law demand an individual
to submit to this process, he obey the law; and then appeal to the gospel to save him from
any bad results. Whatever changes belong to this century, or any epoch, we may safely
submit to the providence of God, to common justice, individual rights and governmental
usages.”
This statement should be so interpreted as to apply, on the basis of Christian Science, to
the reporting of contagion to the proper authorities when the law so requires. When Jesus
was questioned about obeying the human law, he declared: “Render unto Cæsar the
things that are Cæsar's,” even while you “render unto God the things that are God's.”699

There is certainly no record that Eddy ever believed in vaccination or recommended it,700 but she
did not take as hard a stance against vaccination laws as her son and others did. A few months
later, Eddy gave an interview for the New York Herald in which these issues came up again:
“Then as to the laws—the health laws of the states on the question of infectious and
contagious diseases. How does Christian Science stand as to them?”
“I say render unto Cæsar the things which are Cæsar's. We cannot force perfection on the
world. Were vaccination of any avail I should tremble for mankind, but knowing it is not
and that the fear of catching smallpox is more dangerous than any material infection, I
say where vaccination is compulsory let your children be vaccinated and see that your
mind is in such a state that by your prayers it will do the children no harm.
So long as Christian Scientists obey the laws I don't suppose their mental reservations
will be thought to matter much. But every thought tells, and Christian Science will
overthrow false knowledge in the end.”
“What is your attitude to science in general? Do you oppose it?”
“Not,” with a smile, “if it is really science.”
“Well, electricity, engineering, the telephone, the steam engine—are these too material
for Christian Science?”
“No, only false science—healing by drugs. I was a sickly child. I was dosed with drugs
until they had no effect on me. The doctors said I would live if the drugs could be made
to act on me. Then homœopathy came like blessed relief to me, but I found that when I
prescribed pellets without any medication they acted just the same and healed the sick.
How could I believe in the science of drugs?”
“But surgery?”
“The work done by the surgeon is the last healing that will be vouchsafed to us or rather
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attained by us as we near a state of spiritual perfection. At present I am conservative
701
about advice on surgical cases.”

She addressed this issue again in an article “Wherefore?” in The Christian Science Journal,
December, 1902:
When, under the protection of State or United States laws, good citizens are arrested for
manslaughter because one out of three of their patients, having the same disease and in
the same family, dies while the others recover, we naturally turn to Divine justice for
support, and wait on God. Christian Scientists should be influenced by their own
judgment in the taking of a case of malignant disease, they should consider well as to
their ability to cope with the case—and not overlook the fact that there are those lying in
wait to catch them in their sayings: neither should they forget that, in their practice,
whether successful or not, they are not specially protected by law. . . .
It is known that the good student, Mr. [John] Lathrop, after he was prosecuted for
practicing Christian Science, finished healing the cases of diphtheria that he had on hand.
Statistics show that this Science cures a larger per cent of malignant diseases than does
materia medica.702

To be known as a healer in what might be called Eddy’s line of work was of course quite
important, but there were limits on what Eddy would allow to be claimed about her. By the
1880s her reputation as a healer was exaggerated by at least one follower who wrote in The
Christian Science Journal (October, 1885):
So wonderful is the healing power of Mrs. Eddy, the discoverer of C.S., that people are
cured of life-long diseases by simply hearing her speak. To read a page of her writings
has cured many a hopeless invalid, and even her printed name in the Journal of Christian
Science lifts people from sick beds. So potent is the power of a mind consecrated wholly
to the salvation of the world!

Eddy responded in the next issue:
FALSE PRAISE.
In our last issue and under caption of “From Private Letter,” some silly bombast about
healing appeared, which had better remained private; if, indeed such extravagant claims
had ever been made by a sane person.
Fustian never graced a fact; and the inflated style of imagination is not adapted to
descriptions of what actually occur.

Compare the above to what Emma Hopkins, then a pupil of Eddy’s, wrote of Eddy in the Journal
of Christian Science:
There is no professional practitioner in the field of mental healing doing so many, so
marvellous, and instantaneous cures, as Mrs. M. B. G. Eddy. And that without being
publicly known at present as a healer. This declaration we make upon evidence sufficient
to forever establish the reputation of any preacher, or teacher, or practising mental
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physician on earth. Not a day passes but that letters from all parts of the country are
received, filled with expressions of gratitude for health recovered by reading her book,
"SCIENCE AND HEALTH." Not a class is graduated from her college but numbers
those who, under the power of her righteous instructing thought, are healed of life-long
ailments. Not a Sabbath's preaching of the Word of Life, but looses the bonds of some
poor sick or crippled prisoners. One which came under our observation after the sermon
703
of Jan. 18 [by Eddy], was that of a man who went into Hawthorne Hall on crutches, but
the power of the Truth as she gave it utterance, set him free from his infirmities, and he
went home without his crutches!
"God blesses still the generous thought And still the fitting word He speeds, And
704
Truth, at his requiring taught, He quickens into deeds."

Among Christian Scientists it was often assumed that Eddy was the master healer, so that
discussions of limitations of the ability for Eddy or other Scientists to make certain
“demonstrations” was not the norm. However, in S&H Eddy had written that her Science had
met the test of healing “where demonstration was humanly possible, . . .”705 Eddy appeared to
have meant where the Scientist (including herself) had the understanding to make the
demonstration; she had no doubt that the Master Healer, Jesus, had such an understanding. One
example of a limitation on Eddy’s end was seen in this letter from her to Emma Lane in 1888,
explaining when she had gone to see Ralph Waldo Emerson late in his life to heal him:
I saw Emerson some months before his demise—went for the purpose of healing him. Let
no one but my husband, Dr. Eddy, who went with me know it. As soon as I got into the
deep recesses of his thoughts—I saw his case was hopeless. I can work only in God’s
graces and by His rules. So when I said in reply to his remark, "I am old and my brains
are wearing out from hard labor" — and then chattered like a babe — replied [“]but you
believe in the powers of God above all other causation do you not.[”] He ans. [“]Yes,[”]
and this followed in substance but it would be profane for me to believe a man does not
706
wear out. I don’t believe God can or wants to prevent this result of old age.

John Dittemore and Annie Bill attempted in the late 1920s to restructure Christian Science more
toward a kind of rapprochement between Christian Scientists and medical doctors, where they
would be working together in some cases. While that was certainly foreign to Eddy’s thought707
and not something that she would have endorsed, as we saw above she did leave the door open
for the Christian Scientist to pray to allay any adverse after effects of receiving surgical care.
(She did not believe in praying for the doctor’s efforts to heal a problem, which was the critical
difference.)
Back in the 1880s and again around the turn of the century, Eddy made abortive efforts to teach
obstetrics at her Metaphysical College. Her first class on obstetrics began on June 6, 1887. The
attempt was to teach the material aspects of childbirth along with how to treat that event
metaphysically. Unlike later times when the Christian Science practitioner might be expected to
pray separately, while an M.D. or midwife performed the physical assistance during the delivery,
in these early years it appears that the Christian Scientist performed both roles.708 Eddy
eventually decided that efforts in training for both were at cross purposes, but her efforts in the
1880s led at least two of her students, William Bertram and John M. C. Murphy, to enroll in a
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three year medical course in order to understand child birth from a material basis. Eddy wrote of
this to her pupil in Providence, Rhode Island, Eugene Greene, on November 5, 1887:
I am glad to be able to inform you that I have seen my dear students Messrs. Bertram &
Murphy and find them purposing to do right. They are not attending a medical school for
purposes of practicing any thing but obstetrics, and I tell all my students that if they wish
to learn the surgical or mechanical part of this practice, they must learn it of the regular
School, for I am not willing to teach it, but I have not objection to their acquiring this
knowledge so as not to be obliged to call any aid but their own at an accouchment. I think
you will be pleased to hear this[.]

The following was added by Eddy’s pupil, Josephine Otterson:
If you want to attend a three years medical course, & enjoy the pleasures of the
709
dissicting[sic] room, Mrs. E. approves. Five are taking the course[.] J.O.

Eddy in The Christian Science Journal of September, 1888, in her article “Truth Versus Error,”
wrote of the desire of some to take medical classes (generally for obstetrics only) and her view
on that:
I never encouraged students of the Massachusetts Metaphysical College to enter medical
schools, and afterwards denied this, and objected to their entering those schools. A
student who consulted me on this subject received my consent, and even the offer of
pecuniary assistance to take lessons outside of my college, provided he received these
lessons of a certain regular school physician, whose instructions included about twelve
lessons, three weeks' time, and the surgical part of midwifery. I have students with the
degree of M.D., who are skilful obstetricians. Such a course would necessitate no
essential materialization of a student's thought, nor detract from the metaphysical mode
of obstetrics taught in my college.
This student had taken the above-named course in obstetrics when he consulted me on the
feasibility of entering a medical school; and this I objected to on the ground that it was
inconsistent with Christian Science, which he claimed to be practising; but I was willing,
and said so, that, notwithstanding my objection, he should do as he deemed best, for I
claim no jurisdiction over any students. He entered the medical school, and several other
students with him. My counsel to all of them was in substance the same as the foregoing,
and some of these students have openly acknowledged this.

It is interesting that Eddy in her mind limited her support to a medical class to three weeks, while
others planned to take medical classes for three years. Eddy wrote her student, John Linscott on
March 24, 1888, about the dual efforts of some to take a three-year course in theology or a threeyear course in medicine:
Others of my students in the West are writing me that their tuition will be paid for them
to take a 3 years course in Theology, asking my advice!!!
Others East are entering without asking my advice Medical Schools for 3 years!!!
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The devil has agreed on three years in which to get space to spoil God’s work.

Earlier in the year, Eddy had written her student, Emma Behan, on her proposed obstetrics class
and seemed to indicate her realization of the “solemn legal” aspects of Christian Scientists acting
in the capacity of a medical doctor or midwife during the birth process:
I regret more for your sake than others the putting off of my class in Obstetrics[.] But
those several years longer out of my classes than you on examination I found not ready
yet[;] this class requires great advancement to be sent out for such solemn legal
711
ventures[.]

Eddy finally had her class on obstetrics three months later, and of that class she wrote her student
Sue Ella Bradshaw:
Keep up good courage and you will find what your teacher has found 21 years namely
that Truth will triumph no matter what the odds against it[;] if only a few will be faithful
the victory will be ours[.] I have just finished my Class in Obstetrics and all the students
will tell you that it is the deepest and most uplifting class they ever entered[.] I think I can
do more for a student in this than in any other class of the entire Course[.]
You ought to have been here. I shall change my price to $200[.] It is the hardest class I
712
have very taught in the u[n]real sense of things[.]

Eddy also wrote of that class to Annie Leavitt ten days later:
I was sorry to have you disappointed[.] This was my first Obstetrics Class and I find it is
the hardest and the best class I ever taught[,] one best suited to the propulsion of the
student[.] I have raised my price on it[;] tis now $200 tuition. . . . I have booked your
713
name for my next class in Obstetrics[.]

Almost immediately the Journal published account of obstetrical cases from the graduates of the
class.714 One of the students from the December, 1887, class was Abigail Dyer Thompson, who
included obstetrical cases in her practice. According to her later account, she interested a local
distinguished Professor of Obstetrics, Dr. Robert Rome, who interviewed her, and who
reportedly worked with her for years on joint cases.715
The issue of obstetrics and Christian Science soon came to the public fore when an Eddy pupil,
Abby Corner,716 was arrested in a case involving her own daughter (Mrs. Lottie A. James), in
which the baby was stillborn and then subsequently her daughter was lost due to hemorrhaging
with no medical doctor present. This was much covered in the local press (even though the
daughter’s husband, who was away on business at the time and not a Christian Scientist, stated to
the press early on that he believed it would be shown that Christian Science had nothing to do
with the case).717 The Boston Daily Globe of April 21, 1888, started the sensational press
coverage regarding “Mrs. Conner”:
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The prayer test has been tried in West Medford, and this time with fatal results, two lives
being sacrificed to a superstition that seems almost criminal. . . .
718

The lady [Mrs. Corner] , who is about 55
years old, is a graduate of a Christian
scientists college on Washington street [i.e., Columbus Avenue], Boston, and with her
husband, a traveling salesman, is a member of the West Medford Methodist church. Mrs.
Conner is a woman of more than average intelligence and of most exemplary piety. . . .
[As the pain during the procedure increased, Corner’s daughter begged for her mother to
send for a physician:] At last [after some delay] Mrs. Conner relented and about 11
o’clock Dr. J. L. Coffin, who lives half a mile away, on High street, was summoned. He
was unable to come at the moment, but sent a prescription to alleviate the woman’s pain.
Before he was ready to go a messenger came, saying his services were not needed, as
Mrs. James was dead.
Mrs. Conner had a friend with her, who is also a so-called Christian scientist. She is
about 60 years old, with a martyr-like expression on her angular features and her wavy[?]
hair combed smooth over her forehead. . . .
[The body was taken for the autopsy:] Dr. J. E. Clark, the town physician was present at
the autopsy. He is satisfied that the mother and child were both in a perfectly normal
condition until within an hour or two of death, and that with the care which could have
been given by any midwife or nurse, the birth would have been natural and free from
danger. . . .
Mrs. James was 28 years old. . . .
Mrs. Conner was in Boston today with her son-in-law when the reporter called at the
house. She is said to attribute her daughter’s melancholy death to an inscrutable decree of
Providence, and to console herself with the thought that ‘He doeth all things well.’ She is
glad at least that drugs did not kill her daughter, and that she was able by prayer, to
diminish to some extent her dying agonies. Holding a diploma from a regularly organized
prayer-cure institution, Mrs. Conner thought herself qualified to sign the certificate of
death. She was disabused of her error.

This news account sent shock waves through the Boston community of Christian Scientist and
became a template for most later news accounts when a patient died where a Christian Scientist
had been involved—if only an M.D. had been present, it was averred, the patient would have
been saved.
Many of the Christian Scientists in the Boston area wished to rush to defend Corner and raise
money for her legal defense; Eddy instead angered some of those followers in Boston by not
providing a strident public defense of her student, nor did she favor raising money for her
defense as an institution (as opposed to possible individual contributions).719
In time, it would be shown how inflammatory the initial accounts were. Dr. Clark’s comment
that the death of both could have been avoided by the simple attendance of a midwife would be
shown false, as in fact, a midwife was in attendance the entire time (although Corner delivered
the child, which was reportedly many minutes before the hemorrhaging began), as was the sister315

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
in-law of Lottie James. James had used a physician or midwife for her previous four children,
and this was no different, although the baby was delivered about eleven days early. Someone
from the Corner side presented their side, which appeared in the July 21, 1888 Globe. In that
version there was no reference to a delay in agreeing to have Dr. Coffin come, and there was no
indication that Corner made any of the statements attributed to her. (This account came after the
Grand Jury had announced it was declining to charge Corner.720) The final version appears to be
that Corner, a midwife, and third assistant were at the slightly premature birth of the child, which
was stillborn. Several minutes after the birth, James began to hemorrhage. She asked for a
physician to be called (it is not clear how quickly that call was made). The physician could not
come immediately so he sent a prescription instead for a painkiller, but very quickly James died.
The Grand Jury’s determination appears to have been that there was insufficient evidence that
Corner or anyone had acted in such a way as to prevent an M.D. from saving the life of the baby
or mother.
After the case was dismissed, this report appeared in The International Magazine of Christian
Science (a rival publication to Eddy’s Journal):
Another case of great smoke and little fire: Mrs. Corner of Medford, Mass., the Christian
Scientist who was held for manslaughter (?) has been released, the Grand Jury finding no
case against her. A friend writes: ‘I have met her and find her a good, kind, motherly
721
woman, intelligent, and a sincere believer in Christian Science.

The early press accounts (and there is no record that I have found that Eddy had any other
information on the case) were highly disturbing for many reasons. Beyond the obvious tragic
loss of life, the statements attributed to Corner—that it was God’s inscrutable will that her
daughter die and she was relieved that at least drugs did not kill her—were the opposite of what a
Christian Scientist would have said under the circumstances. Other alarming reports were that
Mrs. Corner allegedly thought her Christian Science diploma gave her the legal standing of an
M.D. to sign the death certificate, and of course the issue of whether a Christian Scientist should
have an M.D. or midwife in attendance at birth. These issues were thrust to the fore in a very
public way.
Based on the early published accounts, Eddy caused the Christian Scientist Association to issue a
letter to the editors of the Boston Herald and the Globe, with the letter having been written (or at
least heavily edited) by Eddy. Here is an early corrected draft of the letter, in which Eddy
believed ameliorating information might come to light to lessen the terrible news given in the
“startling report”:
The West Medford Case
The lamentable case reported from West Medford, of the death of a mother and her infant
at childbirth for want of proper treatment by the accoucheur, should forever put a stop to
quackery. There has been but one side of this case psesented[sic] by the papers. We wait
to hear from the other side, trust that some attenuating circumstances will be brought to
light to ameliorate this startling report.
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Mrs. Abbey[sic] H. Corner never entered the Obstetrics class at the Massachusetts
Metaphysical College. She was not fitted at this Institute for an accouchuer[sic], had
attended but one term at this Institute and founr terms, including three years of successful
practice by the student, are required to complete the College course. No student graduates
under four years.
Mrs. Eddy, the president fof this College, requires her students to use the utmost
precaution in practice, and to be thoroughly qualified for it their work.
The West Medford case, so far as is known, is the first instance of death at childbirth in
the practice of Christian Science. This fact is of vital importance, when compared to the
daily statistics of deaths on such occasions caused by the use of drugs and instruments.
No one can insist on precaution than does Mrs. Eddy in practice and on her students
thoroughly understanding the Science of Mind-Healing before venturing upon its
practice. Hence the rapid growth of this practice system of Mind-Healing, its safety and
success.
Does medical malpractice and the mortality that ensues go unnoticed because of their
frequency? Christian Scientists are called daily to heal treat chronic cases of disease
caused by the malpractice of physicians of the regular school, and they heal these cases in
a majority of instances.
All professions are subject to impostoers, Christian Science included. But the history of
Science is by no means at the mercy of charlatansism. Recreant practitioners in any
school of medicine are a disgrace to it. The mind-curers, faith-curers and the mesmerists,
who never touch the altitude of Scientists, are reckoned among them all the same.
The ‘Globe’ reports Dr. Culleis, the leader of ‘Faith Cure’, Dr. Culleis saying that he
always employs drugs, hygiene, and material methods first and God last, in his practice.
but tThe Scriptures say, ‘Seek ye first the kingdom of heaven’. Only when one[’]s faith
in matter is foiled, and as a denrnier resort does he one exercises faith in God. What
thanks has he! He says Dr Cullis admits that God is all power but he is unable to then
questions His power ‘to raise a man who has fallen in the street’ That he He reasons that
God cannot rationally deliver the mother in travail, for this is the proper province for
drugs, the knife, and forceps!
Ask Would the medical scoffers who sit in judgment on Mind-healingers would they if
would be willing to lift the veil on of the charnel house that for others might to read their
722
records of their blunders and count the number of their victims?

While Peel interpreted the official published version of this letter as decrying the failures of
traditional medicine which instead got no such similar negative publicity, I think that is too quick
a determination. Nonetheless the letter is oddly worded. While on the one hand it appears that
Eddy gave her pupil no support at all, she then trusted that “attenuating circumstances” would be
brought to light to “ameliorate this startling report.” It is not clear what news Eddy was hoping to
hear at that point—although the final available details did in fact provide a story that was widely
at variance from the early press reports. While Peel seemed to think the word “quackery” applied
to medical failures, it seems to me that she was really referring to Corner, who had in Eddy’s
mind taken on more than she could demonstrate, again based on the initial sensational account
and not the final version. See again these important two paragraphs:
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Mrs. Abbey[sic] H. Corner never entered the Obstetrics class at the Massachusetts
Metaphysical College. She was not fitted at this Institute for an accouchuer[sic], had
723
attended but one term at this Institute and founr terms,
including three years of
successful practice by the student, are required to complete the College course. No
724
student graduates under four years.
Mrs. Eddy, the president fof this College, requires her students to use the utmost
precaution in practice, and to be thoroughly qualified for it their work.

Also note Eddy’s forceful statement (from the somewhat edited final published version):
All professions are subject to imposters, Christian science included. But the history of
Science is by no means at the mercy of charlatanism. Recreant practitioners in any school
of medicine are a disgrace to it. The mind curers, faith curers and mesmerists, who never
touch the altitude of Scientists, are reckoned among them all the same.

This is reminiscent of Eddy’s statement three years earlier in a different context:
I agree with Prof. Townsend, that every system of medicine claims more than it practices.
. . . There are charlatans in the “mind cure,” who practise more from matter than Mind,
725
and are ignorant as boastful.

In the earlier 1885 case the “charlatans” were the rival mind curers, and perhaps in her later
statement she was thinking of the mind curers as the imposters, as connected to Christian Science
only in the mistaken minds of the press and others, but it possible that she lumped Corner in that
group of imposters for having tried something for which she was not ready. The same term
appeared in Eddy’s letter to Mary Hinds Philbrick shortly before the Corner case:
I have booked your name for my next class of Obstetrics. Will give due notice of its
opening[.]
The Cause is growing rapidly yet such hindrances in false literature and Charlatanism are
726
impeding the wheels of its progress.

Eddy clearly was saying in her statement that Corner was not qualified to act in the midwife role,
not having taken Eddy’s Obstetrics class, and had evidently failed to take the “utmost precaution
in practice.” This brings up a subject that to my knowledge has never been researched to any
significant degree: to what extent did Eddy establish rules, guidelines or procedures to limit the
kinds of cases Christian Scientists took on,727 especially for those newest to Christian Science
and just starting out as Christian Science practioners? See this letter to her student Janette Weller
on May 12, 1888, which indicates in her mind the need for extra caution in the area of obstetrics
after the Corner case:
Do not take a case of Obstetrics[.] I was twenty years teaching Christian Science before I
took a class in Obstetrics[.] Why? Not because my system of Mind-healing is not up to
practicing it under the stress of circumstances that may come[.] If Mrs Corner of Medford
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had been wise as a serpent our Cause would not have suffered. But she was not a student
728
of Obstetrics[.]

Earlier on April 26, Eddy had written another student:
There seems to be a double task at hands. Some shocking scheme to injure the cause will
break out through the press as it has this week over a death at childbirth where a student
of mine whom I had little faith in and who had never been taught Obstetrics by me—as
the presiding doctor. Then all of this is laid on me and newspaper articles are filled with
729
invectives against my teaching[.]

Eddy in her earlier-cited article “Truth Versus Error,” spoke of the above-cited letter to the press:
The newspaper article last spring, by the Committee on Publication, which served for the
enemy's password, was a reply to an attack on Christian Science, which connected it with
the West Medford case. This article was designed solely to vindicate Christian Science,
and by no means to injure anyone. It was intended to show that this Science was not
implicated in the West Medford case. The motive, impelling that letter, was to help
instead of hurt that case. The justice it aimed at tended to pacificate the general feeling.
Even Mrs. Corner's lawyer said that this article did not injure his client's case, and he did
not believe it was intended to injure it.

Later in the year Eddy wrote her student Malinda Lancaster about the same issue:
There is another newspaper blizzard over the case of the death of a mother and her babe
in a town near Boston babes at child-birth where a Christian Scientist atten[d]ed them,
and one who had not studied obstetrics. This venturing to carry such imporant cases,
730
ignorant of obstetrics, is unwise in the extreme.

To another student, Mary H Collins, Eddy wrote (after the Corner case) how pleased she was to
have Ebenezer J. Foster, M.D., able to teach the physical side of obstetrics. “He was graduated at
the Medical College in Philadelphia [and has] been in practice 20 years and never lost a mother
or child at childbirth. His practice was large and successful[.]” Rather than perhaps shrinking
from this seemingly anomalous situation of having a former M.D. teaching in her class, Eddy
quite the opposite had high hopes for it, as she continued: “I shall make this branch the a class
for the great success of our Cause. This is why the M D’s have recently tried in Boston so hard to
scare people over the Corner case.”731 About a week later, Eddy wrote Nellie Eaton, after telling
her that she was set for the next obstetrics class, “The Corner case in Medford Mass was a
warning to me to have my students prepared for the worst[.] Her case was gotten up before the
public without due occasion for faultfinding. But I want those who assume this great
responsibility to know the symptoms of danger and be able to meet them.”732
By the September, 1888, Journal, Eddy was able to announce that her next class on obstetrics
would include the above-mentioned former homeopathic physician (her future adopted son,
Ebenezer J.Foster) who, she said, would teach the anatomical part of the class:
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Dear Reader: Allow me to introduce to you my assistant in Obstetrics at the
Massachusetts Metaphysical College, E. J. Foster, M.D., C.S.B.
Dr. Foster will teach the anatomy and surgery of Obstetrics, and I its metaphysics. The
combination of his knowledge of Christian Science with his anatomical skill renders him
a desirable teacher in this department of my college. In twenty years' practice he has not
had a single case of mortality at childbirth.
He graduated from the Hahneman Medical College in Philadelphia, March, 1869. He was
a member of the clinics of the Blockley Hospital and the Pennsylvania Hospital
allopathic institutions two years, and was one year in Dr. Keen's Philadelphia School of
Anatomy and Surgery. He was a member of the Vermont State Homeopathic Medical
Society. During the past two years he was chairman of the bureau of Materia Medica.
A class in Obstetrics will commence in October. Term, three weeks. Students will receive
the combined instruction of Mrs. Eddy and Dr. Foster for $200.00 tuition.
MARY B.
G. EDDY.

Two months later in the Journal, a class member wrote an account of the class:
Thirty-three students, from nearly as many States,— many with the degree already
earned of C.S.D.,— availed themselves of the first privilege ever given by the
Massachusetts Metaphysical College to study the anatomy and surgery of obstetrics,
under the guidance of a Christian Scientist who has had an honorable career as a
homoeopathic practising physician for twenty years.
The first five lessons of this class were given by Dr. E. J. Foster. The unanimous opinion
is, that he filled this novel position with admirable success and wisdom. He taught,
anatomical and surgical obstetrics most faithfully. He talked up his subject thoroughly, in
all its intricacies and labyrinths; and this duty conscientiously done, he then talked his
subject down, with equal success, so that the students' thoughts were not impressed with
pictures of error.
This new department 'of instruction at the College has passed from the stage of
experiment to the stage of proof, as to the superior advantages it affords over ordinary
medical schools.
The last four lessons were given by the President. What was the secret of her manifest
success during these lessons? Was it because this subject of Ontology is so absolutely
scientific and proportionately clear to her? In this class, heart spoke to heart. The Mother
felt that she was with many of her dear children, who had been tried and tested; who had
gone out from her classes and immediate care once and twice; who had proven for
themselves the Truth of her teachings,— and had come back satisfied. She must have
known that they yearned to again hear her sound Science and her loving counsel.
CLASS-MEMBER
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For the time, Eddy appeared quite pleased with the seeming compromise. To Mary Dillingham
she wrote on October 30, 1888:
My last Obstetrics class was complete; my dear boy [she would adopt him about a week
later] did his part as teacher of the anatomical and surgical Obstetrics modestly,
thoroughly nobly. All who named it were satisfied with him. I thundered the law and
gospel to them. Never was there a more radiant light round about Christian Science than
733
shone on that class from the mount of revelation.

Eddy did not let the anatomical side of the class deter her from explaining was she saw as the
metaphysical truth of the matter.
Some ten years later, Eddy counseled her “dear Cousin” Alfred Baker on how to teach the
upcoming reinstituted obstetrics class:
Jesus was a carpenter before he was a Saviour of men by this I mean he was as practical
as theoretical. As my kindred according to the flesh and Spirit I am deeply interested in
you hence this short lesson in my letter which you will excuse.
Do not turn to your past knowledge of obstetrics wholly for your present need as the
teacher of metaphysical obstetrics but only look into your old books if need be to refresh
your memory as to the simple physical rules to be applied by the accoucheur. . . .
Mind governs the results in every respect contingent on delivery and the condition of the
infant and mother and the treatment thereof. But if you in certain cases cannot
demonstrate this then you can resort to instruments but only as Jesus was baptised saying
‘suffer it to be so now.’
Teach your student all this and teach him apart from this the purely mechanical part of
obstet[r]ics. Do not drill him in unnecessary detail therein but qualify him according to
law how to proceed in all cases and under difficult circumstances. Qualify him first how
to conduct safe and harmonious cases of childbirth then how to treat the abnormal cases.
Advise your students in case of serious obstacles at childbirth that they do not overcome
to summons an M.D. for counsel in order to avoid our state laws coming down on them.
734
And guard well mentally the mother’s thought so as to prevent fear or inflammation.

The following year, in the tenth edition of the Church Manual, Eddy added this by-law:
The teacher of obstetrics shall be a loyal Christian Scientist, who has received not less
than the degree of C.S.B. from the Massachusetts Metaphysical College. He shall also
have taken the degree of M.D., and been duly qualified to practise obstetrics, and shall
735
have a diploma authorized by the State.

The next year Eddy added these additional by-laws:
Lessons. Section 2. Not less than four lessons, (and but one each day) shall be given to
students in obstetrics under the auspices of the Massachusetts Metaphysical College.

321

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate
Examination. Section 3. A student in this class shall prepare a paper on Accouchement,
giving in detail the physical and mental treatment requisite for the scientific and safe
delivery of the mother. This paper shall be discussed by the class, and examined by the
teacher, who shall decide as to the proper qualification of his pupils to practise obstetrics.
Tuition. Section 4. The tuition of students in obstetrics is one hundred dollars each for
736
one course, and they shall pay their tuition to the teacher of this department.

Eddy only had one obstetrics class before she ended the class, feeling it ultimately was at cross
purposes with her metaphysics.737
In May 1903, less than a week after Eddy suffered a case of kidney stones (renal calculi), for
which she had a few hypodermic injections of morphine to dull the extreme pain, she sent this
bylaw to the Board of Directors to be approved and added to the Church Manual:
If a member of this Church has a patient that he does not heal, and whose case he cannot
fully diagnose, he may consult with an M.D. on the anatomy involved. Then if he does
not heal the patient, and the patient is willing, he shall give up the case.
Also if he is called for, it shall be the privilege of a Christian Scientist to counsel and
738
M.D. on ontology or the Science of real being.

Three years later, in perhaps one of the most unexpected initiatives ever proposed by Eddy, she
put forth a proposition to have Mary Beecher Longyear create, separate from the Church, a
sanatorium that would include teaching “surgery.” She wrote her on January 11, 1906:
My dear one:
You as an eminent Christian Scientist can do much in educating others materially or
scholastically.
But the want of our Cause now is a supply of beneficiaries in the line of hospitals, alias,
homes for the sick where skillful su[r]geons and good nurses, and Christian Science
healers are ready to rece[i]ve the needy. This is no requ[e]st of mine, but only a
suggestion of a great need that has not yet been met namely trained nurses, and skillful
739
surgeons in our ranks.

Longyear responded the next day,
To have skillful surgeons in our hospital should not some of our youths study surgery and
some of our girls take the trained nurse course?
We must devote all our energies to healing the sick and we can trust Divine Love to
740
provide a place for us, if we do our part.
Eddy followed up with this second letter to Longyear on January 15 on the subject:
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God is moving on the face of the waters of your thoughts and His creations will appear.
I propose that the institution you found be called, Sanatorium. Also that it be for teaching
Surgery, training nurses, teaching cooking, and healing the sick.
Also that it be a resort for invalids without home or relatives available in time of need;
where they can go and recruit [recuperate?] etc. You who are so capable of financial
operations can arrange all without my suggestions.
Our cause demands a wider circle of means for the ends of philanthropy and charity and
better qualifications for practical purposes. This latter lack in the Students of C.S. is a
great hindrance to our Cause and must be met and mastered. The Students need to be
qualified so that under the fire of mortal mind ‘they can stand and having done all stand’
St. Paul.
Lovingly yours
Mary Baker Eddy
Special advice for the present
________________________________________________________________________
Let none but your self into this movement or know of it now. Do not rely on me at all, for
I have not a half hour to spare—or a moment some days—and God with you, one is a
741
majority. . . . I want this work done wholly apart from me.

Perhaps this effort all began in part with a sumptious book of art, entitled, Bohemia,742 in 1904,
which included a contribution by Eddy. During the production of the massive book, Eddy began
writing one of the associate editors, Arthur T. Abernethy (sometimes misspelled Abernathy) who
was evidently a reverend. Eddy tried to get Abernethy to try Christian Science. On January 21,
1904, she wrote to him:
Commit your way to Him in prayer, and He will direct thy paths. Christianity is one for
God is one, and His Christ is the idea given to us for example hence you are safe in
following the Christ’s way and command: ‘Go into all the world, preach the gospel,
health the sick’, etc.
Do your theological beliefs so cling to you that you cannot do this? I then pray my dear
brother, that Christ’s christianity alone be in you to will and to do the works of Christ that
743
shall draw all men unto you.

Some nine months later, when Abernethy found himself in Concord, N.H., he stopped by
Pleasant View hoping to talk to Eddy, but she was too busy to see him and sent this note to him
on October 24:
I can better afford to give a thousand dollars than a half hour of my time! A daily drive is
744
my only respit[e] and this I have shortened to less than one hour.

As Abernethy recalled it later in his reminiscence, published by Peel:
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Realizing her cordial good humor, I sent back this inscription on her card: ‘My initials are
A.T.A.’ Just as I was leaving, a messenger checked me. He handed me Mrs. Eddy’s
engraved card on which she had written, ‘With compliments of’ before her name, and
attached thereto was her personal check for $1,000.00! I was stunned! Here was a woman
of her word, even to ‘the half of a kingdom.’ I felt crude, and wondered what to do with
the money. I was too surprised to say another word, and I departed, carrying the check
with me, pondering what to do with it. I felt ashamed of my crude joke. Of course I
would not use it for myself. I turned it over to my associates for use in The International
Leage of Press Clubs Journalists’ Home Fund, to which fund Mrs. Eddy later donated
several thousand dollars additional. And this, too, when the press was most bitter and
745
severe in its unkindly attacks upon her and her work.

In the coming year, Abernethy attempted to interest Eddy in working with him on a project,
which she declined, but in so doing wrote on March 11, 1905:
Few things of an earthly nature would give me more pleasure than to engage with you in
the enterprise you name. But I cannot—my engagements are such and so many it is not to
be thought of. But I recommend to you a Christian Scientist whom I think will assist you,
one who has ample pecuniary means for usefullness, who is highly cultured and her heart
is enriched with benevolence and love, namely, Mrs. Mary Beecher Longyear, 7
Arlington Street, Boston, Mass. If you give my words to her on this subject, together with
746
your own, they will be an incentive and I trust secure her liberal aid[.]

Abernethy reponded a week later how happy he was. He had been in contact with Longyear and
she would be sending him $4,000 for the project.747
Four days later, Eddy wrote him a letter about evidently a second project, this time to name a
university building after someone:
You hinted a wish to honor your university or Home for education with the name of some
individual. Allow me to propose the name of Mary Beecher Longyear. If you please you
can inform her that this is my request. When she becomes more and more interested in
this movement she will do much good, and it will give her a sweet channel for her ready
748
charity and activity.

Abernethy was thinking of a starting or at least supporting a school in Virginia, and he interested
Longyear in it, especially with her thought of making it a school where Christian Science was the
dominant factor with the teachers and pupils. She explained this to Eddy in a letter on December
7, 1905:
When Mr Longyear and I had the great happiness of seeing you face to face last fall, You
asked me ‘How the school in the South was coming on?’ I could not answer you in detail
as Mr Abernathy had not taken me into his confidence. . . . So now dear teacher I can
report to you that I own the land and the right to establish a school where Christian
Science is the dominant power. . . . [Longyear told how she had come from the South and
met the prominent women educators] I propose now subject to your approval to start the
best preparatory school in the South from girls and boys—Having the boys as day
scholars only. . . . We will develop a school there dear leader that will be a credit to our
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cause. I do not call it a Christian Science school but hope to have the Truth lived by many
749
of its teachers.

Thus Eddy’s response of Longyear on January 11 was a result of the existing discussion about
Longyear starting a school with a Christian Science backing. Eddy had the idea of something that
she felt was more pressing.
Eddy wrote Longyear on January 21, 1906, and backtracked her request, stating that she thought
after some reflection that her initiative was better suited for the Church to handle it:
Since reading your letters, pondering the subject of an institute or Sanatorium and
studying our Manual I see it is not best for you to take the initiative in the matter. It
properly belongs to the Christian Science Board of Directors to do that, for thereby we
shall avoid much confusion in the future. So please drop the matter. . . .
I trust you will forgive my troubling you on this subject and see the wisdom of this
750
change.

The fervid Longyear751 was not easily dissuaded, as she wrote five days later: “I want Robert
[her almost 10 yrs old son] to be a C.S. surgeon. He said to me one day ‘Mamma when I grow
up, I may do as Jesus did.” Later in August Longyear wrote additional letters that kept the
subject alive.752 Longyear longed to have Eddy live nearby. Eddy had previously purchased the
estate of E. Noyes Whitcomb, who had died and Eddy wished thereby to save the Whitcomb
family from financial hardship. She then entered into an agreement in February 1906 where the
Longyears in turn purchased that land from her. It appears that Eddy had confided in the
Longyears a desire to have her Pleasant View estate substantially renovated, which would
necessitate Eddy living elsewhere for a time. Longyear appears to have had the idea of using the
Whitcomb property to create the sanatorium (or a similar institute) in which Eddy might live
while the renovation at Pleasant View was taking place.
Longyear wrote Eddy on August 19, 1906:
Its conception came from the letter I enclose which maybe, you have forgotten[.] Why
not let me confer with the directors in regard to the sanitorium you speak of? It could be
placed on the lot across the street. In it could be a lovely suite for you[.] A high wall and
beautiful garden could enclose the building if necessary[.] I would like to see it built
around a court a building of four sides[.] One thing to be for your exclusive use. There
need be no windows on the inside excepting in your wing.
There would be a charming garden and walk for you, a sun parlor for winter and all out
doors for summer.
It could be entirely isolated from the working part. Your carriage could drive in at your
private entrance in the court[.] (The only entrance in it in fact.) All your meals and those
of your immediate family would be cooked by experts who would be teachers for
others[.] Your view would be one of the loveliest on earth. The church in the distance[.]
May I talk it over now with the directors? You could stay there and have a new house
built in Concord to satisfy M.M. mumbling mortals and also loyal hearts who wish to
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have homage paid our their deliverer. If you wished to deed the land to the directors I will
contribute the $30,000 I think it is that I have paid on it most willingly—the ‘field’ would
provide the funds. It ought to compete with Medical Schools in beauty. It would be
lovely[,] built of soft pale yellow concrete with a concrete wall around it.
What fun it would be to have you so near and feel that you were cherished, even if I
never saw you—I would do all I could to bring out scientific cooking and housekeeping. .
..

Eddy’s thought, while appreciative, was not given to such a gushing display of personal
affection. She wrote Longyear mildly the next day:
Darling:
I appreciate your goodness and its plan. But I should not enjoy being so near to such an
institute as you would locate me.
In haste,
Lovingly
753

M.B. Eddy

The not-to-be-denied Longyear wrote back the next day:
I will not take up a moment of your time, but I thought you might stay there[?] until your
Concord House was ready. The Sanatorium needn’t open until you left. Pardon me, if
dreams I see you surrounded with all the perfection of reality as far as possible of course.
I cannot enjoy my home while you lack ministering children—When we reflect enough
of Love we may serve you acceptably.
Shall we have the institute without a house—
A house without an institute—or
both on one lot.
Don[’]t feel that I am looking for an answer. In forty years from now if you say ‘both’ I’ll
do my best to carry out your plans—
I am alone with my precious books and I’m trying to be quiet and see that God’s work is
done.
I thank you a thousand times for your tender word. ‘Darling’ I wish I could manifest its
meaning more.

Eddy wrote on Longyear’s envelope, “Mrs. Longyear Building dreams[.]”
Some have interpreted Eddy’s use of the term “surgeon” to narrowly apply only to bone setting,
stitches,754 and similar care. That I believe is probable but not certain. At the least it is clear that
the expansive medical care of the 21st century, including the multi-faceted invasive work of
surgeons today, was not envisioned by Eddy at that time. It is possible that she was calling for a
more traditional but limited medical facility—but one that had “Christian Science healers” on
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staff or otherwise available to the patients, but not healers who were working hand in hand with
the medical staff. We saw earlier Eddy’s desire in the 1880s to have a former MD train on the
physical side of childbirth, and we know that Eddy provided in her Church for Christian Science
nurses, who could provide non-medical comfort and care to those seeking spiritual healing.
Eddy’s thought may have been to have a kind of one-stop-shop where one could have a bone set,
stitches given, and the like, all within an atmosphere that was not medical as a typical doctor’s
office or hospital setting.
From that point the subject appears to have been dropped755 until Eddy sent a letter to the
Christian Science Board of Directors on July 27, 1909, in which she asked them: “Please vote on
the adoption of the following By-law, and if adopted publish in our periodicals and in the Church
Manual.” The actual language for the by-law was: “The Mother Church shall establish and
maintain a Christian Science resort for The So-called Sick.”756 John Dittemore, writing for the
Board responded to Eddy nine days later:
On August 3rd, in compliance with your wish, we unanimously voted to adopt the
following By-law:
The Mother Church shall establish and maintain a Christian Science
resort for the so-called sick.
We have been giving this matter careful consideration and as yet we have not been able
to see our way clear to put this new By-law into operation.
Some of the difficulties which have presented themselves are briefly as follows:
How to establish and maintain a resort for the sick without coming under the supervision
of the medical authorities of the city and state.
How to decide regarding the cases which may be presented for admission to the resort,
and especially with reference to so-called communicable diseases.
There has been a tendency to recent months for people who are suffering with chronic
troubles, and especially those who have treated for months or in some cases for years in
other places, to come to Boston with the hope that relief can be had here. The number of
such people would rapidly increase, with a resort for them to go to. Therefore an
institution to meet the needs would have to be very large and the expenses would be very
heavy, as the church could not engage in a business where charges were made for care
and treatment.
We feel that an institution that would meet the needs would absorb nearly the present
income of the church, and we have not yet seen how this resort could be financed.
We would be very grateful to receive any further instructions that you may wish to give
757
us on this subject.

Adam Dickey, writing for Eddy, sent a letter the Board on August 11, 1909, allowing them to
delay such a project until a later date:
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In reply to your letter of the 5th. instant addressed to Mrs. Eddy, she wishes me to say that
if the Mother Church is not ready to establish and maintain a Christian Science resort for
the sick, she is willing to let the matter rest for the present, and suggests that you vote on
758
the repeal of the By-law providing for the same.

In 1916, after Longyear had donated land for the purpose, the Christian Science Board of
Directors, which included Adam Dickey at that time, announced that it would be creating a
Christian Science sanatorium in the outskirts of Boston (now known as the Christian Science
Benevolent Association), but when the Board provided excerpts from the above letters by Eddy
to Longyear as partial authority for their action, the excerpts did not include this line by Eddy:
“also that it be for teaching Surgery, training nurses, teaching cooking, and healing the sick.” It is
possible, but by no means certain, that Dickey, having known Eddy and discussed this with her,
knew things that we do not know today,759 so that the latter day Benevolent Assocation was more
along the lines of her final thought on the matter. This is especially possible since the proposed
by-law in 1909, three years after the interchange between Eddy and Longyear, only asked the
Board to create a “resort” for the “So-called sick” and did not specifically tie itself to Eddy’s
earlier letters to Longyear.
What seems clear, however, is that Eddy’s view of Christian Science healing did not start and
stop with the “radical reliance” statement, but rather has to be kept in context with her
admonition to “emerge gently” from matter into spirit.
Leaving Eddy’s view aside, how was this dichotomy seen in the Christian Science movement?
That is not always clear, but perhaps a word check in the Christian Science periodicals can act as
a proxy. The Christian Science church maintains a website called JSH-Online, which provides
online access to periodicals, The Christian Science Journal, the Christian Science Sentinel, and
The Herald of Christian Science. This website allows one to perform word searches going back
to the very earliest issues. Thus it is possible to see how often the terms “emerge gently” and
“radical reliance” appeared in the periodicals. While that ratio is no direct proof of anything, it is
at the least an indication of how those two concepts—which are largely at opposite ends of a
spectrum on the degree to which one absolutely relies on Christian Science treatment for all
physical or other problems—were seen by those that contributed to the church periodicals. In
general those contributors were editors, writers of articles, and those providing testimonies of
Christian Science healings. As such they probably represent a fairly good sampling of the
Christian Science movement at any given time. Here is a graph showing how often these terms
appeared in the Journal or Sentinel during specific time periods:
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In Eddy’s day, the ratio of references of “emerge gently” compared to “radical reliance” in the
above periodicals was almost 4:1 in favor of “emerge gently”—whereas in the decade that
followed her death, it had reversed, to just over 2:1 in favor of “radical reliance.” By the decade
1951-1960, that ratio had dramatically increased to almost 18:1. In the decade 2001-2010 the
ratio was down to 5.5:1, but it still represented a ratio that was inverted from the one that applied
in Eddy’s day. While too much should not be made of such simple word checks, it is clear that
the term “radical reliance” has taken on, after Eddy’s death, a currency much stronger than when
she was alive when compared to its putative opposite term, “emerge gently.”
As we saw earlier, in 1902, Eddy wrote a word of caution to her followers after a Christian
Scientist, John Lathrop, was put on trial for a case where a child patient, Esther Quimby, had
died. Amidst the press furor that followed, Eddy wrote:
Christian Scientists should be influenced by their own judgment in taking a case of
malignant disease. They should well consider their ability to cope with the claim, and
they should not overlook the fact that there are those lying in the wait to catch them in
their sayings; neither should they forget that in their practice, whether successful or not,
they are not specially protected by law.760

That admonition has tended to be viewed by some Christian Scientists as only a temporary
defensive statement by Eddy in response to a serious legal challenge to her religion at a specific
point in time; nonetheless there is no record of that cautionary advice having an end stamp or
time limit.761 Her simple statement that the Christian Scientists should consider their ability to
cope with the claim is more along the lines of “emerge gently” than “radical reliance.”
Finally, an important look at how Eddy looked at this issue from her Primary Class teaching in
1887 appears in this excerpt from the reminiscences of Mary Armstrong, recorded in 1918. Mary
was in the class with her husband, Joseph. She recorded the following:
Mrs. Eddy began the Normal[sic] Class teaching by saying, “My dear students this class
teaching is different from the Primary [Class]. You are taking instructions that enables
you to teach. I am not hear [i.e., here] to talk. I am here to ask questions.” She asked, how
would we handle a case where a man had an artery cut and was bleeding to death. This
question was asked a Mr. [Abbot Edes] Smith. He said, “I would use the Science.” Mrs.
Eddy asked, “Suppose your Science does not stop the blood, what would you do?” He
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could not answer her. Mrs. Eddy looked at him and then str[a]ightened herself up and
said, “Wouldn’t you call a physician and have the blood stopped or would you let him
bleed to death?”
She asked this question to a Mr. Leight [i.e., J. C. Light]. “Suppose you see a man
drowning, what would you do?” He said, “I would use the Science to save him.” Mrs.
Eddy said, “Suppose the Science does not save him?” He looked at Mrs. Eddy but never
answered. Mrs. Eddy looked at him and said, “Wouldn’t you throw him a rope and help
him out or would you let him drown?”
When the question came to Mr. Armstrong she asked, “What would you do with a case
that would not yield to the treatment of Christian Science?” Mr. Armstrong said, “I would
hold on to the case until I healed it.” Mrs. Eddy said, “Yes, I know you would do that.”
When the question came to me she said, “Suppose a man comes to you to be healed of
the drink habit, what would you do?” I said, “I would heal him.” She said, “Suppose he
goes back to his old habit?” I said, “I would let him go.” She said, “Wouldn’t you try to
save him?” I said, “I had a case of that kind and he was healed and after a time went
back to drink.” She said, “Didn’t you go to him and try to save him?” I said, “No.” She
then said, “You did not do all that you should have done.” I said, “I shall know better
now how to treat a case of that kind.” She said, “Yes you will but you did all you knew
then and I knew you had that kind of case, you need not have told me.” Mrs. Eddy asked
762
a question about a patient that they had treated and how they handled the case.

As I interpret this account, Eddy wanted each person to use Christian Science as far as that
person felt capable of it and was sure it was the right course. Thus in the first two examples she
suggested they should bring in the physician as a last resort since they equivocated. In the Joseph
Armstrong example, he was sure he would be successful in Christian Science, so that, she
believed, was fine. It was a personal decision based on inner conviction, not the feared possible
opinons of others or perceived Church customs or traditions.
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CHAPTER ONE: APPENDIX C
The Suicide of Mary Tomlinson and the Allegation that
Eddy had Asked Her to Pray for George Glover’s Death
This suicide was widely covered in the press, and this account from the April 19, 1907, Boston
American is a representative example:
SISTER OF SCIENTIST LEADER LEAPS TO HER DEATH FROM HOTEL
FOUND DYING UNDER PARKER HOUSE WINDOW
_________________________
Miss Mary E. Tomlinson of Concord, N.H., suffered from ill health.
_________________________
Suffering from hysteria, Miss Mary E. Tomlinson, sister of Rev. Irving C. Tomlinson,
first reader of the Christian Science Church of Concord, N.H., leaped from a window in
her suite of room on he fourth floor of the Parker House at an early hour to-day and died
about two hours later.
The greatest mystery surrounds the case, and it is said that the police were not even
notified by the hotel authorities.
Victim of Hallucination.
Medical Examiner William Magrath was called soon after she had expired. He says she
was acting under hallucinations. Later the body was taken from the hotel to the
establishment of a local undertaker to be prepared for shipment to Concord, her home.
Miss Tomlinson left her home in Concord early yesterday morning and came to Boston.
On the train the railroad men noticed that she was acting in a peculiar manner, that she
was restless, repeatedly changing her seat. At times she left the train when it stopped at
stations, once being almost left behind because of this.
Miss Tomlinson arrived in Boston at about 10 o’clock in the morning. It is said at
Concord that nothing was known of her whereabouts from the time she left her home.
About noon Miss Tomlinson appeared at the house of Mrs. Ida Berkman on the third
floor of No. 35 Barton street. Miss Tomlinson climbed two flights of stairs. When Mrs.
Berkman met her and asked her what she wanted, she said that she was ill and asked for a
drink of water.
Alarmed at Actions.
It is said that she acted so strangely that Mrs. Berkman was somewhat alarmed, especially
when she is reported to have said: ‘I am a representative of God.’
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Mrs.Berkman, realizing that her strangely acting visitor was far from well, telephoned to
the police, who called the ambulance of the Emergency Hospital.
At the hospital Miss Tomlinson became semi-conscious, and later acted as though she
were deaf and dumb. Then, pressed to reveal her true identity, she was given pencil and
paper and she wrote that her name was Tomlinson.
Taken from Hospital.
Miss Tomlinson was not taken to the Relief Hospital much before 4 o’clock in the
afternoon. Here, after being treated, she appeared to grow much better. A woman who did
not give her name but who said she was a friend of the woman, came and took her away.
Miss Tomlinson and her friend were driven at once to the Parker House, where she was
registered as ‘Mary Tomlinson, Concord, N.H.’ This was shortly after 4 o’clock in the
afternoon Suite 311 on the fourth floor of the hotel was secured. It overlooks School
street.
Here, the sick woman, who was from thirty-eight to forty years of age, was taken by her
friend. She was made as comfortable as possible and a trained nurse was summoned to
attend her.
This morning about 4 o’clock the nurse had occasion to leave the room for a moment.
Miss Tomlinson then appeared to be resting quietly. When the nurse reentered the room
Miss Tomlinson was not to be seen, but an open window overlooking School street
alarmed the nurse, and she hastened down stairs to the office, where the night attendants
were alarmed.
Find Woman Dying.
Miss Tomlinson was found lying directly under the open window in her room four flights
above.
She was still living and breathing heavily. A physician who was summoned in haste did
everything possible for the injured woman, but she died about two hours after the
accident.
Shortly after 5 o’clock Medical Examiner William Magrath was notified. He went to the
hotel and viewed the body.
The medical examiner is very reticent about the affair. When asked to-day about Miss
Tomlinson and what caused her death, he said:
“I wish you wouldn’t say anything about this.”
“Well, she died of injuries, did she not?” asked the BOSTON AMERICAN reporter.
“Yes, injuries received from a fall.”
“Was she mentally troubled at the time?” was asked.
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“Why, no,” replied Dr. Magrath, “but she was suffering from hallucinations.”
Has Brother in Worcester.
At the hotel but little further could be learned. The Boston police say they were not
notified at all about it.
Alfred Farlow of the publication board of the Christian Scientist Church in this city said
to-day:
“Mary E. Tomlinson is of Concord, N.H. She came here and spent a part of yesterday
afternoon with some friends and then went down town. That is the last we heard of her
until reading the morning newspapers.
She was very [p]rominent in our church work, devoting most of her time to the work of
her church in Concord, N.H. She was a very kind, sympathetic woman. She is a sister of
the Rev. Irving C. Tomlinson, now at Concord, N.H., but originally of Boston. She has a
brother in Worcester, the Rev. Vincent E. Tomlinson of the Universalist Church.”
Irving Tomlinson is one of the Christian Science leaders who has been brought into great
publicity in connection with church affairs in Concord, N.H.

The Boston Post added some details in its coverage the next day. It said that Mary was “an
attractive woman 35 years old,” although her death certificate, a copy of which is in MBEL, says
she was 36 years, eight months, and three days old at her death. The article continued:
. . . [Mary Tomlinson] arrived in this city early Thursday from Concord, and went directly
to the Christian Science headquarters at Huntington Chambers. After conferring with
763
Alfred Farlow she left the office and wended her way to the West End.
She walked into a suite occupied by a Mrs. Ida Berkman at 35 Barton street. Mrs.
Berkman, not knowing the woman, became alarmed at her actions and asked her what she
wanted.
Miss Tomlinson replied that she was “a representative from God,” and sked for a glass of
water. Mrs. Berkman summoned the police and the woman was taken to the Relief
Hospital, where she intimated that she was deaf and mute.
Her identity was revealed by a registered letter in her purse.
Shortly after Edward F. Woods, a prominent business man of this city and a worker in the
Christian Science Church, called. His presence brightened her and in half an hour she was
apparently as well as ever. Mr. Woods wanted to take her to his home in West Newton.
She objected and persisted in going back to Concord.
Went to Parker House
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She finally agreed to go to the Parker House. Arriving at the hotel she registered and took
a suite of two rooms on the fourth floor. Mr. Woods also registered. The latter notified
her brothers, Irving and Vincent, and they came at once to Boston.
Although the party was composed mainly of Christian Scientists, Dr. Paine, the hotel
physician was called, and a trained nurse engaged.
When it was thought that she was comfortable for the night, Irving Tomlinson went into
an adjoining room and left his sister in care of the nurse. At 3 a.m. the nurse left the room
believing that Miss Tomlinson was soundly sleeping.
According to the story told yesterday by Irving Tomlinson, he was aroused by a
commotion in his sister’s room, and, jumping out of bed, made an attempt to enter her
room. Reaching the door, he was amazed when he discovered that her door was locked,
and, thinking that something had happened, he burst it open. The open window told him
in a minute that his sister had jumped, and hurriedly going to the street he found her
body, faced downward, on the sidewalk.
She was taken back to her room, and Dr. Paine was again summoned, but so badly
injured was Miss Tomlinson that she never regained consciousness. Medical Examiner
Magrath was called and pronounced death due to injuries sustained by the fall.
Had Hallucinations
All that could be learned yesterday from the doctors was that she had hallucinations,
which undoubtedly caused her to jump from the window. . . .
By a peculiar coincidence ex-Senator Chandler of New Hampshire, who is representing
the interests of the plaintiffs in her [Eddy’s] litigation occupied a suite of rooms at the
Parker House near that taken by Miss Tomlinson a few hours before her tragic death, but
Mr. Chandler was unaware of the presence of Miss Tomlinson and knew nothing of her
death until informed of it several hours after.

Eddy biographer, Julius Silberger, wrote of this event:
Perhaps the most awkward [trouble in 1907 for Eddy] was the death by suicide of
someone very close to Mrs. Eddy herself, coming right at the time of the ‘next friends’
suit and, in its way, intimately connected with it. Mrs. Eddy’s ‘Committee on Business,’
whose function was to constitute a shield for Mrs. Eddy’s residence against Malicious
Animal Magnetism, was then composed of Irving Tomlinson, reader of the Concord
church, and his sister Mary. On April 20 [actually April 19], shortly after the introduction
of the [Next Friends] lawsuit, Mary Tomlinson, who was suffering from an acute agitated
depression, threw herself from the window of a fourth-floor room in the Parker House
hotel in Boston and died. Frederick Peabody wrote that she had become deranged
because of the horror at being asked to ‘treat’ Mrs. Eddy’s son. George and his lawyer by
putting metaphysical arsenical poison into their veins, or by killing them by any other
means at their imagination. Christian Science was denying that it used absent treatment to
harm anyone, and Miss Tomlinson was, Peabody said, so disillusioned by the
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recrudescence of the old practices that she repudiated Mrs. Eddy, became depressed, and
killed herself. Vincent Tomlinson, a Universalist minister, accused Mrs. Eddy of ultimate
764
responsibility in the matter and accused his brother, Irving of complicity.

(Silberger’s psychiatric background made his diagnosis of “acute agitated depression”
noteworthy, but it is unclear whether all of the evidence supports that diagnosis or any other
diagnosis at this late date.)
As reported above, it is commonly stated that Chandler and other of this attorneys were together
at the Parker Hotel just one floor below but heard nothing. That is possible but there are reasons
to believe that was not the case. Chandler had written to E.J. Foster-Eddy on April 15, 1907, that
he was leaving Washington DC for Boston and New Hampshire and would be gone for about ten
days. Both Foster-Eddy and William Nixon wrote to Chandler separate letters on April 20 and
addressed them to him in Concord (not Boston), and the Nixon letter referenced a telegram just
received from Chandler in which he has Nixon to come to Boston “middle of next week.”
Chandler did not seem to be at the Parker Hotel certainly when he wrote this letter to “Brother
Peabody” on April 19:
Please go to the Parker House, and in my name, ask when Miss Tomlinson first came to
the hotel, what the number of her room was, and all the facts that are known about her.
Had she been to the Parker House before she went to Miss Berkman’s and to the
Emergency Hospital? Also find out what inquiries, if any, she made at the Parker House.
If you talk confidentially with the principal clerk, he will tell you all about it. We have no
surmises about it only we would like to know all that is known.765

Peabody was, of course, eager to follow up on this, and wrote Chandler the next day that he had
indeed checked with the Parker Hotel staff:
Her brothers or one of them, had said to the manager when they arrived in the evening
that their sister had suffered such attacks before and that perhaps the anxiety over the
litigation of which she had read in the papers, was the cause of the recurrance[sic] of it.
The doctor who said the brothers had said as much to him, but that he was of the opinion
that the condition would have come about regardless of the excitement occasioned by the
suit.766

This is the sole reference that I have found that indicates that Mary Tomlinson had had
similar “attacks” in the past, also that the doctor on staff did not think that the Eddy suit
was the cause of the condition.
Chandler and his fellow attorneys became very interested in this event four months later. By that
time Chandler and the Masters had met with Eddy and it appeared that the Next Friends suit
would collapse. Chandler was then evidently working to change his strategy and simply allege
that Eddy was insane due to her belief in malicous animal magnetism, and the Chandler team
hoped that the Tomlinson case allegations could be quite helpful in that regard. In NHHS are
handwritten copies (drafts?) of one or two letters from Chandler to Vincent Tomlinson in
Wakefield, Rhode Island, dated August 18, 1907:
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[Letter One:]
Are you willing to see some one whom I will send to you for information in relation to
certain facts which connect [word struck through] themselves with the Eddy litigation—
the conversation to be confidential; pledged to be such by me. I consider the subject to be
of so much importance that I should immediately come to you if I could leave Concord. I
trust you will see my representative.
If you will do so please telegraph me.
[Letter Two:]
I have to request that you will see Dr. Henry H. Hopkins for a fewminutes[sic]; the
interview to be by him and myself pledged to be confidential if you so desire.
I consider the subject of so much importance that I should come immediately to see you
if I could leave Concord. I hope you will see my representative.

Chandler’s associate, Hopkins, visited Tomlinson quicky and wrote this report on August 19,
1907:
Mem. In re Tomlinson.
Rev. V. T. I saw Rev. V.T. at Wakefield, R.I., at a house called Old Orchard Inn and
delivered to him a letter of introduction from W.E.C. Explained to V.T. my errand and
invited as much of his confidence in re the death of M.T. his sister, as he cared to give
me. After my introduction he talked freely. Said he reached the Parker House the night of
M.T.’s death April 20th[sic], at about 9 P.M., found M.T. in the care of a C.S. and a nurse,
Miss Telfair. M.T. was at time quite emotional and excited and again was quite lucid and
sane. During the emotional periods she would walk about would wring her hands and
speak excitedly. Again she would sit or lie down on the bed and talk in a natural tone of
voice with seeming lucidity of thought. During one of these lucid and quiet moments she
told him she had become cured of her belief in Mrs.Eddy and that she could never believe
the system again and never more undertake to teach or practice the peculiar method of
healing. V.T. said he then asked her what had brought about this change in her attitude to
Mrs. E. and her system, and M.T. replied, that Mrs. E. was quite wrought up over the
Next Friends suit or the Next Enemies, as she termed them, and had asked her, Miss M.T.
to treat the next friends effectively and finally to the end that the suit should stop then
there and now. That this request upon the part of Mrs. E. had opened the eyes of M.T.
and that she could no longer believe in Mrs. E. or work with her. This statement was
made in so much earnestness that V.T. believes that M.T. in making this statement was
stating actual fact; that such a criminal request to M.T. was made by Mrs. E. and that the
sad state of mind of M.T. was due in part or in whole by the shock and shame and regret
of hearing Mrs. E. make such a request. Assuming that the story of M.T. was true and
that her days with the C.S. had come to an end V.T. invited her to come and live with him
and considerable discussion was hadabout[sic] the changed conditions of her life from the
renunciation she had made. V.T. said he had made no secret of this statement of M.T.,
had spoken of it to various of his friends, had thought possibly his testimony might be of
some value in the Next Friends suit and to further inform himself as to that particular
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point had told the facts to Dr. Quimby [i.e., Dr. Hosea Mason Quinby, a noted alientist]
of the Worcester State Hospital and had been told by Dr. Q. that the excited state of M.T.
at the time of conversation took place for some time before and the tragic event of her
death from suicide so soon after the conversation would deprive the conversation of
much of its evidential value. V.T. seems earnest in the belief that following Eddyism
caused the untimely death of M.T. and said that he felt it a duty to aid the exposure of the
humbug by any acts or means within hispower[sic], and I thanked him for his confidence
and told him that I would report the conversation with his consent. V.T. said I was at
liberty to report the matter to W.E.C. I again thanked V.T. and assured him that he had an
opportunity to help the public in getting the greatly desired light upon the insanity of Mrs.
E. and its results and declined an invitation to stay to lunch — drove the 9 miles back to
Wakefield, caught the 1.55 PM. train for Boston and arrived back in Boston at 4 PM.
While waiting for the 5 PM train for Concord I visited the Relief Station where M.T. was
for treatment, interviewed the superintendent and got from him a promise of the history
of the symptoms of M.T. while in the R.S. This statement was to be sent to W.E.C. at
Concord. I took the 5 PM train and arrived at Concord N.H., at 6.55 PM.
H.R. Hopkins.

This was the information that Peadody used when he later wrote this:
She determined to leave Concord, to renounce Mrs. Eddy and all her works and to
denounce the system to which she had been so earnest a servant. Indeed the intense
revulsion of feeling seems to have upset her mental balance. Following up her
determination, she went to Boston on April 19 and wandered about, uncertain what to do
with herself, at last finding her way to the Parker House in the hands of a Christian
Scientist, where her two brothers, being telegraphed for, came to take charge of her.
Here the tragedy begins. The Parker House manager wished her to be seen by Dr. Payne,
the hotel physician; but did not succeed in getting admission to her rooms. He did,
however, send to her a hurse from Boothby Hospital, a Miss Tellfair, who arrived about
nine P.M. Later, Mr.Vincent Tomlinson, the Universalist minister, came and with the
nurse took charge of his sister.
About eleven o’clock Mr. Irving C. Tomlinson, the Christian Science healer, arrived and
at once took controlling charge of Miss Tomlinson—saying that he understood the case
and knew what to do. Mr. Vincent Tomlinson left the rooms and took a room down the
corridor which his brother had engaged. The nurse was not allowed to stay in the room
with Miss Tomlinson but was placed out in the corridor, while Mr. Irving Tomlinson took
off his shoes and coat and laid down in a connecting room. About one o’clock in the
morning there was sound of a window being raised in Miss Tomlinson’s room and the
nurse entered quickly from the corridor as Irving came in from his room. They found she
had opened the window, and she said to Irving, when he remonstrated, that she wanted to
look out. They induced her to go back to bed and Irving then locked on the inside the
door from her room into the corridor and took the key and kept it. [Compare this to Irving
Tomlinson very different statement to the Boston Post cited earlier.] Miss Telfair heard
the door connecting with Irving’s room shut and locked by Miss Tomlinson. Again she
heard the window opened, but, having been locked out, could not get to Miss Tomlinson.
She called the porter and they finally got into Miss Tomlinson’s room by breaking down
the door connecting it with Irving’s. They found the window wide open and the room
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empty. Miss Tomlinson had thrown herself down four stories to the street. She was
brought back to her room, but never spoke, and died about five A.M. . . .
Small matter for wonder that, when the bruised and mangled body had been carried to the
chamber Miss Tomlinson had occupied, the Universalist minister, standing by his dead
sister, should solemnly say to his brother, the renegade Universalist minister, the
Christian Science healer, “Irving, the blood of our sister is upon the skirts of Mrs.
767
Eddy!”

The above is where most accounts of this event end, with an alarming accusation against Eddy of
actually wanting her son mentally murdered. This is another case where a more in-depth
historical review provides much information that has been missing in previous accounts,
information that can present a very different picture.
Not long after the death of Tomlinson, Edgar W. Preble met Vincent Tomlinson on a train and
some months later (in a letter to Chandler in NHHS, dated August 21, 1907) recorded his
reminiscence of that conversation of what Mary reportedly told her brother Vincent the night of
her death. Vincent said that she had occasional lucid moments and in those moments made
comments against Eddy:
Her faith in Mrs[.] Eddy broke down completely when she was desired to use her power
over others in what she called “mental malpractice,” in order to injure her supposed
enemies–her son I understood was specifically designed for this malignant absent
treatment.
This final and utter collapse of her faith in whom she had idolized was a terrible shock.
She seemed to be heart-broken over it and told her brother, that to prevent others from
having the same experience experience, she felt it her duty to go out and tell her story to
the whole world.
She insisted that she had been hoodwinked—deceived, and that instead of doing great
good, Mrs. Eddy was actually doing a great amount of evil and was deluding thousands
by “keeping the promise to the ear breaking it to the hope.”
Yet she fully realized what it meant to antagonize Mrs. Eddy. For her brother was closely
associated with her and she would have suffer the reproach and condemnation of many
dear friends.
I believe, and Dr. Tomlinson expressed it as his opp opinion, that it was this terrible
conflict raging in her mind between her sense of duty, calling upon her to expose Mrs.
Eddy, and her natural timidity which shrank from the consequences of so doing, that
unsettled her reason and led to her tragic end.

While in this account Mary Tomlinson is said to have averred during one of her lucid moments
that she wished to dedicate the rest of her life to speaking out against Eddy, she instead killed
herself later that night.
A somewhat more retrospective interview was given by Vincent to McClure’s on September, 2,
1907. That interview, now in the Milmine papers in MBEL, records in part the following:
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On April 18, 1907, without previous warning so far as Mr. [Vincent] Tomlinson can
learn, his sister went insane in the early morning and left Concord for Boston secretly in
an early train. She passed the morning in the slums at the north end, “Reflecting love” as
she said, among the poor. She went into a state of coma in the home of a poor woman
where she had stopped, and was taken by police ambulance to a hospital. There she was
brought to consciousness, and a Boston Christian Scientist named Ed.Wood telephoned
to [no name given] at her request. He left her in charge of a nurse at the Parker House,
and notified her brother at Concord. At about six o(clock[sic] Miss Tomlinson herself
telephoned to her brother Vincent at Worcester and he hurried in to see her. The brother
Irving arrived late in the evening. Vincent then went to bed about midnight, leaving a
nurse outside of this sister’s door, and Irving in an adjoining room, his door open into his
sister’s. At about one o’clock Miss Tomlinson asked Irving to go can call Vincent, when
he left the room, bolted her door and jumped from the window. She died an hour later
without regaining consciousness.
When Vincent was first telephoned to by his sietr [sister], she told him to come to her, as
she had left Concord and renounced Christian Science. She knew that Vincent was
strongly opposed to Christian Science. On his arrival he found her with every symptom
of insanity. On being asked by him to go to his home in Worcester, she said mysteriously
she must wait; she must not be tempted; she was being led by a higher power; she had
been led by this power all that morning, as would be seen later.
She denounced Christian Science and Mrs. Eddy as fraudulent, taking [word struck
through] three principal lines of thought; the first was because Christian Science
interfered with human ties and family love, and Scientists made little of her love of
nature; second, because Mrs. Eddy had asked her to do impossible things—and especially
had recently exposed her (Miss Tomlinson) to danger of infection from a scarlet fever
case; third because Mrs. Eddy did not live up to her teachings and the Golden Rule. She
did not love her enemies, but asked her [word struck through] pupils “to use their
unfluence[sic]” against those who she said were persecuting her. Miss Tomlinson did not
specify any instances of this, and did not connect it in any way with the Glover case.
Under the first bitterness of his sister’s death, Mr. Tomlinson thought she had broken
with Mrs. Eddy because she had been asked to do something against her conscience—at
least he thought this might have been the case. He now feels that this belief is not
justified. After consultation with Dr. Quimby[sic] of Worcester a well known alienist, he
is convinced that his sister was insane at the time, and nothing whatever can be deduced
from her statement. In fact, upon reconsideration there was nothing of a very definite
nature in them anywhere.
Mr. Tomlinson has consequently written Senator Chandler who tried to secure his
evidence in the Glover Eddy case, that he does not consider what his sister said to be of
any value whatever, and so would not give any testimony in suit.

Note how in this interview, Vincent specifically distanced his recollection from the allegation
that Mary’s disaffection had anything to do with the Next Friends suit or an allegation to
mentally murder George Glover. In this interview, it appears that Irving was tricked into leaving
the room so that Mary could lock the door and then jump out of the room. This compares to the
allegation that Irving had earlier locked the door so that others could not get in.
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Mary Tomlinson’s recorded relations with Eddy were all positive, with no verifiable record of
any anti-Eddy views such as the ones she allegedly had at the end of her life. A letter that she
wrote to Eddy just five days before her suicide, published below, shows only love to Eddy and
support for her. Eddy, for her part, wrote a letter to Irving Tomlinson the next day that sent her
love to Mary.
According to an account in the Boston American, “Miss Tomlinson’s mind showed no symptoms
of breaking down until Wednesday [i.e, April 17].”768 Presuming this account is accurate, it
would seem to indicate that Tomlinson’s specific mental problems began the day before she left
for Boston by train from Concord.
Above we saw the report of Henry R. Hopkins and his version of his interview with Vincent
Tomlinson. However, the next day Vincent Tomlinson wrote a letter to Chandler to explain his
comments and give his best interpretation of what he witnessed with his sister:
Wakefield, R.I. Aug. 20, 1907
R.F.D.
My dear Mr. Chandler:–
Dr. Hopkins has doubtless told you of our conversation. Having had opportunity to think
it over carefully, I am moved to add this word, which sums up my conviction on the
matter.
I have long felt that Christian Science is unsound as a philosophy, and unsafe in its
practical workings. My personal feeling is, that my sister was a victim of it.
In her conversation with me the evening before she died she arraigned it bitterly (but on
no other occasion). During this conversation she said so many unbalanced things, on
various subjects, and acted so irrationally both immediately before and after the
conversation, that, thinking it over cooly, I came to the conclusion that anything she said
to me that evening would have no weight as evidence.
Upon submitting the matter to one of the best known alientists in New England he
confirmed my opinion as to the worthlessness, as evidence, of such talk under such [word
struck through] conditions.
In view of this I do not see how I could help your case by a recital of the words or the
events of a night that was most tragic and painful to me.
And in addition, because of the position in which my only brother, Irving C. Tomlinson,
is placed in connection with the case, as I intimated to Dr. Hopkins, I would much prefer
that both myself and my departed sister might be entirely eliminated from it.
Yours very truly,
Vincent E. Tomlinson.
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Here, as we saw above, Vincent Tomlinson backed off from what he may have told Hopkins and
said that he believed that his sister’s mental state was so unbalanced that he did not consider her
claim against Eddy to be worthy as evidence. Several years later, Chandler tried to get Vincent
Tomlinson to change his mind, and Tomlinson responded:
My dear Mr. Chandler:–
The answer to this seems to be that I know more of hysteria now than in 1907, and the
weight to be attached to statements of those suffering from it. Naturally my experience
then has led me to consult with others competent to speak, and I am inclined to think you
would find that ‘a court and jury’ would give more weight to the opinion of such alienists
as Dr. Quinby and others whom I have talked with, than you seem to think.
Yours truly,
V. E. Tomlinson
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As mentioned previously, many Eddy biographers have covered the suicide of Mary Tomlinson.
Fraser, for example, wrote:
Irving Tomlinson later wrote a sycophantic memoir, Twelve Years with Mary Baker
Eddy: Recollections and Experiences, in which his sister’s suicide is never mentioned. . . .
In fairness to Tomlinson, it should be pointed out that his decision not to mention the
suicide of his sister may have had its basis in the social reticence of the day. In his
autobiography, The Education of Henry Adams, Adams addresses only in the most
elliptical way his wife’s suicide. And yet, Tomlinson is so clearly devoted to Eddy and
her beliefs that it seems reasonable to surmise that he found it impossible to admit, much
less discuss, an event so confounding to the teachings and teachers of Christian
771
Science.

Fraser’s hypothesis of a Christian Science hierarchy too rigid to even acknowledge “so
cofounding” an event is not borne out by an in-depth study of the event. Actually Tomlinson did
not directly write Twelve Years with Mary Baker Eddy; rather he wrote a reminiscence of over
800 pages from which posthumously that published book was derived by others. In his
reminiscence, now in MBEL, while he certainly did not highlight his sister’s suicide (or even call
it that), he did record the following (p. 652):
When the writer’s sister passed away in April 1907, Mr. [Calvin] Frye was one of the
first to convey his sympathy and loving appreciation:
“Mr dear Bro. Tomlinson: Permit me to say I sincerely sympathize with you in this your
hour of affliction. I counted Mary as one of my dearest sisters in the Christian Science
field. May divine Love sustain you at this and all hours and in the future as He surely has
in the past; for ‘who is so great a God as our God?’
Yours sincerely, I would gladly be of assistance to you; if any way I can, ‘command
me.’” (Letter from C.A. Frye to I.C. Tomlinson — April 24, 1907)
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The writer has always felt that these letters from Mr. Frye registered the real man and
showed that quality of thought which made him for twenty-five years a devoted servant
to Mrs. Eddy and kept him with her so long as she was with us.

Frye, for his part, recorded the following in his diary, April 19, 1907:
Mary E. Tomlinson committed suicide this morning in Boston.

Calvin Frye has been routinely considered taciturn and dour, but in his dealings with the
Tomlinsons he seemed anything but that. See for example, his letter on page 651 of Tomlinson’s
reminiscence, dated January 21, 1899, which welcomed the brother and sister to Concord:
Dear Bro. and Sister Tomlinson: I had hoped to call on you this afternoon and welcome
you to Concord, but other pressing duties render it impossible for me to have this
pleasure. I am glad you have come to live in this city, and feel sure you will be able to
help lighten some of Mother’s [Eddy’s] many burdens and to give an impetus to the
growth of the dear Cause of Christian Science in this city. I may not be able to call on
you frequently but rest assured that my interest in your comfort and success is none the
less cordial, and if there is anything that I can do that will be of help to you please let me
know. My divine Love bless you both is the prayer of Yours fraternally.

In all of the accounts of this in the various Eddy biographies, what is lacking is a look at the
implausibility of the allegation that Eddy asked Mary Tomlinson to pray for her son’s death.
Silberger, relying on information from Bates-Dittemore, correctly noted that Irving and Mary
Tomlinson were appointed to the Committee on Business. Eddy personally selected them. Irving
Tomlinson wrote of this:
In November 1906 the writer was elected to serve on the Committee on Business. . .
Although the writer remained as “the member of the Business Committee residing in
Concord” until February 8, 1908 [just after Eddy moved to Massachusetts], when his
services were “no longer required” (see Mr. W. B. Johnson’s letter to the writer of
772
February 8, 1908) he does not recall that he was called upon to do active duty.

When Silberger said that the function of the Committee “was to constitute a shield for Mrs.
Eddy’s residence against Malicious Animal Magnetism,” that was only marginally correct. The
committee in Concord was established as a purely local group (separate from a similar group in
Boston), designed to provide metaphysical prayer support as well as help in general day-to-day
issues; the latter is seen in this letter on December 1, 1906, from Frye, in the author’s collection:
Dec. 1, 1906
Committee on Business.
Dear Sister & Brother,
It is the request of our beloved Leader that [you] seek out at once some suitable Christian
Scientists who will come and serve her as maid, assistant cook and dressmaker.
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Your fraternally
C. A. Frye
Sec.
[Upper left-hand corner in different handwriting: “Copied on Minute book Dec 3rd
773
1906.”]

Concerning the Boston committee, of their nine letters to Eddy from January through May, 1907,
now in MBEL, all of them relate simply to trying to find additional household help for Eddy.
Eddy believed in active prayer, including prayer for intended results such as having opponents of
Christian Science give up their efforts. (Such prayer was known in the lexicon of Christian
Science as “giving a treatment” or “treating” someone.) She always asserted that she had the
intuitive ability to detect when others were praying for her or against her, as seen in this letter to
Irving and Mary Tomlinson on December 29, 1906:
I notice when you take me up or others in connection with me that it produces bad results.
I am Please do not treat any one in connection or me with them unless I request it. Please
stop treating my son.
The great wrong was done through mesmerism lately and I have enough to bear at
774
present.

The reference to treating George Glover was important for our purposes, since as we will see
below, Eddy wished Glover to cease and desist his activities and return her letters to him. Of
course, it was the allegation that Eddy wanted her son “treated” to his death that this Appendix
seeks to examine.
Before addressing that allegation more closely, it will be helpful to examine how Eddy wrote to
Irving and Mary Tomlinson in the last year of Mary Tomlinson’s life. During the summer of
1906, Irving Tomlinson was heavily involved in having certain streets of Concord paved, which
included Pleasant Street in front of Pleasant View, in part to make Eddy’s daily carriage drive
less jarring:
—Eddy letter to Irving Tomlinson, June 1, 1906:
Your work for me on our Capital was grand and will be a blessing to the race[.] . . .
775

Our relation for years has been a sweet comment on unity, few exceptions.

—Eddy letter to Irving Tomlinson, August 9, 1906:
I thank you deeply for the good you are doing and last but not least your active efforts in
my behalf relative to improved streets.
Long live and love God’s dear servant and his good sister, Mary.
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It will be a grand accession to this picturesque city to have a fine boulevard in the
776
metropolis of time honor[e]d New Hampshire.

—Eddy letter to Irving Tomlinson, August 12, 1906:
I wish you may succeed in getting government authority for prohibiting all heavy teems
on paved streets.
I gave 4000 dolls. for paving Pleasant St. besides what else it cost me, and in about one
year the street was spoiled by the heavy teems from St. Paul School[.]
We as Christian Scientists give to benefit all but we have also a right to be protected in
right giving.
Dear one, you and dear Mary can work for this mayhap win.
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The following letters were after the Tomlinsons had been appointed to the Committee on
Business:
—Eddy letter to Irving and Mary Tomlinson, December 10, 1906:
Your true sense that the “way is strait and narrow” enables you to follow it so promptly
that it is not rough nor lost by you. I thank God for this,—and for having your help in this
city[.]
I find the way by experience hence I am a Christian Science weather vane constantly
veering with the winds of Truth. The wind of God “bloweth where it listeth and ye hear
the sound thereof but canst not tell whence it cometh nor whither it it goeth; so is every
one that is born of the spirit.” I quote this Scripture from memory and may not be
perfectly correct but such is the meaning as you will understand[.]
In haste
Every yours lovingly
778

M B Eddy.

After Eddy met with her son George and her granddaughter Mary on January 2, 1907, Eddy
wrote to Irving Tomlinson the next day:
You and sister did beautifully for my son[.] Now dear one go to Boston on first train tonight and hand this letter to Mr Farlow[.]
After he reads it bring his reply to me soon as possible.
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—Eddy letter to Irving Tomlinson, January 11, 1907:
Will you mentally treat my son George to send to me the letters that I have asked him to
send and send them as soon as possible to me?
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With dear love to Mary and dear love to Irving[.] Ever yours[.] Please mail my letter to
780
George in the Boston mail[.]

—Eddy letter to Irving Tomlinson, February [day unknown], 1907:
Please mentally help the husband of Evelyn, my late grand[d]aughter—help him to
comply with my request viz. to take the money from the Bank that I send to support
George and his family, vouch for it legally, and see that it is done as I requested him in
781
all respects.

Mary Tomlinson’s last known letter to Eddy, April 14, 1907, just five days before her death,
showed no sign of any displeasure or problem:
Beloved Leader;
The first paragraph on page 153 of Misc. Writ. [Eddy’s book Miscellaneous Writings] has
been very precious to me[;] to-day it comes to me as applying to you[;] in the present
storm and tempest—error[—] you are safely sheltered in the strong tower of hope, faith,
and love[;] you are God’s nestling, and He will hide you in His feathers till the storm has
782
passed. “No element of earth” can hinder you from finishing your work with joy. . . .

—Eddy wrote this letter to Irving Tomlinson the next day and sent her love to his sister:
To you who have done so much for God and humanity—I hereby proffer another request.
If, to-day, the Court in my native State decide for us and for justice in this hour of
prosecution for righteousness—please do as follows. Send its decission[sic] to me, and if
it is all right; Have a good operator in this music ready to be in the belfry and ring out
from its height—Old Hundred— and repeat the last line ‘on earth as in Heaven.’
With love to my Mary.
Ever yours in Christ
783

Mary Baker Eddy

This is the last letter known from Eddy to Tomlinson prior to the suicide of Mary Tomlinson.
(The Frye diaries, which were fairly good at noting those who came and went at Pleasant View,
record no visits by Mary Tomlinson in the months prior to her suicide.) There is nothing to
suggest a malevolent intent by Eddy towards her son. Beyond that, to adequately analyze the
allegation it is necessary to understand Eddy’s history of how she used prayer. The allegation is,
as we have seen, that Eddy wanted Mary Tomlinson to use mental means (i.e., malevolent
prayer) to kill her son. This allegation is only credible if it can be shown that Eddy believed in
sending out prayer for malevolent purposes. This is a misunderstood issue, for Eddy, since from
the late 1870s until perhaps the mid-1880s, believed in a defensive, eye-for-an-eye kind of prayer
that was designed to reverse a perceived mental attack from former students back on them. The
most famous example of this is perhaps this Eddy letter, evidently written in the late 1870s, that
Edward Arens later published in the Religio-Philosophical Journal, April 2, 1887 (with slight
editing changes not in the original text given below):
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Dear Dr.—The Relief Committee are directed to take up the following measure to reform
those “evil ones[”] that are disabling some of the students.
Your hour is 5 P.M. Take S[pofford].— and K[ennedy].— thus
That S. has his old belief and fear of neuralgia in the head, and it is awful, excruciating,
and will make him insane unless he stops at once and forever trying to make others suffer
from beliefs[.]
Take up K— thus: That he is suffering from his old belief of spermatorrhaea or
involuntary emissions[,] that he fears it will kill him unless he stops trying to make other
suffer from their beliefs[.]
This is reformatory, designed to do good and not evil[.] The Bible says the measure you
shall mete shall be measured to you again.
I think this will reform them if you persevere and are silent[.]
You are to speak of it to no one but the teachers. When they reform, will let you know
784
and then stop.

As Eddy wrote, “This is reformatory, designed to do good and not evil. The Bible says the
measure you shall mete shall be measured to you again.” Twice in the letter, Eddy referred to the
reformatory goal of the effort. Eddy believed that she had taught students the mental nature of
reality, and this knowledge could be twisted to lead the person to depart from what she believed
was the pure sense of Christian Science for its opposite, a mesmerism guided by evil intent. This
to her was emphatically not coincidence; “Veritas Odium Parit”785 Terence had written in the
second century and Eddy used the phrase so many centuries later as the title for one of her
Journal articles. The key point to note is that she only put forth (or had others put forth) such
defensive prayers or treatments against those that had been trained in Christian Science, which
training on the mental nature of physical reality was in her mind susceptible to being misused.
The supposed eye-for-an-eye treatments were really prayers that the alleged malevolent prayers
of the “malpractioners” would be reversed on them in a reformatory manner, the goal being that
the “malpractioners” would learn that their malevolent actions would only result in their own
hurt. Thus in that context, it would not make sense to use such treatment against a non-Christian
Scientist.
During the Next Friends suit, long disaffected Eddy student, Luther Marston wrote to Frederick
Peabody:
Nearly two-thirds of the time of her class lectures was taken up with teaching us how to
“meet the enemy”, as she called Richard Kennedy, Edward Arnes, Clara Choate, and her
mother, Mrs. Childs, we were taught that Richard Kennedy, especially, was the “Arch
Enemy” of Christian Science, and of Mrs. Eddy herself, that he had learned the art of
using “malicious animal magnetism” on Mrs. Eddy and her students, that he had “secret
service” men and women who watched every movement of Mrs. Eddy, and of each one
living with her; that we could not go out without someone following, and watching us,
reporting to “the ring of enemies”—namely: “Kennedy, Arnes, Choate, and Childs;” we
were taught that by being aware of all our movements—just how we looked—and who
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our patients were they had the mental power to so mesmerize our minds as to cause us to
meet with defeat in all our attempts to heal; that they were informed of the diseases and
weaknesses from which we had been healed, and by malicious thoughts and
786
concentration upon us could cause us to relapse into our old forms of disease.

Regarding the allegation that nearly two-thirds of the class time by Eddy was devoted to
discussing animal magnetism, Peel pointed out that the example of early Eddy pupil, Albert
Dorman, who wrote to her in 1885 after a six-day Normal class that he wished that Eddy had not
waited until the sixth and final day to discuss animal magnetism.787
Returning to Marston’s letter to Peabody, he continued:
Mrs. Eddy was constantly having attacks of illness (always in the night); we were often
called up about eleven o’clock at night to treat her, and were obliged to remain up until
about 2 o’clock A.M. These attacks, we were told, were brought on us by the “enemy”
working through us, as her students; she claimed that the only way the “enemy” could
reach her was through her students, she being so strong and so pure that their “malicious
animal magnetism” could not reach her in any other way; so we used to go into the
parlor, after breakfast and supper each day, and mentally “take up the enemy”; we were
taught to recognize the error and treat ourselves and the “enemy”; so that they (the
enemy) could have no power over us, or our patients; and every time we gave treatments
we were taught to first “treat the enemy.”

While Marston wrote the above letter almost a quarter of a century after the facts, he also wrote
his opinion on the matter in Mental Healing Monthly, May, 1887:
Scores of people who are branded as “mind-curers,” “malicious mesmerizers,” and
“mental malpractitioners” are innocent of the charge. They are honest, earnest Christians,
seeking more of the Christ truth whereby to destroy sin and disease. I am constantly
receiving letters asking ‘What shall we do to counteract the teaching that is going
broadcast that all who do not directly follow the direction of the leaders of the Christian
Science Association are “mind-curers.” “malicious mesmerizers,” etc. etc. . . . I know that
the report that there is an organized band of “mesmerizers” who are bound to injure all
who follow the devotees of the above association is utterly false, it is either a fraud or an
insane delusion. No such organization exists. It is no more than the false idea as taught
me that the employees of the Boston Post-office department were so “influenced” that
letters addressed to headquarters of this mental derangement, were interfered with, and
never reached their destination. That telegraph operators were so “mesmerized” by “the
enemy” that messages to certain scientists were not received, or that all real estate estate
brokers were so affected by this “subtle force” that the devotees of these God-protected
people could not transact business for the leaders of this false teaching. . . that the
symptoms of arsenic poisoning claimed to be produced upon them and their patients were
self-produced by fear. . . .
I have many times been called at midnight to a Christian scientist’s to assist in destroying
what was claimed to be an attack of “malicious mesmerism.” It was readily dispelled by
treating for hallucination. Those attacks were never cured. I am fully satisfied that they
were produced by fear.
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While the fear of animal magnetism in certain quarters of the Christian Science movement was
palpable in the 1880s, this article from The Christian Science Journal by “J.C.” gave a helpful
view of Eddy’s evolving positions (emphasis added):
Letters are received at the College daily, from all parts of the country, asking advice and
describing the effects of mesmerism in cases cited. Also, letters saying they have been
advised to mentally attack members of the College, as the ones who were making them
suffer. Think, for a moment, of this! The president [Eddy] cautions all her students
never to interfere with the rights of mortal mind in any way. When first learning
what it was, and how to meet this sin with science, she knew no better way than to
teach a harmless method of self defence. Since then this necessity has been obviated
by constant discovery of the good resources in mental science, with which to meet
the evil outside of it constantly welling up. She now instructs her students in the
prevention, instead of cure,—how to deprive mental malpractice of all power. She
never argues a case mentally; all her teaching has to be done through the efficacy of
788
Spirit, without an argument.

The following month, a contributor, “E” wrote of this “Practical Demonstration” of handling the
alleged malign influence of the malpractitioners (emphasis added):
I was called a few days since, to the bedside of a young lady suddenly stricken down
from perfect health by all the symptoms of irritant poisoning. Her friends thought
something in the food had poisoned her,—possibly canned corn, or meat. No other
member of the family had experienced such effects, but they were at loss how otherwise
to account for her strange attack. Before I had been in the house five minutes the patient
said: "I have had an unaccountable conviction ever since I was taken ill that somebody
wants me to suffer."
I took the case up, according to Christian Science, on the ground of maliciously directed
mind—animal magnetism exercised with evil intent. Within half an hour she was wholly
relieved, and in sound healthful slumber. I never touched in thought personalities,
though well aware that K.[ennedy] and A.[rens] of Boston, and some of their
coadjutors do mentally attack people in this way, making them believe that she who
exposes their crimes, is doing it. I set the whole false claim of error aside by the
Truth, and took no person into the question, just as Mrs. Eddy instructs her students.
This saving power of Truth instantly manifested, rewarded my faith and obedience.

At some point Eddy instituted what became known as the P.M. or “Private Meeting” Society.
This was evidently alleged to be a malevolent group, to which Eddy responded in an article
“Truth versus Error” in 1888:
I organized a secret society known as the P. M., the workings whereof were not “terrible
and too shocking to relate.” By and and[sic] with advice of the very student who
misrepresents this society, it was formed. The P. M. (Private Meeting) Society met only
twice. The first subject given out for consideration was this, There is no Animal
Magnetism. There was no advice given, no mental work, and no transactions at those
meetings, which I would hesitate to have known. On the contrary, our deliberations were
as usual, Christian, and like my public instruction. The second P.M. convened in about
one week from the first. The subject given out at that meeting was, in substance, God is
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all; there is none beside Him. This proved to be our last meeting. I dissolved the society,
and we have not met since. If harm could come from the consideration of those two
topics, it was because of the misconception of those subjects in the mind that handled
them. An individual state of mind sometimes occasions effects on patients which are not
in harmony with Science, and the soundness of the argument used. Hence it prevents the
normal action, and the benefit that would otherwise accrue. Fearing that such was the
case, I dissolved the meetings.

Eddy added that she had by then decided to renounce her earlier eye-for-an-eye efforts:
I issue no arguments, to be used in mental practice, which consign people to suffering.
On the contrary, I teach the use only of such arguments as promote health and spiritual
growth. A life consecrated to humanity, through nameless suffering and sacrifice,
furnishes its own proof of this.
I have, in times past, called on students for the purpose of testing their own ability to
meet the mental malpractice, and to lift the burdens imposed by students.
For want of time, and for the purpose of blessing even my enemies, I neglect myself. I
have never practised by arguments which, perverted, are the weapons of the silent mental
malpractice, I have no skill in occultism; and I could not if I would, and would not if I
could, harm anyone through the mental method of Mind-healing.

Eddy later evolved to a position that “taking up” individuals was wrong. See for example her
letter to Helen Nixon, November 4, 1892:
I would never take anyone up personally[;] I once thought that was, as a resort, right, but
789
I believe now differently and never repeat what is outgrown.

Annie Knott recorded this from Eddy’s Normal Class in February, 1887, as something Eddy said
and the Frye gave out a written version to the class members:
“In treating against malpractice, the student must not call the names of individuals
because he cannot know who is sinning always, but he can make sin to himself nothing
through divine Science. Declare positively, mortal minds cannot harm me or my patients.
One Mind governs all harmoniously.” We were to declare daily, “I cannot suffer from
others’ sin, for sin is its own punisher, and I will not sin; then I am free from
790
suffering.”

In later years, Eddy told Irving Tomlinson:
I have never countenanced any method in Christian Science which is not to be found in
the Bible. For a short time I permitted students when they were attacked, to defend
791
themselves with the Old Testament method, but this I very soon countermanded.

Thus, I believe that one of the unstated aspects of the Mary Tomlinson story is that Eddy, even in
her early eye-for-an-eye days in the 1870s and 1880s, did not ask her followers to treat those
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who had not been trained in Christian Science and, in her mind, could not therefore use a
knowledge of mental forces against them. In later years, when the printing press might break
down at a critical time in the publication of a new edition of her writings or any other of a myriad
examples of irritant problems, Eddy could ask a household member to pray for that to be
corrected, and think that it was just another example of the world’s resistance to Truth. The
difference was that Eddy did not view the innocent operators at the printing press (or other
comparable examples) of malevolent intent. Thus, I believe the historical record does not support
the claim that Eddy asked Mary Tomlinson to pray for her son’s death or anyone else’s, and
Vincent Tomlinson was wise to discount his sister’s comment as he discounted the many other
aberrant comments that she made to him that night. Also, if Peabody’s report was accurate, Mary
Tomlinson had had similar mental health “attacks” before, and that too would militate against the
argument that her aberrant actions were simply a reaction to what Eddy had allegedly asked her
to do. By the time of the Next Friends Suit in 1907, Eddy’s recorded instructions on prayer to her
workers regarding the suit were not maledictions but rather targeted prayers such as the
following recorded by Calvin Hill in his reminiscence, based on his time with Eddy, including a
short time in her home in 1907:
Please realize twice at least each day that McClure and New York World press men
cannot and will not send out another lie about Christian Science. Show them they will
injure their press, not Christian Scientists. Please inform the Boston branch of Committee
on Business to do the same. Do not name me in your arguments.792
God governs the Court. Truth prevails. God governs the lawyers, and they cannot make a
mistake. Divine Mind governs them and guides them, and they say and do according to
793
this divine government and guidance.

1

A breezy biographical booklet of Quimby, evidently meant for children, does not count as a serious biography. It is by Ruth L.
Miller and called The Power of Mind: Phineas P. Quimby finds a New Thought (Vancouver, WA: WiseWomanPress, [ca. 2011]).
2

That a relative dearth of biographical information on Quimby’s life has been the norm, did not keep Vladimir Nabokov from
finding him, as we see in Lolita, “An ordinary encyclopedia informed me who the peculiar looking ‘Phineas Quimby, Lebanon,
NH’ was. . . .” (Vladimir Nabokov, Lolita. New York: Random House, 1997 (originally published in English in 1958), p. 250.)
By 1979, Southwestern College in Santa Fe, New Mexico, was created largely to promote the theories and teachings of Quimby.
The college has the Quimby Library, which has been described on their website as follows:
“Our campus library includes the Phineas Quimby Collection of rare books, which focuses on comparative religion and
metaphysics. It is one of the more significant collections of metaphysical materials in the country. Learn more about Phineas
Parkhurst Quimby, father of ‘new thought,’ scholar, clockmaker, inventor and healer.”
Similarly, there is a Christian Science college, Principia College, in Elsah, Illinois. That also maintains a lower school and high
school located in nearby St. Louis.
3

See, for example, the following references to Quimby’s “silent” work, which differs conceptually from Quimby talking to
patients and telling them why their thoughts and beliefs were the cause of their problems:
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Horatio Dresser in QMSS (70): “Dr. Quimby did not keep a record of his patients from the point of view of medical diagnosis or
opinion, and we do not know just how soon after 1847 he began to give all his time to silent spiritual healing.”
Julius Dresser in Mental Healing Monthly (April 1887): “The reader may wish to know if Quimby ever used manipulation in
any way, in his practice. The reply is that, owing to his standing alone in a purely mental practice and as founder of it, he felt the
need of using a light material means of some kind to let the patient see that something was done to which to attach his
confidence, if needed, and for that purpose he usually rubbed the head in a brisk manner, after he had finished his explanations
and had done the silent work, which (without the rubbing) comprised the treatment.”
In the latter example, Julius Dresser indicated that Quimby’s treatment was two-fold. The “explanation” to the patient was one
part (as outlined in George Quimby’s 1888 biographical sketch) and then his “silent” treatment was the second part. Quimby
himself referred to his ability (clairvoyant or otherwise) to determine the mental cause of a patient’s physical problem, which is
presumably the basis for Dresser’s comment; however in the late 1880s, a reader would almost certainly have read into the
“silent” method a prayer-based spiritual healing methodology that was popularized by Eddy and many others at that time, not
clairvoyance.
4

Julius A. Dresser, The True History of Mental Science. Boston: Alfred Mudge & Son, Printers, 1887. Eddy’s response, for her
part, to this pamphlet, appears in her article “Mind-Healing History” (The Christian Science Journal, June, 1887): “In a peppery
pamphlet, Mr. Dresser delivers a stupendous eulogy over the late P. P. Quimby, as his healer, and exaggerates and fabricates in
Quimby's behalf; but all that is kind, and I wish it was honest.”
5

Ibid., p. 6.

6

Some of this may be a matter of degree. Mesmerism was routinely referred to as a science, and some healing work was deemed
part of the mesmeric treatments, but Quimby may well have been the first to stridently call a non-medical healing methodology a
science.
7

This article in the Advertiser was reprinted in the Cincinnati Commercial Tribune, June 22, 1884.

8

While I agree with Dresser that the year 1840 seems to match the date that Quimby appeared to use for the starting point of his
interest in mesmerism, it is worth noting that the conventional wisdom of Quimby is that he was greatly interested in a lecture by
Charles Poyen in 1836 or 1838, and some even said that he gave up everything at that point to follow Poyen around. That claim
will be discussed elsewhere in this book.
9

Dresser, True History, pp. 8-9.

10

That Quimby believed this to the end is seen in Jane Clark’s reminiscence of her husband’s visit to Quimby late in 1865
(given later in Chapter 4), which records that Quimby told her and her husband that he was no longer able to free himself from
the pain that he took on from treating Mr. Clark. In Dresser’s account, Quimby was only exhausted, with no reference to him
suffering from the pains of his patients.
11

Ibid., pp. 19-20.

12

Annetta Gertrude Dresser, The Philosophy of P. P. Quimby With Selections from his Manuscripts and a Sketch of his Life.
Boston: Geo. H. Ellis, 1895, p. [9].
13

Dresser, QMSS, p. 2.

14

Ibid., pp. 3 and 9. Cf. Horatio Dresser’s article “As to the Origin of Christian Science” in Unity magazine, March, 1906, p.
144: “It must sooner or later to be known to all that Mr. Quimby[,] an enlightened, deeply spiritual man, worked out through
years of unselfish labor for the sick the method of silent treatment which underlies the entire spiritual healing movement; . . .”
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That article was repeated in Practical Ideals, December, 1906, pp. pp. [22]-24.
15
16
17

Ibid., p. 11.
Ibid., p. 7.
MBEL, L12649.

18

This collection came from Arthur Corey, who received most of his Christian Science collection as a gift to him, evidently in
the 1930s. Corey wrote to Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., on December 29, 1940 (his second letter to him): “Though I am not at all a
collector, there has come into my hands (without solicitation or searching on my part) a singularly full library of books and
manuscripts on Christian Science, and this I would be genuinely glad to place at your disposal. . . .” (The original of this letter is
in the author’s collection.)
At the Corey Collection in Bridwell Library at S.M.U. are documents that recount how influential Corey was over Braden. In
early 1969 an issue came up about how much influence Corey had over the Braden book, so Charles Braden wrote for Corey a
two-page history, which explained how Corey and his wife allowed Braden to use guest quarters and have complete access to his
collection of Christian Science materials (which is a very good collection but was much overrated by Corey and Braden). In the
paper, Braden explained the ready access he had to Corey but pointed out that he had interviewed many other Christian Scientists
at The Mother Church as well. Corey responded to Braden on January 25, 1969, and in doing so outlined how much work he had
done in assisting him:
“…the candid, exhaustive interviews you pursued with me, coupled with literally hundreds of my letters of
analyses and data, some of them running into ten and twenty pages of single-spaced material, plus the
suggestions, corrections, documentation, writing and rewriting of text through three full drafts of the work, in
which we differed in nothing of moment excerpt your SMU editor’s removal of the revealing Carpenter letter
from the final draft.”
Five years later, in a letter to Juan Jimenez of the federal government, on November 10, 1974, Corey wrote as he promoted his
bona fides as an expert in Christian Science: “I collaborated with Professor Charles S. Braden, foremost authority on comparative
religion, in the writing of the comprehensive study Christian Science Today: Power, Policy, Practice (Southern Methodist
University Press, 1958).”
Corey had an over-inflated view of his knowledge of Christian Science history, which was surprisingly limited in many areas. He
had a very specific point of view on Christian Science theory and was quite against the hierarchy of the Christian Science church,
which he felt was far too hidebound. He knew that if he attacked Eddy, he could thereby attack his enemies at the Boston church,
all the while claiming to present a more “real” look at Eddy. Corey was so persuasive with Charles Braden that his book became
virtually a look at Christian Science history from Corey’s particular perspective.
Interestingly, even though the Gilbert Carpenters (and their collection) were represented in the book as shining examples of those
with true freedom of thought and a willingness to buck the Christian Science church organization (which resistance Corey and
Braden so championed), Gilbert Carpenter, Sr.—the younger Carpenter had passed on by then—was so irate at the book when it
came out that he seriously considered legal action against Braden for what he reported of the Carpenters. However, this was
based on the initial advertising of the book. Once he read the book and corresponded with Braden, he generally cooled down.
Braden was the perfect tool for Corey to further his efforts, which included playing up the Quimby debate. Corey’s
“collaboration” with Braden in the writing of Christian Science Today is clear. His influence on Braden’s view of Quimby and
New Thought is not clear but Braden never got much beyond the conventional wisdom of Quimby as presented by the Dressers.
19

Charles S. Braden, Spirits in Rebellion: The Rise and Development of New Thought. Dallas: Southern Methodist University
Press, 1970 [third printing, originally printed ca. 1963], p. viii.
20

Braden and Corey alleged that Eddy called Quimby a “mere mesmerist.” Despite extensive searching, I have never been able
to find an example of Eddy ever saying that, although she did call him at one point an “ignorant mesmerist” in a letter to James
Henry Wiggin on January 15, 1886 [MBEL, L02170]. This apparent error is likely derived from Corey and Braden misreading
QMSS where Dresser used the term as something he felt the purported Quimby enemies believed of Quimby, but he did not
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attribute it to Eddy as a specific quote. Corey later claimed to the author incorrectly that the term was used by Eddy in her
pamphlet, Historical Sketch of Metaphysical Healing.
21

Braden, Spirits in Rebellion, pp. 27 and 49-50. Braden’s reference to SMU having received a microfilm set of the Library of
Congress Quimby papers appeared on page 159.
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Ibid., pp. 57-58.
BU 152.
Braden, Spirits in Rebellion, pp. 83 and 89-90.
Ibid., p. 159.
Peel, Discovery, pp. 153-154.
Anderson, Healing Hypotheses, pp. 38-41.
Ibid., pp. 211-277.
Ibid., pp. 365-369.
Ibid., pp. 371-383.
Gill has also written biographical treatments of Agatha Christie, Queen Victoria and Prince Albert, and Florence Nightingale.

32

As a matter of full disclosure, I was able to help Gill on her biography in a few minor ways. I also provided Peel a small bit of
information in this third volume by pointing out to him the similarities between the allegations of the New York World in 1906
the Next Friends Suit against Eddy 1907 and the general plot line of an anonymous novel in 1905 called The Mother-Light, which
was later known to have been written by David Graham Phillips. (For information on that, see Abe C. Ravitz, David Graham
Phillips. New York: Twayne Publishers, Inc., [ca. 1966], pp. 53-56.)
As I later learned, the book (without giving its title) was mentioned in the New York World (October 29, 1906) for its surprising
parallel to the World’s allegations:
The Story of Mrs. Eddy.
No more amazing story was ever unfolded to newspaper readers than that which The World began yesterday and continues to-day
of the deception of followers of Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy. The aged founder of the Christian Science Church, helpless, dying, in
the hands of her immediate household; another woman trained to assume her apparent form. Such is the dramatic situation
brought to light in Concord.
The conception of like circumstances had not escaped the novelist. In March, 1905, a book by an unnamed author was published
dealing in detail with a body of believers like Christian Scientists, describing just such an aged leader as Mrs. Eddy, telling how
the Mother failed and died and how her ‘apparitions’ were continued by a young woman brought from New York and specially
prepared. The author even told of a public appearance after which the dying leader collapsed just as did Mrs. Eddy after a
pathetic scene described in The World.
Christian Scientists who read that story of nineteen months ago declared it an impossible tale. Yet it seems that even while the
book was being published the realization of its central idea was in progress. Was the author somebody who knew? Or does all the
credit go to coincidence?
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33

Gill, pp. 119ff.

34

Gail Thain Parker wrote a brief history of mind cure, entitled, Mind Cure in New England from the Civil War to World War I,
Hanover, N.H.: University Press of New England, 1973.
This rather breezy history of "mind cure" in New England covers much interesting territory, but it has little depth. Chapter Six
(pp. [109] - 129) is entitled "Mary Baker Eddy: New Thought Parodied."
35

Quimby did not consider himself equal to Jesus, but he did maintain at times that he healed as Jesus healed and no one else
had in between.
36
37
38
39
40
41
42

Gill, pp. 132-133.
Ibid., pp. 138.
Ibid., pp. 138-139.
Ibid., p. 142.
Ibid., p. 146.
The Whitehouse review of the Gill biography may be found on the Internet at http://websyte.com/alan/eddyrevw.htm.
Gill, p. 136.

43

It is not known specifically what Mrs. Quimby was referring to here. We know that Eddy’s financial situation during this time
period was very poor, if not even bleak at times, and her relationship with Patterson was not good (especially after she found out
about his sexual advances to her friend and fellow Quimby patient Sarah Crosby). How she thus presented herself to the Quimbys
is not known. What Eddy may have said to the Quimbys that yielded Mrs. Quimby’s comment about Eddy not always adhering
closely to the truth is also not known.
44

Recall, for example, the comment that Julius Dresser made about the Quimby family in his 1887 pamphlet, The True History
of Mental Science, pp. 19:
During those years [i.e., 1859-1865] when his office was in Portland, his home and family being always in
Belfast, he was compelled once in four or six weeks to get away from the pressing tide of humanity, and go
home to Belfast, privately, and rest for three or four days.
Dresser in his diary, April 7, 1862, mentioned visiting Quimby and “Mrs. Q.” was there. Nonetheless it appears that Mrs.
Quimby visiting her husband in Portland was a fairly rare event.
45

In the McClure’s installment of March, 1907, is the following footnoted comment:

“The death of Quimby was a great shock to Mr. and Mrs. Dresser. It was generally expected by Quimby's followers that Mr.
Dresser would take up the work as Quimby's successor. Mrs. Dresser hesitated to attempt it publicly, knowing her own and her
husband's sensitiveness, and after consideration they decided not to undertake it at that time. ‘This,’ says Mr. Horatio W. Dresser,
‘was a fundamentally decisive action, and much stress should be placed upon it. For Mrs. Eddy naturally looked to father as the
probable successor, and when she learned from father that he had no thought of taking up the public work, the field became free
for her. I am convinced that she had no desire previous to that time to make any claims for herself. Her letters give evidence of
this.’”
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46

It is not clear exactly when Julius Dresser became the editor of the Webster Times. Horatio Dresser wrote a brief history of
himself and his family, which is included in Healing Hypotheses. On p. 337 Dresser said that his family moved to Webster,
Massachusetts in the autumn of 1866, but perhaps they moved later, after Julius had settled in at his new business. Horatio
Dresser said his father was editor of the paper until 1874.
In the BU collection is a copy of an undated letter from Mrs. Quimby, evidently to Julius Dresser, in which she wrote: “Your
position now as Ed[itor] I often think of and wish my hus[band] might have lived to see it, he always longed for a paper and
would I think [have] had one had he lived, he always found it so hard to get anything printed, and he so longed to lay some of his
experiences before the public. Perhaps tis better as it is, but I cannot fathom it.”
47

Robert Peel believed the article may have been written by Milmine. In an unpublished brief article written by William Lyman
Johnson, called “The Wentworth Manuscript,” he wrote even more strongly, “The article in the New York Times does not bear
the name of the writer but it was Milmine, as this article is used in her Life of Mrs. Eddy.” Despite Johnson’s assurance, I do not
believe Milmine wrote the article due to its early date. She was researching Eddy by then but I doubt her research was far enough
along for her to write such an article. (A copy of the Johnson article is in the author’s collection.)
I believe the author of the article was not Milmine but rather Eddy-foe Frederick Peabody. In the 1904 second edition of his antiChristian Science pamphlet, Complete Exposure of Eddyism or Christian Science. The Plain Truth in Plain Terms Regarding
Mary Baker G. Eddy [N.p.: N.p.], 1904, pp. 17-21, he essentially duplicated the “deadly parallel” comparison, word for word, but
without mentioning the New York Times or its article. The second edition pamphlet had a prefatory statement by Peabody in it,
dated December 1, 1904, so the pamphlet was printed after the Times article was published. Later, Peabody duplicated the
comparison in his book The Religio-Medical Masquerade: A Complete Exposure of Christian Science. Boston: The Hancock
Press, [ca. 1910]. Again, in the latter book, no mention was made of the Times article when Peabody duplicated the comparison,
which would possibly in his view not have been necessary if he had in fact written the Times article to begin with.
48

While Quimby to some extent referred to God and truth together, that is a biblical concept, such as we see in Deuteronomy 32:4
(KJV): “a God of truth and without iniquity. . . .”
49
50

Eddy, S&H, third edition (1881), vol. 1, p. 7.
Edwin Franden Dakin, Mrs. Eddy: The Biography of a Virginal Mind. New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1929, pp. 92-93.

51

Martin Gardner, The Healing Revelations of Mary Baker Eddy: The Rise and Fall of Christian Science. Buffalo, NY:
Prometheus Books, 1993 p. 47. To clarify the account, Eddy “left” Quimby (i.e., last saw him) in 1865, not 1864. None of the
text of the manuscript “Questions and Answers” was duplicated in Eddy’s pamphlet, The Science of Man, which had a
completely different text. That pamphlet was published in 1876, not 1870, and none of text of “Questions and Answers” appears
in Eddy’s chapter, “Recapitulation.”
52

The title-page was later discovered by the curator of the Rare Book Department of the Library of Congress, V. Valta Parma
(formerly Albert Houghton Pratt) in 1938. He wrote to Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., July 26, 1938:
“. . . I have turned up the title-page of The Science of Man, Lynn, 1870. . . . The title-page, of which I am enclosing a photostat,
indicates that it was set up with considerable care and attention to typographical excellence, which would not have been the case
had there been no intention of printing at that time.”
For Eddy’s explanation of the delay in finally publishing The Science of Man, see her comment in Retrospection and
Introspection, p. 35:
“In 1870 I copyrighted the first publication on spiritual, scientific Mind-healing, entitled, ‘The Science of Man.’ This little book
is converted into the chapter on Recapitulation in Science and Health. It was so new—the basis it laid down for physical and
moral health was so hopelessly original, and men were so unfamiliar with the subject—that I did not venture upon its publication
until later, having learned that the merits of Christian Science must be proven before a work on this subject could be profitably
published.”
Interestingly, even though she waited until 1876 to publish the pamphlet, she wrote in the third edition of Science and Health in
1881 (Volume One, p. [167]):
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“This chapter is from our class-book, first edition, 1870.”
The date of Eddy’s submission of the title for copyright was October 10, 1870.
53

Interestingly, the handwritten submission for copyright sent to the Library of Congress had a slightly different title:

“The Science of man, by which the sick are healed, embracing questions and answers in Moral Science. Arranged for the learner
by Mrs. Mary Baker Glover.”
54

Dresser, QMSS, p. 178.

55

While some might argue that the dating of the “Questions and Answers” documents (and the corresponding prefatory
paragraph) in the Quimby papers is unsettled, based on the allegation that incorrect dates were added later to make it only appear
that it was produced before Quimby met Eddy, I have found no evidence to support that, despite Horatio Dresser having initially
dated it from 1863.
56

For some reason Collie-Seale ignored this text, but it appears in Hughes, p. 458.

57

This ignores for the moment the lawsuit in 1883 between Eddy and Edward Arens, where the latter to some extent did allege
that since Eddy plagiarized Quimby, it was all right for him to plagiarize her.
58

McClure’s (May 1907), pp. 112-113.

59

Mrs. Mary Baker Glover, The Science of Man, By Which the Sick are Healed. Embracing Questions and Answers in Moral
Science. Lynn, MA: Thos. P. Nichols, 1876.
60
61
62

Dresser, QMSS, pp. 435-436.
According to S. P. Bancroft, she also gave her 1875 class a paper with the title, “Personal Sense.” See Bancroft, pp. 95-100.
Dresser, QMSS, pp. 162-163 (second edition).

63

Eddy, S&H, sixth edition, Vol. I, p. 4. Here are related comments by Eddy over the next few years (the first three texts are
generally different versions of a common historical sketch by Eddy but with varying titles):
1) “About the year 1862, my health failing rapidly, I employed a distinguished mesmerist, Dr. P. P. Quimby, a sensible old
gentleman, with some advanced views on healing. His method of treatment was manipulation and the use of water: there were no
metaphysical healers then; the science of mental healing had not been discovered. He helped me at the time; and I treated
successfully cases that he failed to cure, but returned home not healed myself. . . . [After Quimby’s death and Eddy had recovered
from her fall on the ice in Lynn (“an injury caused by an accident that neither surgery nor Materia Medica could reach”), she
discovered the secret of healing lay in the Bible:] “The Bible was my text-book; it answered my question as to how I was healed.
But the Scriptures had a new meaning, a new tongue; their spiritual signification appeared, and I apprehended for the first time
their spiritual meaning, Jesus’ teachings and demonstration, and the Principle and rule of metaphysical healing,—Christian
Science. . . .
As far back as 1862 I left my manuscripts on mental healing in the hands of Dr. P. P. Quimby.” (Mary Baker G. Eddy, Historical
Sketch of Metaphysical Healing. Boston: Published by the Author, 1885, pp. 6-7 and 14.)
2) “As far back as 1862 I left my manuscripts on Mental Healing in the hands of Mr. P. P. Quimby, a well-known mesmerist. . . .
Besides assisting him in his curative work, I re-arranged some of his short essays. Moreover, I gave some of my own writings,
which remained among his papers and which are now spoken of as his own. . . . Before writing my first important book, I had
been a diligent student of the Scriptures; and at that early period (1867-68) I wrote plentiful expository notes, which have never
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been put in type. If they were published, these notes, which have never been read by anyone but myself, would serve to prove
how little I then really understood of Christian Science. Like all great truths, this developed to me gradually.” (Mary Baker G.
Eddy, Mind-Healing: Historical Sketch. Boston: Published by the Author, 1886, p. 16-17)
3) “While with Mr. Quimby I cured some of his most helpless cases on the general lines of my own notions, which were then in
line with some of his.
I rearranged a few of his short essays, and gave him some of my own writings, which remained among his papers, and have been
spoken of, by persons unfamiliar with the facts, as his own.” (Mary Baker G. Eddy, Historical Sketch of Christian Science MindHealing. Boston: Published by the Author, 1888, Third Edition, p. 6.)
4) “I healed some of his [Quimby’s] patients, and also corrected some of the desultory paragraphs which he had committed to
paper, besides leaving with him some of my own writings, which are now claimed as his.” (Mary Baker G. Eddy, Science and
Health with Key to the Scriptures. Boston: Published by the Author, 1886. 16th edition, p.7.)
64

It is interesting that “Questions and Answers” was not discussed by the Quimby proponents until the 1904 Times article. When
Judge Septimus Hanna printed copies of that article from the Sarah Crosby copy of the document in 1899 in the Christian
Science Sentinel, Horatio Dresser quickly attempted to downplay the text quoted, and said in his attack on Eddy and Christian
Science in Arena, May, 1899: “[The quoted Quimby excerpts] were from an article written by Dr. Quimby in 1863, . . .” Of
course if Quimby had written the article in 1863, that would open the door for Eddy having been one of the patients that asked
him questions, and could have influenced his answers. It appears that Dresser knew little of the document, when he wrote: “The
extracts quoted from Dr. Quimby in the Sentinel are from one of his earlier articles, and do not adequately express him.” It
appears that Dresser was generally not familiar with the document in 1899.
65

Annetta Gertrude Dresser, The Philosophy of P. P. Quimby [,] With Selections from his Manuscripts and a Sketch of his Life.
Boston: Geo. H. Ellis, 1895, pp. 49-50.
66
67

Peel, Discovery, p. 233.
MBEL, A11350

68

Samuel P. Bancroft, Mrs. Eddy as I Knew Her in 1870 (Boston: Press of Geo. H. Ellis Co, 1923), pp. 86-88. (This is hereafter
referred to as “Bancroft.”)
69

See for example, Eddy in S&H, pp. 83 and 94: “There is mortal mind-reading and immortal Mind-reading. . . . Mortal mindreading and immortal Mind-reading are distinctly opposite standpoints, from which cause and effect are interpreted. . . . Jesus
could injure no one by his Mind-reading. The effect of his Mind was always to heal and to save, and this is the only genuine
Science of reading mortal mind.”
70

LC 5:122.

71

This statement is not to suggest that Quimby did not believe in God or that his theory had no place for God; rather, it points
out the distinction between Quimby’s theory that focused on the mind, and Eddy’s evolving theory of a divine ontology where
sickness and even matter had no place, regardless of what the material senses indicated.
72

One example is Eddy’s letter to her cousin, Harriet Baker, July 14, 1876, in which she tells of having a seizure after having
been too long in the mental atmosphere of the sick (this letter also tells of falling in love with her future husband): “The day after
my return home I had a violent seizure, I had been in the atmosphere of the sick to long for my belief and was not in a bad fix.
Mrs. B— ran for Dr. Eddy, he came when I was unconscious and immediately broke the spell! I was astonished at his skill, he
was calm, clear and strong, and so kind I fell in love with him! never before had I seen his real character, so tender and yet so
controlling.” MBEL, L09897.
Another example is found in one of the Wentworth manuscripts copied about 1869 by Sally Wentworth of what Eddy wrote or
dictated [V03399], “. . . I should have suffered the change called death but a short time since, Mrs. W, [i.e., Mrs. Wentworth] not
understanding her control over this error[,] sufficiently believed that I was in it; but so soon as I could realize myself not there the
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belief lost its power over me except to tempt through the old fear because of having once believed it was my master.” I take this
somewhat cryptic passage to mean that Eddy suffered the ills of Wentworth, along the lines of Quimby having taken the pains of
the patient, but Eddy had realized how to mostly overcome that. The Wentworth passage was prefaced by Eddy’s assertion that
man need not be the slave to beliefs but rather become the master of them.
73

Stephen Gottschalk, The Emergence of Christian Science in American Religious Life (Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press, [ca. 1973]).
74

Gottschalk, Rolling Away the Stone, p. 70. I provided Gottschalk with some editorial assistance in his book. I also provided
him some information on Eddy that he used in the book.
75

The following are just some of the other biographies (generally full-length) of Eddy since then, in chronological order:

—E. M. Ramsay, C.S.B., Christian Science and its Discoverer. Cambridge, England: W. Heffer & Son, Ltd., 1923.
—H. E. Wortham, Three Women: St Theresa [,] Madame de Choiseul [,] Mrs. Eddy. London: Cassell and Company Ltd., 1929.
—Edwin Franden Dakin, Mrs. Eddy: The Biography of a Virginal Mind. New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1929.
—H.A.L. Fisher, Our New Religion. London: Ernest Benn Limited, 1929.
—Lyman P. Powell, Mary Baker Eddy: A Life Size Portrait. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1930.
—Fleta Campbell Springer, According to the Flesh. New York: Coward-McCann, Inc., 1930.
—Stephan Zweig, Mental Healers: Franz Anton Mesmer [,] Mary Baker Eddy [,] Sigmund Freud (translated by Eden and Cedar
Paul). New York: The Viking Press, 1932.
—John V. Dittemore and Ernest Sutherland Bates, Ph.D., Mary Baker Eddy: The Truth and the Tradition. New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1932.
—Hugh A. Studdert Kennedy, Mrs. Eddy: Her Life, Her Work and Her Place in History. San Francisco: The Farallon Press,
[1947]. [Foreword by Clarissa Hale Studdert Kennedy.]
—Norman Beasley, Mary Baker Eddy. New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce, [ca. 1963].
—Jewel Spangler Smaus, Mary Baker Eddy: The Golden Days. Boston: The Christian Science Publishing Society, 1966.
—Robert Peel, Mary Baker Eddy: The Years of Discovery. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, [1966].
As cited in the Introduction, this is the first installment of Robert Peel’s three volume biography of Mrs. Eddy. It covers the years
1821-1875. The second installment below covers the years 1876-1891, and the third installment covers the years 1892-1910.
Here are the final two installments:
¨

Mary Baker Eddy: The Years of Trial. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, [1971].

¨

Mary Baker Eddy: The Years of Authority. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, [1977].

—Marian King, Mary Baker Eddy: Child of Promise. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc., [ca. 1968].
—Doris Grekel, The Discovery of the Science of Man: Being the Gospel According to Doris Grekel. Havilah, CA: Science in
Education, 1978.
This is volume one of a three-volume “spiritual” biography of Mrs. Eddy by Doris Grekel. This volume, which covered the years
1821-1888, was followed by the other two biographies:
¨

The Womanhood of God[.] Volume II[.] The Founding of Christian Science (1888-1900)[:] Being the Gospel According
to Doris Grekel. [Havilah, CA]: Science in Education, 1987.
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¨

The Womanhood of God[.] Volume III[.] The Forever Leader (1901-1910): Being the Gospel According to Doris
Grekel. [Havilah, CA]: Science in Education, 1990.

—Julius Silberger, Jr., Mary Baker Eddy: An Interpretive Biography of the Founder of Christian Science. Boston: Little, Brown
and Company, [1980].
—Robert David Thomas, “With Bleeding Footsteps”: Mary Baker Eddy’s Path to Religious Leadership. New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1994.
—Yvonne Caché von Fettweis and Robert Townsend Warneck, Mary Baker Eddy: Christian Healer. Boston: The Christian
Science Publishing Society, [1997].
—Richard A. Nenneman, Persistent Pilgrim: The Life of Mary Baker Eddy. Etna, NH: Nebbadoon Press, [1997].
—Gillian Gill , Mary Baker Eddy. Reading, MA: Perseus Books, 1998.
—Caroline Fraser, God’s Perfect Child: Living and Dying in the Christian Science Church. New York: Henry Holt and
Company, [1999].
—Stephen Gottschalk, Rolling Away the Stone: Mary Baker Eddy’s Challenge to Materialism. Bloomington, IN: Indiana
University Press, [2005].
—Isabel Ferguson and Heather Vogel Frederick, A World More Bright: The Life of Mary Baker Eddy. Boston: The Christian
Science Publishing Society, [2013].
These often divergent biographies of Eddy are resources that have to be weighed and evaluated; all must be judged for
intellectual honesty, knowledge of the subject, whether a theological or secular agenda is promoted, the author’s use of sources,
etc. While this might sound like simple common sense, it has unfortunately been done all too infrequently in Christian Science
historiography.
76

Dakin published his book in 1929, in the midst of the chichi fad of “psychoanalytical” biographies, books that purported to
bring Freudian psychiatric tools to the analysis of the life of the subject, written largely by writers with an embarrassing lack of
training or background in psychiatry or psychology (and this includes Dakin and other biographers in 1920s and 1930s). The
pseudo-sophistication of Dakin’s effort has had an enduring effect, as even today some writers on Eddy still profess admiration
for Dakin’s “psychological” treatment of Eddy.
77

Dakin, pp. ix-x, xiv-xv.

At one point during the writing of this book, more than fifteen different copies of the original Milmine biography were available
on the Internet from used book websites.
78

This statement came from Dakin’s 1969 introduction to a 1970 printing of his book, p. xiv. In the author’s collection is Edwin
Dakin’s personal copy of the Wilbur biography, with his early notes on her. That book was found in a New Hampshire
antiquarian shop, near where Dakin summered in the 1950s. He died in 1977 in Louisiana.
79

The Human Life separate reprint (circa 1907) is extraordinarily rare and virtually unknown, even among collectors. In the
author’s collection are only a few of the reprinted months.
80

Dakin, p. 541. Note: her first name is correctly spelled “Sibyl,” not “Sybil;” the latter is an incorrect spelling that is repeated
in an astonishing number of articles and books by Christian Scientists and others.
81

Dakin repeated the false story that a Christian Scientist had purchased the copyright of the Milmine 1909 book; actually
Milmine (then Mrs. Georgine Adams), renewed her own copyright in 1937. (She had become Mrs. Adams by marrying Arthur A.
Adams on August 24, 1914. Her previous husband had died in 1911.) In fairness to Dakin, even the Christian Science church
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thought that was the case. (See Clifford Smith’s letter as Committee on Publication reprinted in the Christian Science Sentinel,
October 26, 1929.)
At MBEL are a few versions of early manuscripts of the text of the magazine serial or text, including an early December 1904
version by Milmine before she sold the rights to McClure’s, but there is also another December 1904 version at the Newberry
Library in Chicago.
82

Robert Peel, Authority, p. 147.

83

In the Introduction of his book, The Religio-Medical Masquerade, p. [5], Peabody wrote, “Christian Science is the most
shallow and sordid and wicked imposture of the ages.” He later wrote in the book, p. 14, “Some time after the Woodbury-Eddy
litigation I was retained by Rev. Minot J. Savage, then of New York City, to collect for him, and at his expense, in legally
evidential form, the facts showing unmistakably Mrs. Eddy’s false pretense and fraud, and in pursuance of this employment I
examined numerous individuals and took their statements under oath for Mr. Savage. Later, when McClure’s magazine
undertook the publication of the facts of Mrs. Eddy’s career, I was employed to procure the sworn statements of many individuals
in support of the magazine’s story, and shortly thereafter I was retained by Mrs. Eddy’s to sons, George W. Glover, born to her
by her first husband, and Edward[sic] J. Foster, her son by adoption [for the Next Friends Suit]. . . .”
84

Robert Peel, Authority, p. 150: “Early in 1899 newspapers from Bangor, Maine, to Denver, Colorado, began printing derisive
little poems, letters, news items, written or inspired by Mrs. Woodbury and aimed at the founder of Christian Science.”
85

This word might be “store” or “stove.” The handwriting of Dresser is not clear. Robert Peel read it as “store” while William
Lyman Johnson in his unpublished material on Eddy and Quimby read it as “stove.” I believe the former is correct.
86

Robert Peel in Authority, p. 458, adds that Dresser sent a letter to Judge Septimus Hanna, who was the editor of the Christian
Science Sentinel, which had printed excerpts from Quimby’s document ‘Questions and Answers,’ slightly before this time:
“Books are being prepared which will inform people, and the Quimby Mss. are being held in reserve as the climax.”
87
88
89

Horatio W. Dresser, Ph. D., “A Word about Christian Science,” in Practical Ideals, April, 1909, p. [15].
Human Life, February, 1907. I have corrected the spelling of “Courser” to “Corser.”
See, for example, this affidavit in Peel, Authority, 275:

“I, Ernest Gosselin of Amesbury, Mass., a Licensed Chauffeur of Massachusetts, do hereby certify that on Nov. 2 and 3, 1906,
three men came to me, whom I afterwards learned to be detectives for the New York World, and tried to have me say that I had
taken Dr. Herman Cooper, of this Town, to some place for the purpose of performing an operation on Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy.
Failing on this purpose on both these occasions, he came again on Nov. 4, 1906, and said if I would take them to the same place I
had taken Dr. Cooper, in an automobile at midnight, to perform said operation on Mrs. Eddy, that money would be no object to
them, that they would pay me any amount I would name for my time and labor. And I hereby certify that, as I did not take Dr.
Cooper on any such errand, the proposition was refused.”
That Eddy had secretly had a cancer operation from a cancer specialist was just one of the false claims made in the New York
World in its exposé on Eddy in late October, 1906, and continuing into early November.
90

Peel, Discovery, p. 218. This letter, now in MBEL, is incorrectly dated by Mary Crafts as “Feb 2 1807” with a note in
unknown handwriting correcting that in parentheses to 1907.
91

Milmine papers in MBEL.

92

The Johnson notes in MBEL read more specifically, with either Johnson writing in the third person (as W.L.J.) or with
someone writing this account in his behalf:
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“W.L.J. knew Arthur True Buswell intimately and made arrangements in 1920 that he should write his experiences of early days
for Mrs. Longyear. This he did, and also went with her when she visited him home in Barton, Vt. Mr. Buswell, a man of
considerable talent, was clean morally and of a very gentle nature, but never successful financially. After going out from Mrs.
Eddy, Mr. Buswell took courses to become a Swedenborgian clergyman, then studied medicine, was given his degree, and was
admitted to practice.
In 1920 when W.L.J. introduced him to Mrs. Longyear, he was selling what he called ‘Fire-proof paint.’ When Miss Milmine
interviewed he was well along in years and not in comfortable financial circumstances and he admitted to W.L.J. that under
pressure and inducement he has said certain things for which he had regrets and upon which a different interpretation was placed.
Both Mrs. Longyear and W.L.J. indicated that Mr. Buswell write of his early experiences with Mrs. Eddy without exaggeration
and give only what were facts, but he wandered off several times into the relations between different types of mental treatment
and the effect of medicine. This was not a mental weakness, but a part of this character. In her book, ‘The Genealogy and Life of
Asa Gilbert Eddy,[’] copyright, 1922, privately printed, Mrs. Longyear has included some of Mrs. Buswell’s writing on pages 2,
27, 28, 29, 30, 47, 67, 68, 69.
In conversations with him W.L.J. learned what he told to none other, that he regretted deeply that he had been led away from
Mrs. Eddy and had never forgotten the wonderful healing and regenerating power of her teachings.”
That Buswell had been more than willing to sell his story is seen in his letter to William Chandler, July 17, 1913, in the Chandler
papers:
“I, for some time, have been thinking ofwriting[sic] you relative to my former proposition to you to write up my experience in
Christian Science. For ‘I could a tale unfold’, you know, that would be worth reading. Please let me know what you think of it, is
the time ripe, is your case [i.e., Chandler’s attempt to thwart Eddy’s wish in her will to leave the bulk of her estate to The Mother
Church] finally ‘called off’?
Hoping you are well, and enjoying the New Hampshire climate, I[’]m,
Sincerely yours,
[unsigned]
I had thought of writing to the New York World—asking them if they would like a story on the subject. My desire is to get the
most possible for my contribution, and it seems to me I should be able to command a good price; and that you can, better than
any one else advise me in this matter.
A.T.B.”
Buswell was an important source of information for Milmine and others during those years. Later to William Lyman Johnson and
Mary Longyear, he gave accounts with a markedly different tone. Peel in Trial, 348, believed that Buswell was “caught up” in
the muckraking fever of the Milmine era but later when things cooled down, was able to give a more balanced picture of Eddy
and his time with her. I believe that may be giving him too much credit. My impression is that he sought to use his history for his
self-advantage and would tailor his answers to what he believed the recipient wanted. In 1911 he made efforts to help Chandler in
his legal case against the Eddy estate. In the Chandler papers is a good collection of letters from John Slaght to Chandler, undated
but known to have been sent in 1911, and they detail Slaght’s efforts to track down early Eddy students who could dish out dirt
on her. He had many dealings with Buswell during this time period, and the following quotes come from his collection of letters
regarding Buswell:
—“Buswell lied when he wrote of Mrs. Reed[’]s plan to visit him at his home. He tried to secure her as a boarder & failed.”
—“By the way I have clearly developed the fact that Buswell is a liar. This is the fact—the details will keep until we meet. Only,
be on your guard if he should seek to get into your confidence.”
—“Like you, I distrust him.”
Chandler had every reason to distrust Buswell after Peabody wrote this letter to him on July 17, 1911 (now in the Chandler
papers):
“I am writing to volunteer a word of caution.
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Buzzwell[sic] called upon me the other day and I had quite a chat with him. Not having any occasion heretofore to distrust the
man, I confided to him a method by which I believed the First Church of Christ, Scientist, in Boston, can be ousted from its
possession of the old mMother cChurch property, and I suggested that he co-operate with me in an endeavor to find the necessary
parties. I was much surprised to have Buzzwell respond ‘Yes, I will take that up with you, if the Christian Scientists don’t treat
me right. I expect to get a good deal of money out of the situation, from the Christian Scientists, and, if they don’t treat me right,
I will be glad to go into this matter with you. I suppose you know that I have been looking up evidence for Senator Chandler, and
I don’t know what I am going to get out of that side of the case.’
There was a plain intimation that if he did not get as much as he expected out of you, he was going to get what he could out of the
other side. . . .
Evidently Buzzwell has no appreciation of the nature of the position taken by him. He plainly purposes to get what he can out of
you and, if he does not get all he expects, to betray you for what he can get out of the other side, and in his present state of mind,
I can easily fancy him taking money from both sides and betraying each to the other. He told me he had recently had a talk with
Farlow and found him to be a very ‘clever little fellow.’ Buzzwell apparently is just like every other man who has ever been a
Christian Science faker. Fraud is a natural to him as the breath of his nostrils.
Buzzwell said he was going off for a couple of months to Vermont and would not be in Boston during that time. What I have
said, of course, you will regard as strictly confidential as I should like to keep tabs on Buzzwell and keep you posted.”
93

Another example of former Eddy students who were evidently eager to take the opportunity presented by the Milmine articles
in McClure’s to take a swipe at their former teacher is Emma Curtis Hopkins, who became one of the founders of the New
Thought movement after leaving Eddy’s organization in 1885. On the day that she was let go, November 4, 1885, Hopkins wrote
to Eddy student Julia Bartlett (in MBEL and quoted in Peel, Trial, 179-180):
“I saw all the letters said to be written by Mrs. E. to Dresser and Quimby and not one of them can be held as argument against her
supreme originality. I was always ferreting out things to their basis in fact back of the statements made—I do not care who by,
and I know thus, that with my critical, cynical gaze I found her free to her own original marvellous inspiration.”
Eddy, as a sort of field general in what she saw as the war of Truth versus error or Spirit versus materiality, was generally quite
critical of those that left her and set up competing shop, and Hopkins drew several public rebukes from Eddy. (For example, the
early issues of her 1887 pamphlet, Christian Science: No and Yes, referred to “mind-quacks” and the first published issue
mentioned Hopkins by name, but Eddy immediately sought to stop the publication of that issue, as she later explained The
Christian Science Journal of May, 1889, "An edition of one thousand pamphlets I ordered to be laid away, and not one of them
circulated, because I had been personal in condemnation. Afterwards, by a blunder of the gentleman who fills orders for my
books, some of these pamphlets were mistaken for the corrected edition, and sold, much to my regret.")
By the time of the McClure’s article, Hopkins was certainly open to paying back her former teacher, once her book, High
Mysticism, was done. To S. S. McClure she wrote on December 7, 1906 (in MBEL):
“Perhaps—after your other articles have called public attention to the Mystery of the Age, I will write out fully my own
reminiscences of life with Mrs Eddy. I will certainly offer it to you first of all after it is completed.
I have the first chapter of my forthcoming book on High Mysticism all finished. This is an intensely mystical generation, albeit
almost the most sordid one on record.”
To Georgine Milmine she wrote the following July 15 (in MBEL) with gushing praise for the literary style of Milmine (i.e., Willa
Cather evidently was the actual writer of the text of the articles after the first issue):
“My dear Mrs.[sic] Milmine
After having read with critical care your five [fine?] articles in McClure’s monthly on the subject of Mrs. Eddy and the Hist. of
C. S., I am writing to tell you that they are not only classically beautiful as literary productions they are perfectly truthful as
history of incidents and events and delineation of character. . . . I would give a million dollars to know how to use that liquid
instrument of thought, the English language, with the limpid purity of expression you have discovered.”
In the letter, Hopkins criticized Eddy and her followers for believing in the “mal-use of thought by whoever had fallen under her
suspicions” and that her views were also the sentiments “of others I know, scholars, writers, statesmen.” She ended by again
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referencing her proposed reminiscences of Eddy, which effort she would allow Milmine to supervise completely: “The
reminiscences Mr. McClure asked me for, I will some time undertake under your supervision entirely.”
It is not known whether Hopkins ever wrote her reminiscences of Eddy.
94

Cf. Bates-Dittemore, p. 57, after showing that Eddy had poor teeth based on her letters to her future husband and dentist,
Daniel Patterson in the early 1850s: “It is evident that Mrs. Glover neither had excellent teeth nor was guilty of the insane caprice
attributed to her [of having good teeth replaced by platinum teeth]. But by 1907 she was to have become so legendary a figure
that no story about her was too fantastic for even so careful a biographer as Miss Milmine to believe.” While Ernest Bates in the
Bates-Dittemore biography (who did the writing while John Dittemore provided the documentary materials) was not above
correcting errors made by Milmine from time to time, he generally followed the template of the critical biographers of Eddy in
that era, which seemingly required them to act as an apologist for Milmine (and others at McClure’s). The story about the
platinum teeth was so clearly false that it should have been obvious to Milmine, regardless of the degree of Eddy’s fame and
reputation.
95

Eddy specifically denied this absurd story in her article in My., “Reply to McClure’s Magazine,” p. 313: “I was never ‘given
to long and lonely wanderings, especially at night,’ as stated by McClure’s Magazine. I was always accompanied by some
responsible individual when I took an evening walk, but I seldom took one.”
96

For more information on the Next Friends Suit, see for example pp. 13-42 of Gottschalk, Rolling Away the Stone.

97

This letter is in the Chandler papers. In a different letter in the cache of undated letters from Slaght in 1911 is this example of
the kind of completely false information that was available to any of the reporters who were tracking down stories about “Mother
Eddy” as she was commonly called:
“Detective Leon von Rahr tells a strange story—very important if true. He claims to hold confidential relations with certain oldtime police officials and says that Mrs. Eddy passed six months or more in the Salem Prison as a prisoner.
She was sentenced as a “dissolute person”—“conducting a disorderly house.”
Rahr says that the record of this fact—although hidden—can be found & positive proof produced.”
98

Mentioned above is the work that Chandler had Slaght doing in talking to old Eddy students looking for dirt. While that might
have made some legal sense during the Next Friends Suit—where Chandler’s goal was to portray Eddy as insane because of her
religious beliefs, thereby making her incapable of overseeing her substantial financial assets—after Eddy’s death, Chandler
sought to have the bequest of most of her assets to her Church disallowed because of legal technicalities in the applicable state
laws. As such, attempting to dig up dirt on Eddy no longer played into his case, but he was so convinced that Eddy was insane
that he kept up with his efforts to destroy her, even after her death. (It might be argued that being able to show Eddy as “insane”
would have helped his legal case, but he had already tried that in the Next Friends Suit and lost on that count.)
99

Boston Globe, June 16, 1907, reproduced in Michael Meehan, Mrs. Eddy and the Late Suit in Equity. Concord, NH: Michael
Meehan, p. 258.
100

Rachel A. Koestler-Grack, Mary Baker Eddy. Philadelphia: Chelsea House Publishers, [ca. 2004], p. 77.

101

It was the habit of Merrill and a few others at the World to transcribe and have typed their diary notations, which is the
format preserved at the Butler Library.
102

In the World’s issue of October 28, 1906, appeared this recognition of the help provided by Peabody:

“Frederick W. Peabody, a lawyer, No. 10 Tremont street, Boston, rendered valuable assistance to The World in securing part of
the evidence of witnesses and in furnishing certain documents. He first became interested in Mrs. Eddy several years ago when
he brought suit for damages against Mrs. Eddy because of certain references made to Mrs. Josephine C. Woodbury, a former
associate of the discoverer of Christian Science.”
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The suit brought by Peabody and Woodbury did not allege that Woodbury had ever been named by Eddy in her address to her
Church, but that her identity was implied. Peabody and Woodbury lost their suit, but it began Peabody’s anti-Eddy career.
103

Gillian Gill has written at length, pp. 436-439, of the sad and possibly even sordid life of Peabody, and he evidently had a
way of ingratiating himself to absolutely no one. See for example this letter in the New Hampshire Historical Society from John
Kelley, one of the Chandler team of attorneys (along with Peabody) to William Chandler, November 17, 1909: “Peabody is a
jackass,—no, not a jackass—non compos.” See also Frank Sprague’s letter to Alfred Farlow, January 31, 1907, regarding the
comments of his friend, Reverend Lord, who had actually been the minister to marry Peabody and his wife. Speaking of the
ongoing divorce of Peabody then in the news, Lord told Sprague, “no woman could live with him, (Peabody) unless she allowed
herself to be dragged through the mire.”
In 1910, while Peabody was touring the country lecturing against Eddy and Christian Science, he became angry because some
newspapers in Los Angeles would not print advertisements for his lectures, which they considered to be too bellicose and too
intemperate to print, especially against an established religion. Peabody attempted a campaign against these papers, claiming that
the Christian Scientists had bought them off. This proved a mistake for the Los Angeles Herald, April 4, 1910, printed a result of
its own investigation into the past and present of Peabody, entitled, “Herald investigates standing of Christian Science
‘Exposer’,” which chronicled the fact that while Peabody championed himself as a member of the Bar in Boston in good
standing, he was not in fact a member of the Bar. The article gave several examples of lawsuits against him for bad debts. “In
each and every case which has been investigated for The Herald judgment was rendered for the plaintiff against Mr. Peabody.”
The paper ended their exposé with this comment:
“Mr.Peabody’s career in Boston does not appear to qualify him as a critic upon this particular point [i.e., as to the happiness of
domestic life, which he claimed Christian Science interefered with]. The records of the Boston courts shows that he brought suit
for divorce against his wife on the ground of desertion. His wife filed an answer in which she set up that she had abandoned him
because he had failed for years to support her and their little girls, and that she was driven to seek employment by which she and
the children could live. Mr. Peabody’s action for divorce was dismissed. Later when he filed a second action for divorce his wife
apparently did not consider him worth a struggle to keep, so that she failed to answer, and a decree by default was entered.
Evidence establishing the foregoing statements as to Mr. Peabody’s reputation and standing as a lawyer and character as a man in
the community he calls his home are based upon evidence in the form of certified copies of court records in the possession of The
Herald. As shown by these court records, Mr. Peabody does not appear qualified to criticise any religious denomination, and The
Herald is more than ever satisified that it acted properly in refusing to publish the advertisement which he offered it.”
Peabody’s personal problems were quite evident to those around him. In a series of letters in the Chandler papers between
Peabody and Chandler over alleged money owed to the former, Chandler wrote on December 11, 1909: “Your letter of the 8th
received. It only shows your ungovernable temper which has made a failure of the life of a man who has many good traits.” After
Peabody wrote a conciliatory letter, Chandler responded on December 14: “I am glad you have become rational, and forgive you,
as I always do, your impulsiveness.”
Peabody’s pugnacious side was seen in an open letter in the Boston press in 1895 that alleged the City Architect of Boston,
Harrison Atwood, of blatant corruption. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts prosecuted Peabody for libel but the case was
ultimately dropped. That case was recounted in:
Testimony of Harrison H. Atwood, Together with the Indictment, Record and Specifications in Commonwealth vs. Peabody.
December, 1895 — January, 1896. Boston: L.H. Lane, 1899.
104

Butler Library, Columbia University, Bradford Merrill letter to Joseph Pulitzer, November 2, 1906.

105

The World used a coding system in their letters and cables to hide the identification of certain person’s and entities. “Gyrate”
was the code for Caleb Van Hamm.
106

As we saw earlier, an affidavit to this effect appears in Peel, Authority, p. 275, from one Ernest Gosselin, who said that
people he understood to be from the New York World offered him any amount of cash to say he, as a form of taxi driver of that
day, had taken a Dr. Herman Cooper, a surgeon, to see Mrs. Eddy at her home at Pleasant View to perform surgery on her. Since
it was not true, he said, he refused. See earlier for the text of his statement.
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The effort of some at the World to stop at almost nothing to sell newspapers (as we shall see) is unfortunately reminiscent of what
Robert Collyer wrote some sixty years earlier about the newspapers of New York City in his time: “Scarcely a day passes but
some public character is slandered, abused, libelled, wholely to promote their business—to sell their papers—or to effect some
mercenary end. Public and private men are libelled, lied about, most shamefully, the domestic fire sides deprived forever of
peace. . . . There is a class of newspapers which have lately sprung up here which live by destroying their fellow-creatures. They
call themselves public censors—guardians of the morals of the people, and although dead in trespasses and sin themselves, they
do not scruple to hold up either, to violate or condemn either—the very smallest frailty or wrong doing of their neighbor, and this
under a cloak of benevolence and virtue.” (Robert H. Collyer, Lights and Shadows of American Life. Boston: Brainard & Co.,
[ca. 1843], p. [8].)
107

The allegation that Eddy assistant, Pamelia Leonard of Brooklyn, New York, was impersonating her on her daily carriage
rides was categorically denied in an affidavit that Leonard made, as well as others who were in a position to know. The World
reporters said they jumped on the Eddy carriage to peek in to see and saw Leonard. Many women worked at Eddy’s home who
theoretically could have been asked to impersonate her. The World reporters just happened to have a friend or acquaintance of
Pamelia Leonard’s with them from Brooklyn. Here is how Eddy biographers, Bates-Dittemore, who were generally hostile to
Eddy, discussed this (p. 396): “The person who made this identification was John J. Hennesy, who had known Mrs. Leonard in
Brooklyn. His allegation was, of course, denied by Mrs. Leonard and has recently been denied by Lewis Strang [who was in the
Eddy household at that time and was a later friend of John Dittemore]. The impersonation is accepted as fact by both Dakin and
Mrs. Springer, but there is not sufficient evidence to establish it, and it seems intrinsically improbable. It is certain that during the
last year of her life, when much feebler than in 1907, Mrs. Eddy still took her daily drives. Impersonation was both unnecessary
and dangerous.”
Edwin Dakin, p. 401, added the following, “That Mrs. Leonard ever substituted in this manner for Mrs. Eddy has been recently
denied by a member of the Eddy household of this period. Such contradictory evidence is the bane of the conscientious Eddy
biographer.” Despite Dakin’s claim to being conscientious, his biography was perhaps the most gullible when it came to
accepting the claims made in the New York World at face value with almost no hesitancy.
108

Calvin Frye was Eddy’s footman, secretary, factotum, and overall aide for 28 years. As the fame and mystery of Eddy grew,
so did the fascination with Frye, and the rumors. Of such a rumor, that he was secretly married to Eddy, he wrote in 1901
[A10222]: “The absurd report malicious [word struck through] innuendo that I am the husband of Mrs. Eddy is an unmitigated
falsehood lie! Such a thought never entered my mind. I would as soon think thought of becoming the husband of Queen Victoria.
The utterance of such a lie thing is sacreligious[sic]! I am simply Mrs. Eddy’s student and under her employ.”
109

There is no confirmation from the World that it ever received any such letters, although rumors of Eddy’s death came and
went.
110

Calvin Frye recorded this on the October 15, 1906: “Two reporters from the New York World J. W. Slaght and J.H.L.C.[?]
Lithchild called today and Prof Kent came to Mrs Eddy’s office with them and identified her as the real Mrs Eddy, thus refuting
the stories that she is dead, &c.”
Frye’s diary is noted for having historically important comments alongside daily potpourri. Frye then followed the above with
this note: “Subscribed today for (Good Housekeeping) beginning Oct 1/06 $1.00 per year in advance.”
111

This account was actually written by Strang on October 27, before the World’s October 28 exposé. Strang was suspicious of
the two World representatives, so he wrote this account for the record.
112

Hugh A. Studdert Kennedy, Mrs. Eddy: Her Life, Her Work and Her Place in History (San Francisco: The Farallon Press,
[ca. 1947]), pp. 440-441.
113

Calvin Frye specifically denied the ridiculous charge of a galvanic battery being used and readily visible:
“When the reporters of the New York World called to see Mrs. Eddy personally, what they spoke of as
stimulants was not in the room at all. There was no galvanic battery, nor any stimulants or medicines in the
room or in the house. There was simply a small table on which was a silver ice-pitcher, a silver mug, and
small finger-bowl that Mrs. Eddy uses. There was a wood-box in the room, but nothing else except Mrs.
Eddy's own literary materials, books, and papers. Mrs. Eddy has never to my knowledge, while I have lived
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with her, used stimulants of any kind, nor to my knowledge have there ever been any in the house. My
service covers a period of twenty-four continuous years.
CALVIN A. FRYE”
114
115
116

MBEL, L08871.
Bates-Dittemore, p. 398.
The Sentinel later in the same issue included these remarks by Corning to the Boston Herald:

On Monday the mayor was questioned by a reporter for the Boston Herald regarding his interview with Mrs. Eddy, and answered
in part as follows:—
"But I had gone expecting to find a tottering old woman, perhaps incoherent, almost senile. Instead, when she rose to greet me,
her carriage was almost erect, her walk that of a woman of forty. I have seen many old ladies, but never one with the vigorous
personality of Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy. I can think of no more distinguished woman of her years in the world to-day; that was
the impression she gave me, and it was the first time I had met her face to face.
'You have a cosey corner here, I see, Mrs. Eddy,' said General Streeter.
'Yes, and some people would like to see me in a closer corner,' remarked Mrs. Eddy, quickly.
I call that good repartee for a woman over eighty,” continued Mayor Corning.
"She remembered local incidents and happenings of recent date, talked family matters with General Streeter, and to try her mind
he asked her concerning the date of her donation of one thousand dollars annually to the State fair. She remembered within a few
days when the agreement was drawn up two years ago. To say that she is mentally vigorous is inside the mark. She is wonderful
for an octogenarian. Her face is not full, her figure is slight, but she looks commanding, her eyes are bright, her handclasp is firm.
We talked with her for half an hour, and at the end of that time, when she rose to bid us good-by, Mrs. Eddy showed no sign of
fatigue. I should certainly say she is capable of attending to her own business. As to whether she does or does not, I cannot give
an opinion, any more than I could as to whether the octogenarian president of a bank here manages it directly.
I went there entirely unbiased. I am not a Christian Scientist."
117

This is reproduced in a typed collection of historical writings by William Lyman Johnson, p. 507, known as “The Thousand
Pages,” which is material not included the privately printed two-volume work by him, History of the Christian Science
Movement.
118

See Peel, Authority, 268-269, and Gill, 479-480.

For this interview, Wilbur had been selected to read a series of four questions to Eddy as she walked to her carriage ride, amidst a
swarm of some of the top reporters in the nation. Laura Sargent, who was one of Eddy’s long time assistants, left a recollection
that was recorded on November 11, 1946 by former Eddy household member, Minnie Scott to Laura Sargent’s niece, Minnie S.
McDonald [sic]:.
[When the reporters all came to Pleasant View on October 30, 1906 and Eddy was about to go into the foyer to see them, she
told:] your Aunt Laura [Sargent] afterwards “I was waiting for the Christ to go before me.[“] Sybil[sic] Wilbur O’Brien was there
as a representative of a Boston paper and was so conscious of that holy presence that she wept during the interview and while
they were shown through the house not asking any questions. I was there at the time and had to answer a few questions about
Mrs. Eddy’s food. . . . Later Mrs. Sybil Wilbur came several times while she was writing her book.”
Lyman Johnson, who as the son of the Church’s Clerk, William B. Johnson, was in the inner circle and had access to information
on the Eddy household, wrote in the above-mentioned historical manuscript, p. 513, of the preparation of Eddy (or lack thereof)
for the onslaught of reporters at her house:
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“From what the author learned at that time, her morning hours had been taken up with her work. When she gave her consent the
previous day to meet representatives of the newspapers, she had no idea that a small army of them would appear before her and
that she would have to exhibit herself before the analyzing eyes of between fifteen and twenty of them who crowded around the
half parlor nearest the doorway that led from the entrance hall.”
119

According to a document in the World archives regarding salary increases at the end of 1906, Spurgeon “had a substantial
increase in salary by reason of his promotion, has made a contract and received two weeks extra reward for the Christian Science
story which he personally developed.”
120

Joseph Pulitzer had years earlier gained fame by promoting and publicizing the effort of his reporter, Nellie Bly, to
circumvent the globe in less than the 80 days fictionalized by Jules Verne.
121

Chandler papers, New Hampshire Historical Society. Chandler wrote in his diary of November 21, 1906: “ev[enin]g with Jno
W Slaght of N Y World on Mrs Eddy case.” The following day he wrote “saw Slaght.” These were the earliest records of the
Eddy case that I saw in the Chandler diary, which gets away from the speculations of some that he had begun working with the
World at an earlier date.
122

Despite the thousands of dollars that Eddy had given her son over the years, he was notoriously impecunious, largely due to
his penchant for investing in land for gold mines that never produced.
123

Letter in Chandler papers in the New Hampshire Historical Society.

124

Merrill later connected with Chandler. In NHHS is a letter from Merrill to Chandler, September 10, 1907, in response to a
letter from Chandler three days earlier: “Frankly, I want to induce you to write for the New York AMERICAN editorial page,
and if possible, to persuade you to come to New York to live.” Chandler never took him up on his offer.
125

New York Times, April 22, 1907.

126

Hamilton wrote a couple of nice letters to Eddy after the interview, including this letter, printed in the Christian Science
Sentinel, November 2, 1907:
“My Dear Mrs. Eddy:—I received the most interesting history of the Congregational church at Concord, read it, and hasten to
return it, as Mr. Tomlinson requested. It reflects, as Mr. Tomlinson says, the kindly feeling toward you in your community. In my
opinion it does more, for it is the admission of respect of one church for another, and the recognition of your own sincerity and
purity of your life.
With the hope that when I next go to Concord I may have the pleasure of seeing you, and with congratulations, upon your
continued good health,
I am sincerely your friend,
Allan McLane Hamilton.”
However in his book, Recollections of an Alienist (New York: George H. Doran Company, [ca. 1916]), his account of his
interview was more cynical than his contemporaneous account and letters.
127
128

Boston Herald, June 22, 1907, reprinted in The Christian Science Journal, July, 1907.
Recorded in the August 17, 1907, Christian Science Sentinel, as a reprint from the Concord [New Hampshire] Daily Patriot.

129

Reprinted in facsimile in Michael Meehan, Mrs. Eddy and the Next Suit In Equity, Concord, N.H: Michael Meehan, 1908, pp.
104-111.
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130

This is from a clipping in a scrapbook maintained by Eddy’s lawyer, Frank Streeter, a microfilmed copy of which the author
has in his collection. It also was reprinted from the New York American in the Christian Science Sentinel, August 31, 1907.
131

There is evidence to show that Eddy was considering a trust of some type to manage her money and assets prior to the Next
Friends Suit. See, for example, Peel, Authority, p. 481, where Calvin Frye on February14, 1907, commended her proposal to
transfer her assets into a ‘Christian Science Association of Home and Foreign Missions,” which would act similar to a charitible
remainder trust today, with income made available to the grantor. That idea appears to have morphed into the more prosaic (and
certainly easier to administrate) trust that she established the following month.
132

Clipping in the Frank Streeter scrapbook. A clipping also appears in the Chandler papers, dated September 3, 1907.

133

That the McClure’s team did not appreciate being scooped is seen in part by the fact that the whole story of the World’s
attack on Eddy, the multi-reporter interview, and the national sensation that is caused, is completely missing from the McClure’s
serial or the later Milmine | Cather book. Thus, to avoid giving the World any publicity, Milmine was prevented from giving any
kind of real context to the Next Friends Suit.
134

A School Committee in Bow, New Hampshire, in Eddy’s young days reported of the sad state of affairs: “It is one of the
greatest faults of our schoolhouses that they are too small. In many of them, there is not fair opportunity for necessary
locomotion. Besides, the seats and benches are too narrow and contracted—sometimes too high, sometimes too low, while the
scholars are huddled together, in the most uncomfortable ways imaginable.” (Smaus
, p. 45.) See additionally Peel, Discovery, p. 27.
Eddy’s comment on her early education was this from Ret., p. 10:
“My father was taught to believe that my brain was too large for my body and so kept me much out of school, but I gained bookknowledge with far less labor than is usually requisite.”
135

Dyer Sanborn ran “Sanborn’s High School” in Sanbornton. See this advertisement he ran in the New Hampshire Patriot and
State Gazette, August 19, 1841:
“The Subscriber will commence his Fall Term in the Town Hall, at Sandbornton Square on Thursday the second day of
September, and will continue twelve weeks. Instruction will be given in the Latin and Greek languages, and in such other
departments of science as have been pursued in Literary Institutions under his instruction. . . . Miss Martha S. Baker [Eddy’s
sister], who sustains the reputation of an able and efficient Teacher, will discharge the duties of a Female Assistant.
The whole number of scholars in the past year has been 286. The average number, rising 71. . . .
Tuition at the rate of $3,50 for twelve weeks,—50 cts. extra for French and Drawing.”
136

Eddy, Ret., p. 10.

137

Eddy later in My., p. 310, said that Albert had “privately tutored” her, but she never said she was fluent in any of the foreign
languages.
138
139
140
141

MBEL, A10269, with original copy with Eddy notes in the New Hampshire Historical Society.
The original of this document is in the author’s collection.
Original at Longyear Museum, Chestnut Hill, MA.
Original at Longyear Museum.
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142

Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy at MBEL F00028.)

143

See the Catalogue of Trustees, Officers, Teachers, and Students of Sandbornton Academy, at Sandbornton Bridge, N.H. for
Three Quarters, Ending November 21, 1842. (Manchester, N.H.: Democrat Office, 1842), pp. 8-9.
It is also recorded that Hannah Sanborn was a student in the New Hampshire Conference Seminary in 1847 along with Martha
Rand and Hannah’s later husband Nathan Philbrook. See the list of students and faculty in The Third Annual Catalogue of the
Officers and Students of the New Hampshire Conference Seminary, at Northfield, N.H. Ending November 17, 1847. Boston:
Dickinson Printing Establishment . . . . Damrell & Moore, 1847.
144
145

G. Parker Lyon, The New-Hampshire Annual Register, and United States Calendar, for the Year 1845, p. 116.
Milmine | Cather, pp. 16-17.

146

This Milmine portrait of Eddy as a poorly educated youth was highly influential for later critics. See, for example, Upton
Sinclair, The Profits of Religion: An Essay in Economic Interpretation (Pasadena, CA: Published by the Author, [ca.1918.]), p.
257:
“Just as Billy Sunday is the price we pay for failing to educate our base-ball players, so Mary Baker Glover Patterson Eddy is the
price we pay for failing to educate our farmer’s daughters.”
147

Eddy responded to a comparable statement in McClure’s in the following manner in My., 311-312:

“Notwithstanding that McClure’s Magazine says, ‘Mary Baker completed her education when she finished Smith’s grammar and
reached long division in arithmetic,’ I was called by Rev. R. S. Rust, D.D., Principal of the Methodist Conference Seminary in
Sanbornton Bridge, to supply the place of his leading teacher during her temporary absence.”
In the Longyear Museum collection of Baker family holdings are these two books:
—Daniel Adams, The Scholars Arithmetic. Keene, NH: John Prentiss, 1817. (This was Samuel Baker’s copy and was probably
left by Samuel in the Baker house when he later moved out.)
—Frederick Emerson, The North American Arithmetic. Part Third. Boston: Jenks and Palmer, 1839. (This includes the signature
of “Mary Baker.”)
148

Original at Longyear Museum.

149

Original at Longyear Museum.

150

MBEL, A11312.

151

Lyman P. Powell, Mary Baker Eddy: A Life Size Portrait. Boston: The Christian Science Publishing Society, [ca. 1991], p. 7.
This biography originally appeared in 1930.
Powell in the 1906-1907 era wrote his own anti-Eddy works, entitled:
•
•

The Anarchy of Christian Science. (Northampton, MA: Privately Printed, 1906.)
Christian Science: The Faith and its Founder. (New York: G.P. Putnam's Sons, 1907.)

However, his 1930 biography was highly laudatory of Eddy.
152

Corser had sent this on August 4, 1902, from his home in Boscawen, New Hampshire. A couple of weeks before, on July 17,
1902, Corser had written Eddy thanking her for a gift of her book, Science and Health, and included the recollection back in the
1840s when he:
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“took long solitary walks, dropping in sometimes to see the Colby ladies, and those, not least, at the Baker
homestead, where Shakespeare perchance was the theme of conversation, or checker-playing was the order of
the day (or rather evening, as I happen to remember it, . . .)”
153
154

MBEL, A09002.
Original at Longyear Museum.

155

See Newman’s account in We Knew Mary Baker Eddy Expanded Edition Volume 1. Boston: The Christian Science
Publishing Society, [2011], pp. 239-240.
156

MBEL. Tomlinson reminiscences, pp. 687-689.

157

Sibyl Wilbur, The Life of Mary Baker Eddy. Boston: The Christian Science Publishing Society, [ca. 1942], pp. 31-33. (This
book is hereafter referred to as “Wilbur.” This later edition is used unless otherwise stated. For bibliographical purposes, the first
edition was published by the Concord Publishing Company in 1908.) Abigail was married to Alexander Tilton in July, 1837, so
this account, if accurate, must have occurred earlier in 1837, not long after the Bakers moved to Sanbornton Bridge, which is the
year that the Corsers moved to Sanbornton Bridge. However, based on the Tomlinson reminiscence, it seems more likely that this
account referred to Martha and not Abigail.
158

Those photographs appeared in the February, 1907, issue of Human Life.

159

Ann True Ambrose was born March 6, 1824, and died on April 1, 1926, age 102. Her father, Jonathan, was a younger brother
of Eddy’s mother. Another relative, Hildreth Smith, wrote of Eddy on December 28, 1906 (reproduced in the February, 1907,
Wilbur Human Life article):
"582 West Peachtree Street, Atlanta, Ga.
I have known the Rev. Mary Baker Eddy from childhood. She is my first cousin. Her mother was my mother's younger sister.
She was always a beloved visitor in our home. We corresponded for several years while I was in college; the correspondence
ended with my regret. I have always admired my cousin's sincerity and devotion to good works. One of her brothers was one of
the ablest lawyers in New Hampshire. His name was Albert Baker. Mrs. Eddy was always deemed the most scholarly member of
her family. She has always held a sacred place in my heart. It gives me great pleasure to find that God is always protecting her.
H. H. SMITH."
Hildreth Smith was the father of Hoke Smith, then the governor of Georgia. (Eddy in her letter to her son, George, on April 27,
1898, wrote that Hoke Smith declared that she was “ ‘the most illustrious woman on the continent’—those are his exact words.”
[L02127].) Hoke Smith wrote on December 28, 1906, looking back some sixty or more years, that Eddy “was always a beloved
visitor in our home.” [MBEL Alfred Farlow manuscription, “Facts and Incidents Related to Mrs. Eddy.”] Elizabeth Earl Jones in
her 1949 reminiscences in MBEL pointed out that Hildreth Smith had married her grandfather’s cousin, and that Jones had
known him. As she recalled, he said “’Mary [i.e., Eddy] was never like other people,’ he would say. ‘Mary was always an
angel.’”
160

A Miss Ruth Wardwell was the one who interviewed Sarah Clement Kimball, year unknown. In a letter from Wardwell to the
Christian Science Board of Directors, February 1, 1920, she explained that she gave the first part of the interview to John V.
Dittemore and Allan A. Beauchamp in September, 1918. The extra part (after the dash on p. 7 in the manuscript) was added after
that, she said. Kimball was alive in 1918 but dead by the time she wrote this letter, she said.
161

Gilbert Carpenter, Jr., printed this reminiscence but for some reason added this line at this point: “I remember a white veil
she wore to church which attracted much attention in those days.” See Miscellaneous Documents Relating to Christian Science
and Its Discoverer and Founder Mary Baker Eddy Author of the Textbook Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures in the
Year Nineteen Thirty-Four, [Rumford, R.I.: Privately Printed, 1935], p. 158.
162

Kimball reminiscence as preserved by Ruth Wardwell, in MBEL.
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163

Milmine | Cather, pp. 28-29. The McClure’s version (January, 1907) said plainly, “However, Mrs. Glover’s experience as
schoolmistress lasted only a few weeks.”
164

Kimball reminiscence in MBEL. Peel, p. 82, cited an 1898 letter from early Sanbornton Bridge resident Thomas F. Page:
“Thomas F. Page [14 years old as of 8/21/50 census] wrote in more philosophical vein, ‘Looking backward
now to those days I can see in her that which I could not then because of my age and inexperience.’ There
seems to be in some people, he went on, a genius ‘wholly unknown to any but they of the Spirit.’ Such
individuals ‘find hard contact with the masses, and, wherein they excel, such excellence is counted at a
discount, they are reckoned as not quite up to the human standard by those who are not strong in spirit.’”

It is not clear if Page was a student in Eddy’s class. According to the 1850 census, he was born about 1836 and thus would have
been much older than would normally be included in an “infant class.”
165

Peel cited in Discovery, p. 39, the following from the 1939 reminiscences of Harriet Chamberlain Smith, the granddaughter
of Martha Chamberlain, who married Ruel Walker after his first wife, Nancy Baker (Eddy’s cousin) died.
“One little girl in another village recalled long afterwards that when Abigail and Mary would drive over to
visit a relative of hers who taught philosophy the conversation would be filled with big words so far beyond
her fourteen-year-old comprehension that she considered it very dull indeed.”
Harriet was the niece of another Martha—one of the Martha Chamberlain’s children. This younger Martha left an account that
Harriet recorded decades later about when she was fourteen and Eddy and a young woman with her sister Abigail came to
Loudon, New Hampshire, to see them. They used such big words that the young fourteen-year-old became bored. The complete
reliability of this reminiscence I believe needs to be questioned, even though that specific account may be accurate. Smith
recalled that Eddy and her sister came to see a family member “in order to see this Baker relation who taught philosophy I
believe, and who could discuss so intelligently with them the power of Mind over Matter.” The likelihood of the Baker girls
coming for that reason is remote and certainly a case of trying to move Christian Science thoughts back in time. Smith continued,
“Mary [i.e., Eddy], called ‘sickly,’ was in consequence very irritable, so much so she was a rather difficult guest, as nothing
interested her except discussing with her relative the power of Mind.” Again this would seem the case of moving Christian
Science thoughts backward in time long before such thoughts actually existed.
166

The advertisement for the Sanbornton Academy in, G. Parker Lyon, The New-Hampshire Register, and the United States
Calendar, for the Year 1845 (Concord, NH: G. Parker Lyon, [ca. 1844]), p. 116, listed Julia A. A. Sargent as the Preceptress for
the fall class of the Academy.
167

Eddy was perhaps confusing the two sisters when she wrote on a clipping in her scrapbook of a poem by J.Q.A. Wood: “To
his wife Emily Sargent.”
168

Statement of the daughter of Julia Sargent Wood, covered in the New Hampshire Patriot, February 21, 1907, and the
Claremont, N.H., Advocate, March 1, 1907. See also Peel, Discovery, p. 55.
169

D. Hamilton Hurd, editor, History of Merrimack and Belknap Counties, New Hampshire (Philadelphia: J.W. Lewis & Co.,
1885), p. 546a. The biographical sketch was written by Professor Lucian Hunt.
170

To see a brief biographical sketch of Rev. “Philbrick” see Rev. N. F. Carter, The Native Ministry of New Hampshire.
Concord, NH: Rumford Printing Company, 1906, p. 701.
171

Whittier here refers to an article by Henrietta W. Williams, “The Founder of Christian Science,” in New England Magazine,
November, 1899.
172

Judging from Eddy’s notebooks of her early poetry, the quantity does not suggest that it was anything remotely close to a
full-time vocation or avocation, certainly not enough to get in the way of important chores.
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173
174
175

MBEL. F00031.
Original at Longyear Museum.
MBEL. L08902.

176

I have seen no confirmation that Abigail Tilton paid for Eddy to visit Dr. Vail’s facility, but it is certainly possible. While the
later Eddy letters to Quimby suggest some level of support by Abigail Tilton and the Baker family, it is possible that Abigail for
some reason chose not to fund it, which could explain why Samuel Baker and his second wife Mary Ann Baker attended her to
see Quimby in Portland.
177

While Whittier’s connection to Eddy was in Sanbornton Bridge, she mentioned to Milmine Eddy’s allegedly difficult stays in
Rumney and Lynn. Cf. Philbrook’s letter to Eddy in 1901, cited later in this chapter:
“What was your history while living in Rumney? I had it from Julia Sanborn—Why did you leave Lynn?”
178

Eddy, R&I, p. 20. Some of Eddy’s chronology is incorrect here. Her son was about six rather than four when he went to live
with the Cheneys in North Groton, and the separation took place about five months after her father remarried.
179

Peel, Discovery, p. 328. The actual letter from Milmine to Powell is no longer extant, and it is possible that Peel simply
surmised that the letter cited by Powell was from Milmine.
180

Perkins, in a separate document, entitled “Interesting History,” wrote of Joseph Wyatt:

“When we went out to an evening entertainment every fellow tried to beat the other fellow for a chance to escort Miss Baker
home.”
In the same document, Perkins wrote of his conversation with John B. Noyes:
“I knew her [Eddy] quite well and she was always a perfect lady.”
181

MBEL. Strang to Farlow, January 12, 1907. [L15497.]

182

Sarah Jane Bodwell (1810-1880), married Charles Lane on August 6, 1838, so the use of her name Bodwell is verification
somewhat of a class taught by her prior to 1838.
183

Calvin Frye had written Martha Rand Baker on August 11, 1904, telling her that Eddy was too busy to see her: “She is so
constantly pressed with care and demands from her army of followers that she has not a moment scarcely for her own use, night
or day and the demands seem to increase instead of diminish as the years roll on. I have been her secretary since 1882
continously and therefore know of her incessant labors.” Frye had been offered silhouettes of Eddy’s mother and father. Frye
enclosed a check “that may be found useful.” [MBEL, F00623, and a transcript of the letter in Allan Beauchamp material in the
author’s collection.]
184

MBEL. Frye to Robertson, August 16, 1904. [L10441.]

185

Frye to Robertson, September 9, 1904. Bates-Dittemore, p. 406. (The date of the letter is not given in Bates-Dittemore but it
is given in the original manuscript of that book in the New York Public Library.)
186

Janette Weller statement November 26, 1922 in Mary Ann Cook Baker folder in MBEL.
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187

Transcript of letter from Eddy to Mary Ann Baker, June 21, 1902, in Baker’s folder in MBEL, [L08082]. Cf. a letter that
Eddy wrote to her bank, National State Capital Bank, May 17, 1902: “The check which I wrote Feb. 11, 1902 in favor of Mrs
Mary A. Baker (#2225) has not been cashed, and I fear it might go wrong. I therefore request you to protest against the payment
of said check.” [V00292]
Calvin Frye wrote in his diary in MBEL, June 18, 1902: “Mrs. M. A. Baker’s check for $4000 was cashed yesterday.” Eleven
days later he wrote, “Mary A. Baker passed away today at 1 pm.”
188

Frederick W. Peabody, Complete Exposure of Eddyism or Christian Science. The Plain Truth in Plain Terms Regarding
Mary Baker G. Eddy. [N.p.]:[N.p., ca. 1904], p. 29. Second edition.
189
190

Dakin, p. 368.
These letters are in the Mary Ann Baker folder in MBEL.

In the Boston Herald, November 3, 1906, in response to the allegations from the World that Eddy was being seen by a cancer
specialist, a Dr. James M. Solomon, of Boston stated that he had never seen Eddy or knew anything of her but he had examined
Mary Ann Baker, who, he diagnosed, had a terminal cancer. He did not treat her.
191
192
193
194
195

MBEL. Anna White Baker reminiscences, pp. 69-70.
Eddy, Ret., p. 6.
Ibid., p. 13.
Ibid., p. 6.
This part of the letter is cited by Lyman Powell in his biography of Eddy, pp. 283-284.

196

These early classes seem to have made a real impression on Philbrook. In the August, 1901, issue of Current Literature, is a
reference to the question of authorship of a certain poem called “The Rainbow.” The magazine noted: “Mrs. H. S. Philbrook,
Tilton, N.H., sends a letter of thanks for the publication of Holland’s Rainbow, which she read first sixty-six years ago [i.e.,
1835] in The Analytical Reader of her school days, . . .” The poem in question appears on pp. 146ff. of Samuel Putnam, The
Analytical Reader, Containing Lessons in Simultaneous Reading and Defining, with Spelling from the Same. New York: Jonathan
Leavitt, 1831. It is not known if Eddy read from this book in school.
197
198
199
200

Asa Eddy died at night so some accounts have his death on June 3, 1882.
MBEL. Calvin Frye diary, April 1, 1902.
Reminiscence in MBEL.
Normally the phrase is “stolen the livery of Heaven to serve the devil” but the last word does not seem to be “devil.”

201

In the Ray Perkins material in MBEL is an unattributed document that is clearly a variant version of this Philbrook letter
from 1901. It is clearly not a transcription of that letter because it has too many substantive changes. This appears to be a
transcript (probably not an original) of one of the letters (“a copy of this or something similar”) that Philbrook promised to send
out to Eddy’s friends:
You have doubtless recieved[sic] these[?] letters written by me at different times in behalf of your the widow
of your brother George—or, as we used to call him, Sullivan. Perhaps you do not remember that you had
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such a brother as I find no reference to him in your book of ‘Introspections’ &c[.] Many of your friends have
been surprised to find that there were any other children in your father[’]s family except yourself & the Hon.
Albert as they had never heard of any others. I wrote partly because I pitied Martha [Rand Baker] & partly to
give you a chance to do some real good with a little of the money which comes to you so easily—she did not
know any thing about it till a short time ago when I asked her if she had heard anything from you. I have
done all I can for her. I did not expect you to help her—you have other uses for your money. I have never
read any of your books till lately—I had your history pretty well in my mind so I did not need that—and as
for your theory, it did not take long to learn about that as after one has read one page, he knows the whole.
I suppose you pretend to be accurate when you state facts and for this reason I take the liberty to make a few
inquiries[part of the word is missing but this is the mostly likely word]. You were born according to the town
history in 1821 in Bow. I am quite sure that it was early in that year as you were said to be 14 at the time
[“the time” evidently means when the Bakers arrived in Sanbornton Bridge]. You convey[?] the idea that you
were 12 when you joined the Cong. Church here thus trying to make a comparison between yourself & Christ
who first came to the temple at that age. I find by the records of the Church that you did not join the church
till July 26 1828 1838 which would make you 17—You attended school school a short time at the public
school taught by S.J. Bodwell I think—it was the summer after you came to S. when you were called 14 & I
was 9 would be ten in Sept. You studied Arithmetic & was in the same class in Smith[’]s grammar as I was.
Your brother Albert was born in 1810 & graduated from college in 1834—where he fitted for college it does
not say, but if he did not go away from home to school till he went to college he must have gone in 1824
1830 when you were 9 years old & yet you say that you studied Latin—Greek & Hebrew with your Brother
Albert; and your knowledge of these languages fled before the wonderful light which you which you[sic]
professed to have later. How is this for consistency? You refer to your childhood & youth as wonderful, as
tho[ugh] you were a favorite of Heaven from your earliest years—how you heard your name called &c. An
imaginative child frequently thinks it hears its name called—I have done so scores of time but it did not occur
to me that I was a second Samuel.
Your family father, mother brothers & sisters always declared that you were the most nervous, willful and
troublesome child that ever could be. No one is to blame for a natural disposition but need not attempt to
prove himself a born saint. You know probably what your father & others of your family thought of your
Sainthood as long as they lived. Dr. Ladd said that your sickness which you thought you had most of the time
for years was only hysterics & some other things which you doubtless know.
I do not write this to you because it is pleasant but because I believe you are decieving[sic] your [no word
here] & selling your soul for power, money & notoriety and it is somebody’s duty to revive your memory of
former things. What was your course of life You have aroused a great deal of sympathy [missing word(s)] the
impression that your son was “spirited” away and you knew nothing about him—You know that you gave
him to Mahala Sanborn because he was a burden to you. She was in my father[’]s house only a few days
before she went away and she said she had accepted the gift because she had become attached to him &
because she pitied him. If you did not hear from him it was your own fault for Mahala[’]s sister Mrs. Clement
recieved[sic] letters from her occasionally & in some of them regretted, complained bitterly that she had
taken such a task upon herself and it was a relief when he enlisted.
What was your manner of life after you left your father[’]s & went to Mr. Tilton[’]s? What was your
relations to a certain J.V. [i.e., John Varney]? Who rocked you to sleep in his arms & rocked you in a cradle
made for your use & swung you & slept in the next room to yours even[?]! I sups Mr. Tilton used to make the
remark that he was a slave in his own house, that he could not open or shut a door without asking Mary Baker
Glover—How was this for a woman who for three years read nothing but the Bible & was being inspired?
What was your history while living in Rumney? I had it from Julia[?] Sanborn—Why did you leave Lynn? I
am very sorry that Dr. Patterson did not think it worth while to give his experience to the world—he ought to
have done it—I am sorry that Martha is so modest about telling what she knows—I hope she will sometime.
What about Mr. Eddy’s death? You said he did die of poison but not by poison that was taken—it was only
from the wishes of his enemies! Mrs. Berry of Lynn gave me quite a history of the affair—Imagine for a
moment what would be the condition of the world if people could take life simply by a wish, a thought. They
you were reported in a Boston daily as saying that you might have saved him if you had not been so busy that
you did not realise his condition[.] Think of your business hand preventing you saving a life! Then I suppose
you were too busy to come to T.[ilton] & see him properly buried—but sent him to be packed away like a
piece of common merchandise or perhaps a favorite dog.
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Mrs. Berry told me of the absolute despotism which you exercised over your pupils and the most of them
were too much afraid of you to resent it. Probably that was the reason why Mr. Eddy was not examined to see
whether there was any thing more tangible than a thought which caused his death. [Note: an autopsy was in
fact performed on Asa Eddy.]
As to It would take more time than I can afford to write all I wish but a few words about your theory—there
is nothing of any value in it that not been know[n] for thousands of years, which is that the mind has more or
less influence upon the health—the only discovery is what is unreliable or false—I have known of several so
called cures which could easily be credited to other causes than your system, but generally the victim of
disease & your fanaticism goes on to death the same as others perhaps declaring with his last death breath
that he is not sick & never was. I know of a woman who has a nervous affection of her hands—it shakes
dreadfully but she declares she is cured, another will cough for hours & then declare that she does not cough
& dies believing it & then one of the Charlatans will piously remark the ‘If I had been here he would have
lived.’ but the pretenders go on just the same making money out of those who like to be duped. The worst
feature of this wicked business is its deception its utter want of honesty in any respect. All that is of any value
you took from B books & persons & you now tell about being inspired. You were shrewd enough to see that
there is in every one a religious element so you give them something so indefinite & negative that they can
put any meaning to it that they please—it required no repentance no self denial no nothing only mind & you
have distorted & misapplied passages from the Bible in a way that is terrible. Think of the blasphemy of
some of your followers—One woman writes over her own name in the Boston Journal—‘I consider Mrs.
Eddy the feminine of the Deity[’]—Another says “We consider her purer than Christ.”—Think of that in light
of your former life! I have not the time to write all I wish—all I might but I hope I have reminded you of a
few things that you may have forgotten. You are an old woman—you must die like the rest of us in a few
years—are you willing to meet your maker with the sins of a long life of sin & deception? May he forgive
you if he[sic] can.”
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Milmine | Cather, pp. 22-23.
Eddy, My., p. 310.
MBEL. Frye letter to Farlow, March 15, 1907. L16140.
Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy at MBEL F00035.)
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One Daniel Clark Knowles read a reminiscence of Nathaniel Ladd, M.D. at the New England Methodist Historical Society
on May 17, 1886, which reminiscence is now in the Boston University School of Theology. The reminiscence points out Ladd’s
strong abolitionist views, which would have been quite against Mark Baker’s political views. Sarah Clement Kimball, the niece
of Eddy’s friend Augusta Holmes, in her reminiscences pointed out that Abigail Baker, Eddy’s sister, held a grudge against Ladd
due to perceived poor treatment in Eddy’s mother’s last illness in 1849. It is not clear how close Ladd was with the Baker family,
although it is quite possible that any disaffection occurred later than the time period when Ladd would have made his alleged
comments. He arrived in Sanbornton Bridge in March, 1835, less than a year before the Bakers arrived.
Dr. Ladd is not to be confused with a Nathaniel Ladd who was a Methodist pastor born in 1795 and who served in New
Hampshire.
207

Original at Longyear Museum.

In Eddy’s history, there was no shortage of extreme claims made about her, often with little substantiation, both for and against.
In this same letter, Philbrook claimed that Eddy’s step-mother (who did not know Eddy until 1850 and who died in 1875)
supposedly told “a woman here that Mary had a miscarriage & that the clothing was burned to keep it from being known—don’t
know when this was nor who was the co-worker.” Milmine chose not to include this allegation in her work, and there is nothing
in the Baker family records that supports even a hint of that story. Rumored statements from persons long deceased, told to
unidentified third persons, is a standard means of making an allegation that cannot be “proven” false. In Milmine’s own notes in
MBEL is an example of how she realized that not all of her sources were at all reliable. A Mr. Freese, formerly of Lynn,
recorded:
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“Mrs. [Isaac] Harris told him and others that Mrs. Glover broke up, or nearly broke up the home of one of Mrs. Harris’s women
friends. Mrs. Glover was taking away the woman’s friend’s husband and causing no end of trouble. Mrs. Harris went to Mrs. G.
and told her that she would get into serious trouble if she didn’t let the gentleman alone. To which, so this story goes, Mrs. G.
confessed to Mrs. H. that she was sexually insatiable and was powerless to keep away from men. (Mrs. H. Probably would not
repeat this to anyone else. It was told confidentially to the Freese’s.)”
According to Milmine’s note, Burton Hendrick followed up on this by asking Mrs. Isaac Harris directly. He reported:
“Mrs. Harris told me the above incident never happened—wholly untrue — B.J.H.”
208

Mark Micale, “On the ‘Disappearance’ of Hysteria: A Study in the Clinical Deconstruction of a Diagnosis” in The History of
Science Society (September, 1993), pp. 496-497. Micale continued on p. 498:
“Ilza Veith, who produced the standard intellectual history of hysteria in 1965, scrupulously charts the development of medical
thinking about hysteria from the ancient papyri to early psychoanalytic theory; but she devotes only two closing paragraphs to the
vexing question of ‘the nearly total disappearance of the illness’ today. Similary, Étienne Trillat, former editor of L’Évolution
Psychiatrique, published a second major Histoire de l’hystérie in 1986. He concludes his three-hundred-page study with four
pages on this subject, the final lines of which read like a historical epitaph: ‘And what is left of hysteria today? Hysteria is of
course dead, and it has taken its mysteries with it to the grave.’”
209

This article appeared in the February, 1907, issue of Human Life, which was evidently published early.

In 1902 Irving Tomlinson met one of Eddy’s “early school days friends, Mrs. Cordelia R. Hanaford Wells [born 1832]”
(Tomlinson reminiscence in MBEL) This is not the direct family line of Priscilla Hanaford, but a related Hanaford family in
nearby Northfield. That family is recorded in 1905 in Lucy Cross’s standard history of Northfield.
Tomlinson wrote: “She said that Mark Baker’s family [members] were always spoken of in the highest terms and she told me
some beautiful things of your early days. Her brother, Samuel G. Hanaford [born 1828], who, she says, was a warm friend and
admirer of your family, is now living at Northumberland, N.H. Mrs. Wells declares that in your many years spent in Tilton she
never heard one word other than good spoken of you until you blessed the world with Christian Science. She said that she knew
your entire life was altogether praiseworthy and not one word but good could be honestly spoken of you. Though still a
Methodist, Mrs. Wells has received treatment [in Christian Science] and is deeply interested in the subject of Christian Science.”
Tomlinson noted that the above was from a draft of a letter to Eddy on her birthday, July 16, in 1902.
210

Nonetheless, Frederick Peabody in the Religio-Medical Masquerade three years later, p. 39, repeated the false claim: “After
reaching the dignity of leader of a great religious movement, Mrs. Eddy elevated the poor bricklayer husband to the proud
position of Colonel of the Volunteers, . . .”
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The question of whether he was known as Major or Colonel will be discussed in Chapter 5.
Bates-Dittemore, pp. 374-377, went to some length to discuss this.
Pilsbury is often seen spelled as Pillsbury.

214

Original at Longyear Museum. In April it appeared that Mr. Varney was going to sell his nearby farm, and Mark Baker
wanted to see if George was interested, but the following month Varney recanted his offer.
215

Rev. M. T. Runnels , History of Sanbornton, New Hampshire. Boston: Alfred Mudge & Son, 1882 [Vol. I] and 1881 [Vol.
II]. The section on the Varney family appears in Vol. II, pp. 814-815.
216

Milmine | Cather, p. 26.
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Peabody, Religio-Medical Masquerade, p. 33. Peabody also said that “as a young infant, George lived at his aunt’s house
with his mother, . . .” When Eddy moved out of her father’s house and in with her sister, George would have been about six years
old.
218

There is no record of such a height, and a photograph of Patterson seated with his two brothers (see Longyear Museum
Report to Members, Fall|Winter, 2012, p. 9) does not suggest great height unless all three brothers were equally tall. He was at
least a big man. In a letter in MBEL from Patterson to his brother James, dated September 23, 1848, he wrote: “My health is very
good, I was weighed last week, and notwithstanding I have enjoyed good health most of the time since I came here, I only
weighed 193 lbs, only think what Skeleton lo[o]king object I must be! But I yet entertain Strong hopes of soon getting up some
flesh and being able to pull down two hundred pounds yet.”
219

Eddy poem, “Poetry,” in Lynn Reporter, February 15, 1868. This would later be published in revised form as “Christ My
Refuge,” one of Eddy’s most famous hymns.
220

The original is in MBEL.

221

See the following letter, original at Longyear Museum, that Eddy wrote to her brother, George, around Thanksgiving Day,
1850 (emphasis added):
“The past is all before me, that I have erred I penitently acknowledge. My temper is hasty but not
sullen. I was sorry the moment I let Mr. T see that letter and have been so ever since; but I then thought ‘twas
too cruel and unmerited for me to bear and reflected not upon the consequences. I consider the sin was the
same as if I had not been so wronged and I told it to my dear Mother and beged her forgiveness. I cannot
know why you talked of me so cruelly to her, nor why myself and fatherless child were treated so
unfeelingly, but I cherish no unkindness in memory for you. I remember your kindnesses and your
virtues—the rest is forgotten.
Father is to be married to Mrs Duncan of Candia, N.H. next Thurs. week; her best carpets and goods have
arrived. Last year a little later than this I went into that cold damp house with Father, helped cleanse and set it
in order and lived alone with a little girl and him all winter; in the Spring he told me if George was not sent
away he would send him to the Poor House (after abusing him as he did through the winter). Now he comes
to me to help arrange the things of his bride; but I will see them in the bottomless pit before doing it. Every
thing of our departed Mother’s has to give place to them and Father is as happy as a schoolboy.”
Clearly the Baker family had spats at times, and Eddy was quick to defend herself, in this case against an unknown statement that
George made to his mother Abigail about Eddy. But the family generally pulled together to help each other. See the following
letter from Eddy’s sister Martha to their sister-in-law, Martha Rand Baker, January 4, 1852 (original at Longyear Museum):
“Was then sent for to take care of sister Mary, for she having been taken much worse immediately after I left
home. . . . Found her very sick, from one of her most severe attacks of dyspepsia, liver-complaint and
nervous disease. It would be impossible to point out the changes, or trace the progress of disease down to the
present time, or describe the hopes and fears, doubts and expectations that have affected us respecting the
result, during this long period of continued suffering, having been all the time confined to the room and bed,
except when possibly able to be helped into a carriage to ride. And what can I say of her now? How tell you,
that after so long and inconceivable suffering, though still living, and perhaps doomed to yet longer and
greater affliction by an all-wise but inscrutable Providence, yet, that there is scarcely a ray of hope left us of
her recovery. Her strength gradually fails, and all the powers of life seems yielding to the force of disease.
O Martha! It would move the sternest soul, and make mortality shrink, to witness the agony she often
endures, while it pierces a sister’s heart, with a pang that only affection can feel, or can endure.”
222

Alfred Farlow in 1901, in the middle of the Josephine Woodbury lawsuit against Eddy, drafted a proposed history of Eddy
for the New York World that included the comment, “I am authorized by Mrs. Eddy to state that she has never had a ‘hysterical
fit.’” [006CH172].
223

Original at Longyear Museum.
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Original at MBEL.
MBEL, Bartlett Income Correspondence.
Kimball reminiscence in MBEL.

227

Wilbur in the February, 1907, Human Life serial installment wrote in a similar fashion of her interview with Marcia Smith
Swett:
'I thought it one of the most beautiful homes in the world, ' said Mrs. Sylvester Swett of Plymouth, to the writer ' It was so
different from most of the homes out there among the mountains. There were carpets on the floors, and pictures and books.
Everything was kept in perfect order and Mrs. Patterson from her sick bed was the ruling spirit.
‘I was a child of ten, but my sister, Sarah Elmyra Smith, who was twenty, [sic] worked for her. Myra has been blind from her
birth and it was hard to find her a situation. But if she was slow she was careful, and Mrs. Patterson was very kind to her. When I
visited Myra, Mrs. Patterson would sometimes call me to her room, and I remember well her beautiful eyes, her soft voice and
how she would put down her book and lay her white hand on my head. She did it to comfort me, for I had lately lost a good
father, and it seemed to me this woman was like an angel.’
228
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In John Thompson material in Farlow papers in MBEL.
Original at Longyear Museum.
This is how Wilbur described this in her book (pp. 69-70):

“Aside from the calls of her aristocratic neighbors, she was not entirely forgotten by the village. The children, picking berries
along the road, would often stop to talk to "the good sick lady" and often repeated at home or in the houses where they sold their
berries what she said to them, how her blue eyes shone upon them, and how her thin hands touched their little brown ones with
thrilling sympathy.
So by the love of the children a gentle rumor of saintliness was spread through that region, and if Mary Baker thought upon the
saintliness of her mother, some dwellers of the countryside came to think of Mrs. Patterson as a saint and to go to her for advice
and comfort.”
231

Eddy herself responded to the McClure’s allegation in her “Reply to McClure’s Magazine,” p. 310: “McClure’s Magazine
says that ‘the quarrels between Mary, a child ten years old, and her father, a gray-haired man of fifty [actually he was 46 when
Eddy was ten], frequently set the house in an uproar,’ and adds these ‘fits’ were diagnosed by Dr. Ladd as ‘hysteria mingled with
bad temper.’ My mother often presented my disposition as exemplary for her older children to imitate, saying, ‘When do you
ever see Mary angry?’ When the first edition of Science and Health was published, Dr. Ladd said to Alexander Tilton [Eddy’s
brother-in-law]: ‘Read it, for it will do you good. It does not surprise me, it so resembles the author.’”
232

While most biographies said the article appeared on July 16, 1904, Peel indicated it was published on July 23, 1904.

Gillian Gill pointed out that the belabored use of all of Eddy’s married names (to build on the bias of the day against women who
had multiple marriages) was common among Frederick Peabody and other confirmed enemies of Eddy, which draws into
question the objectivity of this account. Certainly the comment that she “carried herself above fellows” is a decidedly subjective
comment.
As we saw with so many of the allegations pertaining to Eddy’s early years in Milmine | Cather, this account too is anonymous.
233

For information on the fight, see Chapter Five.
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This document is in the author’s collection, which serves to supplement a different Kidder short reminiscence in the MBEL.

235

Historian Stanley P. Hirshson wrote of Eddy as an unwilling, selfish mother who would not teach her young son how to read
and write and doubted that Eddy was kind to children: “Even though she ran a school at one time, she never tried to teach her
son, who remained illiterate, to read and write, . . .” (Hirshson’s book review of Robert David Thomas, ‘With Bleeding
Footsteps,’: Mary Baker Eddy’s Path to Religious Leadership, in Journal of Church and State (Summer 1996), p. 644). This is
based solely on George Glover’s illiteracy, even though he was removed from Eddy when he was only about seven. They were
separated for some 23 years, and her son’s illiteracy brought Eddy to dispair. See this very frank letter from Eddy to her son,
March 1, 1888 (emphasis added):
“No greater disgrace rests on my family name than the ignorance of the parents of those darling children.
You could read in the bible very well when you left your mother long ago. It should be a shame to anyone at any age not to
be able to read. If I were 50 years old and could not read I would learn to do it then, even if I knew I should not live a year longer.
The laws of Massachusetts forbid this ignorance. Your wife ought to be ashamed to remain unable to read, if she is. For the sake
of your dear children you should both of you learn to read and write. It would be a great help to them[.]
If she will read to me a page of Science and Health wherever I open to it I will then talk with you about her joining my class.”
[L02089.]
Available evidence does not in any way support the allegation that Eddy did not try to teach her son how to read and write when
he was young.
Robert David Thomas, for his part, wrote (p. 52) of Eddy being kind to the small children at her brief school in the 1840s: “Her
dependence and love in turn reinforced in Mary that she was a good teacher (mother), and when she felt good about herself in this
way, Mary could handle a disobedient child in a caring manner. In fact this is one of the first instances we have of one of the
great ironies in Mary Baker Eddy’s life. With her own son, George, and later with her adopted son, Foster, the parent-child
relationship was badly strained. With children other than her own, however, she exuded a glowing warmth and love, a sense of
humor, and a gentle firmness.”
Thomas here oddly conflated Eddy’s relationship with her son decades later when he was an adult and even middle-aged (and her
adopted son, who was middle-aged as well) to how she treated small children. I have found no evidence that Eddy was ever
anything other than kind to children throughout her life, including her son George. There is no credible record that Eddy ever had
a strained relationship with her son when he was a child. The Baker family letters suggest quite the opposite.
236

Dakin, p. 33.

237

At the Longyear Museum is a large collection of letters from M.C. Lamprey to Cyrus Blood including this letter of July 31,
1905: “A Miss Milmine of New York is writing a book about Mrs. Eddy and she is anxious to get all the facts of [her] life as
quickly as possible.” In the same letter, Lamprey repeated an old story he had heard of Eddy in North Groton or Rumney
“kicking the window out because her husband didn’t respond to her calls as soon as she thought he ought.”
238

The Baker family members certainly were well acquainted with Varney, and Eddy’s nephew, George W. Baker, wrote to her
in a letter, March 23, 1879, “Possibly you may not know that Varney is dead. He died some two weeks ago, in Tilton, and was
buried there I believe.” (The letter is now in MBEL.) The nonchallant manner in which he wrote that does not suggest that he was
aware of any dark rumors about Varney and Eddy.
239
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Milmine | Cather, p. 31.
MBEL. Tomlinson reminiscence, pp. 412-413.
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This letter was reprinted in the Christian Science Sentinel (December 7, 1929) after the highly critical biography of Eddy by
Edwin Dakin had been released.
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A helpful definition of hysteria is given by M.H. Lader as being a condition that manifests “symptoms of a neurological
nature—paralysis, anaethesia, aphasia, blindness, fits, etc.—for which there is no apparent neurological cause.” This is quoted in
p. 162 of Irreducible Mind and is part of a very helpful section on hysteria, pp. 162-167.
243
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Harold Bloom, The American Religion. New York: Chu Hartley Publishers, [ca. 2006], p. 135.
February 6, 1844.
Gill, pp. 107-108. This excerpt from Wilbur appears on pp. 59-60.

246

Foam at the mouth is commonly attributed to a form of epilepsy which is seen as related to hysteria. An example of foaming
at the mouth is seen in the Bible, Mark ix, 17-18 (KJV):
"Master, I have brought Thee my son, which hath a dumb spirit. And wheresoever he taketh him, he teareth him: and he foameth,
and gnasheth with his teeth, and pineth away: ... straightway the spirit tare him; and he fell on the ground, and wallowed
foaming.”
Again, I am not convinced that this single example, recorded by Wilbur, represents the claim of Eddy experiencing “hysterical
fits.” The next example of Eddy with a bout of unconsciousness appears in 1866, where according to Georgine Milmine’s notes
with P.R. Russell, the son of Rev. Philemon R. Russell, with whom the Pattersons lived that year, the elder Russell come home
one night, and his “wife told him that Mrs. P. was ill. They went to her room, to see if she needed help. Mrs. P. was lying on
couch, apparently unconscious. P.R. lifted her from the couch to bed. She was limp and white. Made no response. Russell sent for
Dr. James[?] Nye, who came and attended her. Russell never knew what was the matter with Mrs. P. on that occasion.”
Ten years later, Eddy wrote her cousin, Hattie Baker, on July 14, 1876, of the next recorded example of Eddy becoming
unconscious:
“I want to say something of my late experience. The day after my return home I had a violent seizure. I had been in the
atmosphere of the sick too long for my belief and was now in a bad fix. Mrs. B—— ran for Dr. Eddy, he came when I was
unconscious and immediately broke the spell! I was astonished at his skill, he was calm, clear and strong, and so kind I fell in
love with him! Never before had I seen his real character, so tender and yet so controlling. Hattie, you would change your views
of him if you were to read him spiritually.” [MBEL, L09897.]
It is worth noting that the above evidence from 1866 and 1876 does not record any foaming of the mouth.
Returning to the 1850s, while the Milmine | Cather account and the anonymous 1904 Plymouth Record account represent
extreme hysteria by Eddy during this time period, verifiable evidence for that is scant.
247

See, for example, Eddy’s letter to Samuel P. Bancroft, December 22, 1874 (in MBEL, V03045): “I only need to rest. O! I
wish I was not so sleepless and tired all the time[.]”
That Eddy likely had one or more sleepless nights during the much later time she was reading Jeanne Pennington’s Philosophic
Nuggets, is seen in her note “Oh how true!” next to this passage by Amiel on p. 126:
“To sleep is to strain and purify emotions, to deposit the mud of life, to calm the fever of the soul, to return into the bosom of
maternal nature, thence to re-issue, healed and strong. Sleep is a sort of innocence and purification. Blessed is He who gave it to
the poor sons of men as the sure and faithful companion of life, our daily healer an[sic] consoler.”
Eddy’s copy of the book is in MBEL.
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Milmine material in MBEL.
MBEL. Mary Gale to Eddy, June 11, 1868.
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Original at Longyear Museum. This version differs somewhat from the version in Bancroft, p. 10. This is from Bancroft’s
letter to Mary Beecher Longyear, September 26, 1920. Bancroft added in his book, “Many times while writing her book Mrs.
Eddy was obliged to call for assistance from the few students who had not deserted her. I have been present on such occasions.
Mrs. Eddy, on her part, was always ready to respond to the call of these students, and was able to assist them.”
251
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Ibid., p. 29 (corrected by examining the facsimile in the book).
Ibid., p. 27.
MBEL. L09897. July 14,1876.

254

Marston was a graduate of Eddy’s Massachusetts Metaphysical College, as was his future wife, whom he married about
1888. After leaving Eddy to go out on his own, he founded the short-lived Mental Healing Monthly, published in 1887 his book,
Essentials of Mental Healing, and founded his own Metaphysical Institute. He was one of the listed speakers at the Mental
Healers’ Convention in Boston, October 19 and 20, 1887.
255
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Transcript of Luther Marston letter to Frederick Peabody, ca. May 1907, in the Milmine material in MBEL.
MBEL. Milmine collection.
MBEL. Eddy letter to Clara Choate, January 8, 1884. L02528.

258

Photostat of Frye note in the author’s collection; this is from Frye diary and related material removed by John Dittemore
from the original Frye material shortly after Frye’s death in 1917. This excerpt first appeared in the Dakin biography of Eddy.
259
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MBEL. Eddy letter to Eldridge J. Smith, January 31 1884. L02065.
Photostatic copy in author’s large collection of original material produced by the Carpenters, father and son.
Gottschalk, Rolling Away the Stone, p. 283. This is recorded in Calvin Frye’s diary, April 8, 1900.
Bliss Knapp, Ira Oscar Knapp and Flavia Stickney Knapp. Norwood, Mass.: Plimpton Press, [1925], pp. 30-32.
Original letter from Abbie Whiting in the author’s collection.

264

William R. Rathvon reminisences, We Knew Mary Baker Eddy Expanded Edition Volume II. Boston: The Christian Science
Publishing Society, [2013], p. 532.
265

Robert Peel, Christian Science: Its Encounter with American Culture. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1972
(originally printed in 1958), pp. 52-53. The transcript by Odell Shepard read “Grover” for “Glover” alternately, as if Alcott could
not keep it straight. See Odell Shepard (editor), The Journals of Bronson Alcott. Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1938, p.
465.
While Eddy has been pilloried for the language, spelling, grammar, etc., of the first edition of her textbook, it is interesting to see
Alcott’s comments from his journal (January 17, 1876) on reading the book which he had received out of the blue from an author
he did not know:
“Write to Mrs. Mary Baker Grover[sic] of Lynn, thanking her for her remarkable volume entitled Science and Health, which I
have read with profound interest. She purposes curing bodily disease by metaphysical methods, and teaches the soul’s power over
the body, it spirituality and immortality. Her book is an earnest and thoughtful appeal to the faith and reason of Christians, and
will serve the ends of human culture by its appeals. I shall seek an interview with the author for comparing views on the
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transcendent themes discussed therein. In times like ours, so sunk in sensualism, one hails with joy any voice speaking an assured
word of God and Immortality; and the joy is heightened the more the words are of woman’s divinings. Mrs. Glover appears to
have attained her revelations through deep physical[sic] experiences, and writes as a seeress of divine things. The popular
Spiritualism finds no favor from her divining spirit. I cannot vouch for the details of her teachings, but am sure of her having
truths to impart deserving the attention of every well-wisher of his race.” [Shepard, pp. 464-465.]
266
267
268
269
270

Judge Septimus Hanna remininscences, We Knew Mary Baker Eddy Expanded Edition Volume II, pp. 236-237.
MBEL. Elizabeth Earl Jones reminiscence.
Eddy, R&I, p. 13.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Eddy, My., pp. 307-308.
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Fraser’s comment, p. 35, was equaled if not surpassed by Barbara Ehrenreich’s later comment about Eddy’s trip to meet
Quimby in October, 1862, in Bright-Sided: How Positive Thinking is Undermining America. (New York: Picador, 2010), p. 86
(emphasis added):
“In 1863 [actually 1862], Mary Baker Eddy, forty-two [actually 41], made the then-arduous journey to
Portland to seek help from Quimby, arriving so weak that she had to be carried up the stairs to his consulting
rooms. Eddy had been an invalid since childhood and might have been happy to continue that
lifestyle—if anyone had been willing to finance it. . . .”
272

Cf. Martha Baker’s letter to George, April 17, 1837, about her own “comfortable” sickness: “. . . I am sick; but I have waited
till now, and may probably still longer, to no purpose—so it is. My health has been feeble through the winter, and as spring
approached it gradually declined, till ten weeks’ since, I relinquished all business and took my room, and have kept it pretty
snugly over since. My sickness is not a very distressing one, but that which renders one comfortably ill, produced almost entirely,
by a very severe cough.” Original at Longyear Museum.
273

Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy in MBEL F00025.) Traditionally this has been given a date of September 7, 1835, but
a closer look indicates the actual date was September 9, 1835.
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275
276
277
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Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
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282

Original at Longyear Museum.
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Written not long after the death of her brother, this appears to be a depressed, sad response to Psalms 30:5, which reads in
part: “weeping may endure for a night, but joy cometh in the morning.”
284

Eddy repeated her phrase, “O, health for thee I languish” later, in about 1843, as a stand alone comment in her Copybook #2
in MBEL.
285

Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy at MBEL F00033.)
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The period of suffering would have been roughly October 1846 through March 1847. If a normal delay of a month or two for
a submitted manuscript to be published is added, Eddy’s publication history roughly tracks with the lack of any manuscripts
submitted during her six months of illness. The Covenant was such as avid publisher of Eddy’s pieces that it is quite unlikely that
they would have turned down any efforts by her during that period.
287
288
289
290
291
292
293
294
295
296
297
298
299

Dakin, p. 23.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy at MBEL F00035.)
Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy at MBEL L11150.)
Original at Longyear Museum.
This list of charges by Dr. Woodbury is reproduced in the Longyear Museum Report to Members, Fall|Winter 2011, p. 4.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Original at Longyear Museum.
MBEL L08900.
MBEL L08889.
Original at Longyear Museum.
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Original at Longyear Museum.
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Original at Longyear Museum.
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Original at Longyear Museum.
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304
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306
307
308
309
310
311
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313

Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy in MBEL F00035.)
Original at Longyear Museum.
MBEL L08900.
Original in the Library of Congress.
Original in the Library of Congress.
Original at Longyear Museum. (Copy in MBEL F00021.)
Original in the Library of Congress.
Original in the Library of Congress.
Original in the Library of Congress.
Original in the Library of Congress.
Original in the Library of Congress.
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MBEL L07796. Annetta Dresser sold this letter to Christian Science book dealer Allan A. Beauchamp (who was agent for
the Christian Science church and other Christian Scientist collectors) for $75 on October 22, 1917. The complete letter is given in
Chapter 7.
315

See, for example, Fraser in the New York Review of Books (April 27, 2000) with emphasis added:

“By all accounts, Mary's childhood was plagued by illness—spells of weakness, seizures of nerves or temper. Her family seems
to have been convinced that she was often at death's door, although their fears focused principally on her ‘dyspepsia,’ the
nineteenth century's term for heartburn.”
In her book, p. 48, Fraser wrote of Quimby, with emphasis added,
“[Quimby] could argue his patients out of their conviction that dyspepsia or back pain or some other minor symptom was
destroying their lives.”
Eddy suffered from dyspepsia and back pain (what Eddy called a spinal problem), which is certainly why Fraser focused on those
two physical problems, which she labeled minor. Again, compare the Fraser slighting of Eddy’s problems to the
contemporaneous family letters:
Martha Baker – George S. Baker, July 18, 1837:
“[Mary] was taken ill again . . . which for a time, gave no signs of her recovery. In addition to her former
diseases her stomach became most shockingly cankered, and an ulcer collected on her lungs, causing the
most severe distress you can conceive of; the physician with the family thought her cure impossible, but she
has a good deal recovered for two week past, and this morning was carried out to ride; tis possible she may
yet enjoy her usual degree of health, but not without the utmost care, and exertion.”
Martha Baker Pilsbury - Martha Rand Baker, June 6, 1857:
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“Abi[’]s visit to Mary has been constantly before my mind. I long to hear the particulars in a letter from her. I
hope it will not make dear Abi worse, though such a picture of suffering and misery is enough to break a
sisters heart. But Mary! poor child—Alas what words can express her condition[.] Everything is nought
compared to that. One year and a half confined to her bed, and perhaps now there is not even hope that she
will ever be able to rise again, though how long life may last, God only knows[.] Oh may she yet feel to trust
His goodness.”
316
317
318

Original at Longyear Museum.
The reasons for making that determination will be given in Chapter 7.
Original at Longyear Museum.

319

Eddy Notebook 2 in MBEL. While the manuscript in the Notebook indicated this was written at age 12 by Eddy, and signed
“Mary” (which was indicative of a very early production by her), the poem is so well written that I believe it may have been a
later rewrite of an earlier poem, perhaps ten to twenty years later when Eddy was so busy on her notebooks. The poem has a note
“written at the age of twelve years,” but that note appears to me to have been added later.
320

Eddy, S&H, first edition, pp. 189-190. Gillian Gill, pp. 47-48, based on this, speculated that Eddy was anorexic during these
early years. There is not enough information today to go beyond speculation to actually make that determination, since the
motivations of an anorexic and one who is maintaining a strict eating regimen are quite different. Fraser in her article in the New
York Review of Books correctly pointed out that the earliest known photograph of Eddy, from the early 1850s, reflects a thin
woman but not excessively thin. However, when she was carried up the steps to see P. P. Quimby in 1862, she was described by
George Quimby—sixteen years later in a letter to Daniel Spofford (December 13, 1878)—as “of consumptive appearance.” For
some reason, Fraser in her article found it “hard to credit” Eddy’s claim of having starved herself for years for health reasons,
even though the evidence from the early-mid 1830s through the early 1860s clearly supports that claim. Fraser gave no evidence
to suggest otherwise.
321

The original is in MBEL.

322

Peel, Discovery, p. 141. While the locals in this story believed Eddy could not walk, since she was asking for assistance, note
that in her letter to Quimby near the end of her stay in Rumney, she said she could walk up to half a mile. It appears that at least
some of the locals had no patience for such variability in one deemed an invalid. While it is known that Eddy had some friends in
Rumney, it is perhaps significant that in her second letter to Quimby, Eddy asked if he could save her, otherwise she would
“rather die with my friends in S. Bridge.” Eddy had been gone from Sanbornton Bridge about nine years when she wrote that
letter, but the friends in her old home town still evidently had more connection to her than any in Franklin, North Groton, or
Rumney.
323

Fraser, p. 34.

324

Edward Shorter, From Paralysis to Fatigue: A History of Psychosomatic Illness in the Modern Era (New York: The Free
Press, 1993), p. ix.
325

Ibid., pp. 25-26 and 32.

326

In MBEL are the Addie Towns Arnold reminiscences from 1932; she was born in 1858 and later became a Christian
Scientist. She lived in Sanbornton Bridge and knew many of the people who knew Eddy. She recalled, “It is a matter of record
that Mrs. Glover was an invalid a great deal of the time. I remember as a child seeing hooks in the ceiling of the piazza of the first
Tilton house where her swing had been hung when she stayed with her sister Abigail. Will Lang, a neighbor of ours, said he used
to swing Mrs. Glover very often on this piazza. . . .
When Mrs. Patterson returned to Tilton in 1862, I believe it was, she was still an invalid and not able to walk up and down stairs
very much, having some trouble with her back, so I understood. At that time Mrs. Tilton used to frequently call my father into
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carry her sister back and forth. Father said he was not the only one who carried Mrs. Patterson in his arms like this, that Mrs.
Tilton used to call in other men in the neighborhood to do the same thing.
Mother told me that Mrs. Patterson used to walk rapidly back and forth on the upper verandah of her father’s home, stepping
briskly and then whirling on her heels as she retraced her steps. This was at a time when Mrs. Patterson was trying various ways
of regaining her health, including exercise. As she was a frequent visitor in her father’s home while she was staying with her
sister Abigail during the early days of the Civil War, it is possible that my mother may have seen her exercising in this fashion,
but I cannot vouch for this. Anyhow it was common talk in Tilton probably based on some evidence.
My mother told me that Mrs. Patterson often used words that were unfamiliar to the townspeople. She always dressed very
nicely, in black silk usually, and carried herself with such an air that the Tilton people used to say that she ‘walked on her
uppers’, but then that was the way the mill workers usually spoke of those outside their social sphere whom they could not
understand. There is usually more or less prejudice against a person who is not understood and I am sure this was the case with
Mrs. Patterson in those days. There was always a lot of gossip about her from the time Mark Baker moved down to the house on
Main Street, but I was only a tiny child [this would have been in the early 1860s] naturally it did not mean anything to me.
Therefore, most of that which was current at the time has been quite forgotten, or else recalled as my father or mother told me in
later years. . . .”
327

Gail Parker, “Mary Baker Eddy and Sentimental Womanhood.” The New England Quarterly (March 1970), p. 7.

328

Bates-Dittemore, p.51, referred to Mahala Cheney as having practically raised George Glover since he was born in 1844 but
as Gill pointed out (pp. 88-89), the Cheneys lived away for several years after they married in 1845 and thus were not in a
position to care for the young boy.
329

Ray Perkins, a Christian Scientist in Tilton, NH, researched much of Eddy’s life there, and in MBEL is a letter he wrote to
Charles Welch, May 6, 1930:
“I learned something today, while not particular[ly] valuable, perhaps you will be interested to know why the late William P.
Lang could think of nothing good to tell Mrs Sibyl Wilbur about Mary Baker Eddy. This is what I got this morning from the local
Traffic Officer (a son-in-law of Mr Lang) knowing I am interested in Christian Science he showed me a pair of handsome earrings whic[h] he said ‘these were worn by Mrs Mary Baker Eddy, Mr Lang got them many years ago and took them home to his
wife and told her to wear them that they were formerly Mother Eddy’s; but Mrs Lang had never had her ears punched and could
not wear them.’ Then he went on to tell me how Mr Lang never liked Mrs Eddy and how he had to swing her, that his parents
made him do it and that had set him against her and he never got over it.”
Perkins on February 17, 1932, wrote in notes now in MBEL:
. . . William P. Lang, who claimed he knew Mrs Eddy and he said ‘I can not think of any good thing I can say about Mrs Eddy.’
Lang was born the summer after Mrs Glover became a widow. [Actually he was born about two weeks before George Glover
died. He corrected this error in a letter to the Christian Science Board of Directors about six weeks later.] He claimed he used to
swing her when she was a girl. Mr Lang was a member of seventeen lodges, had traveled all over the Country, had been a High
Sherriff, Deputy Sheriff, Policeman, Selectman, and held other town offices and was very prominent but when asked by Mrs
Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien in 1907-8 what he knew of Mrs Eddy, he made the above statement in my hearing. To which Mrs O’Brien
said ‘Mr Lang, a man of your fraternity connections and intelligence, to make a statement about any human being like that; I do
not understand it; I think the worst person I ever heard of had some good qualities[.] But Mr Lang could not think of anything
good to say for ‘Mrs Eddy.’ In later years I was talking (in 1931) with Policeman John Driscoll who married Mr Lang’s daughter
Marion, and he volunteered the information the he and his wife had recently visited her aunt Mrs Condon in Vermont and among
other things she had told him was that the only thing she knew of that her brother William had against Mrs Eddy was that he had
had to go over and swing her after he had gott[en] out of school when he was a boy, it used to make him mad because he could
not go and play with the other children. Mr Driscoll said his wife had some ear-jewels that were Mrs Eddy’s and that Mr Lang
had, years ago, given them to his wife (Mrs. Lang) but her ears had not been ‘punched’ so she could never wear them.”
Perkins followed up on this subject on September 15, 1932, in a letter to the Christian Science Board of Directors:
“Relative to what William P. Lang once told me about rocking Mrs Eddy in an especially made cradle etc.
After much thot on this subject I am of the opinion that he intended to have me understand that he ‘Rocked Mrs Eddy in a cradle’
after she had become a woman. I remember distinctly where he was when he told me about it, but I have heard so many stories
about it, that I may have got a bit mixed up in my previous correspondence on the subject. But since you brot it to my attention
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and I answered you differently I have given it a great deal of thot and I am of the opinion that the above statement is correct,
therefore I am writing this to right myself in the matter. I am very sure he said an especially made cradle; altho I have heard it
was a hammock or a swing.”
Perkins wrote in his notes from the 1930s of having interviewed Abbie Durgin about 1907-1908. Her first husband had been
Albert Tilton, the son of Abigail Baker Tilton. (He died fairly young and she later remarried William Durgin.) According to the
notes of Perkins, Abbie Durgin did not believe that a special cradle had been built for Eddy but thought there was perhaps a
hammock or swing. She was married to Albert in 1866, and was born in Massachusetts in about 1846. How much she would have
known first hand of such issues is not known.
Martha Rand Baker told Perkins that she never knew anything of Eddy having been rocked in a cradle.
330

Eddy, My., 313. Ray Perkins interviewed Martha Rand Baker late in her life, and he recorded this comment from her:

“I never knew anything about the spreading of tan bark and straw on the street to check the noise of wagons on account of the
sensitiveness of Mrs. Eddy, nor have I ever heard known anything about her being rocked in a cradle.”
331

Both lived a long life. John Noyes died on May 6, 1909, and Priscilla died on October 23, 1923.

332

The letter was dated January 4, 1852; however the Runnells Sanbornton History indicates that the Priscilla and John Noyes
were married in December, 1852, which could suggest an 1853 date. That is an incorrect date; according to a Noyes online
genealogy, the correct marriage date is December 24, 1851. That is also confirmed by the question of Martha to her sister-in-law,
then living in Baltimore, whether she had seen the famed Louis Kossuth, who had a much publicized visit to Baltimore at that
time.
333

MBEL. Abigail Tilton letter to Eddy, August 25, 1875. Tilton said her hand was “lame” so the letter was actually
handwritten by her “clerk.”
334

Abigail’s surprise was confirmed by Eddy’s nephew George W. Baker, who wrote to her on January 17, 1877 (now in
MBEL):
“Your ‘at-home’ [evidently the announcement of her marriage to Asa Eddy] took us all by surprise up this way. Aunt Abbie said
she should not have been more astonished if someone had come in and struck her. Are you intending to continue your teaching or
shall you give it up now you are Mrs Eddy?”
335

An interesting look at Abigail Tilton at this time is seen in a letter that D. Russell Ambrose wrote to Eddy on August 30,
1880 (in MBEL). As the cousin of Eddy and Tilton, he wrote as a relative and one acquainted with the family members:
“At the funeral of Bro. Thomas, at Concord, I met your sister Abby, of whom I inquired for you, but she could give me no
satisfactory information. You know how it is, that, on first seeing an old friend after the lapse of many years, we are forced to
undergo the disappointment at not finding them more as they were. This idea may not be very happily expressed, but your
experience & wisdom will enable you to discover the meaning. I did not like her very well, because she seemed to give an undue
share of attention to bro. Justin, who was a somewhat wealthy manufacturer as also she was.”
336
337

MBEL, L02095.
MBEL, Alfred Farlow, “Historical Facts Concerning Mary Baker Eddy and Christian Science,” pp. 124-125.

338

See for example, the comment by Sarah Clement Kimball, “Mrs. Tilton was always most unbending and as she and Mrs.
Eddy did not agree on many things; they were not on good terms at the latter part of Mrs. Tilton's life. Mrs. Tilton left $10,000 to
Mrs. Eddy's son when she died.” Kimball described Mrs. Tilton as follows: "She was also a handsome woman, but extremely
determined and very fiery when angry. She, too, had curly hair, brown, with a reddish tint in the sunlight, pearly teeth, and the
complexion that goes with that hair. She was a domineering nature and her influence was keenly felt.”
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On August 18, 1885, Abigail wrote an abusive letter to Eddy, so something had happened between them in the intervening five
years since her letter of invitation to see her in 1880. In Eddy’s letter to her son, August 22, 1880, she wrote of having missed
seeing her sister Martha, whose daughter, Ellen (or “Nell”) she had healed some thirteen years before but who, after living with
her aunt in humble and trying circumstances (see below) renounced her healing, presuming in later years that it had been all
hypnotism. Eddy wrote in the letter to her son:
“Now dear Geo, I went to Tilton last week to see Mrs. Tilton and expected to meet Mrs. Pillsbury (sister Martha) and Nell, and
her husband as I learned they were there to pass the summer. But I was disappointed in that, for they had left to return West two
days before I was there. Never called on me. All right I can live and have lived without them but Nell would have been in her
grave but for me. This however she denies and lays her recovery to a change in her health, cause unknown. God bless them all if
they deserve it. He has blessed me and I expect always will.” [MBEL, L02095]
339

Perkins was an insurance agent in Tilton, NH. His mother was Emily A. Perkins who was in the Concord NH Christian
Science church and who had a letter from Eddy at one point.
Ray Perkins’ mother’s great aunt was Martha Rand Baker.
340
341

Original at Longyear Museum.
See also this statement from Eddy’s nephew, George W. Baker, in the Lewiston [Maine] Evening Journal of March 4, 1907:

“The only actual case I ever saw of my aunt’s power was, I think, in 1867, when she was called to Tilton to see a niece, who was
supposed to be at the point of death My aunt Mary came from Lynn, and stopped to get dinner, much to the disgust of the sick
girl’s mother. She went to see the patient, and looked at her, sniffed, and said, ‘You are going back to Lynn with me tomorrow on
the 2 o’clock train.’ And she did, walking apparently as well as ever.” [Quoted in Gill, p. 176.]
342

Milmine wrote her notes, now in MBEL, of her conversations with two ladies in Tilton and recorded this note of how Ellen
Pilsbury reportedly told one or both of the old ladies about the “terrible rows she had with Crafts—Mrs. E.”
In a note maintained by Eddy at the time, she wrote [EF054]:
“1867
Left Taunton
Aug. 6th. 1867
Aug. Presented a bill for E.C.P.’s [i.e., Ellen Pilsbury]
28
rejected.”
Whether this is a bill for her healing or just upkeep when she was with Eddy in Taunton in not known.
343

Original at Longyear Museum.

344

Daniel Spofford, Eddy’s later disaffected student, wrote in 1921, “This is to certify that during my acquaintance with
aforesaid Mary Baker Glover [in the 1870s] I never perceived by word or act aught but with the most rigid compliance with what
is universally conceded as moral law.” See Peel, Trial, p. 334.
345

A copy of this letter was sent to Eddy by her cousin, Henry M. Baker, in 1899. See Peel, Authority, p. 230. Goddard was a
well-known professor at Clark University in Worcester, Massachusetts, who had written on mental healing in a largely negative
way. See for example his 72-page pamphlet:
The Effects of Mind on Body as Evidenced by Faith Cures. Worcester, MA: Reprinted from American Journal of Psychology
[Vol. X], 1899.
As an aside, in the author’s collection is a letter from Calvin Frye to Judge Septimus Hanna, May 5, 1899. Frye and the Eddy
household had heard a rumor that Goddard was working on a major attack on Christian Science. Frye wrote:
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“Do you not think if you should take Mrs. Sargent and Mr & Mrs. Armstrong to quietly go and see this Mr.
Goddard and talk with and let Mrs. S. and Mrs. A. who have both lived in Mrs. Eddy’s family[;] you might
convince him that he is misinformed and thereby turn him from this wicked purpose?”
346

Alvin Matthew Cushing, M.D., was born in Burke, VA, in 1829, He studied medicine at Dartmouth University and
Woodstock Medical School. Eventually, in 1856, he graduated from the Hahnemann Medical College and became a homeopathic
physician. He practiced medicine in Lynn, Massachusetts from 1865-1880. He ended up in Springfield, Massachusetts, where he
lived when began speaking out to the press a third of century after Eddy’s fall in 1866. While his comments against Eddy are well
known, the rest of his life is little known. He was well known in various homeopathic organizations, but he was also an inventor.
He had a large number of patents for devices that had nothing to do with medicine, but he was also an innovator in homeopathic
medicine. The editor of The American Homeopathist, in response to a letter from Cushing in the November 1, 1901, issue, on his
treatment for Typhoid fever, wrote: “Dr. Cushing has given a number of new remedies to the profession, notably the mullein oil
and phaseolus. The former has been disappointed us in every instance, the latter has proven a God-send in our heart cases, and
outranks anything on our shelves or in our office drawers.” A biography of Cushing in Cleave’s Biographical Cyclopaedia of
Homeopathic Physicians and Surgeons (Philadelphia: Galaxy Publishing Company, 1873), p. 293, wrote of his moving to Lynn
“and in a very short time was engaged in a very large and important practice, which, together with his arduous duties as a prover
of remedies and a correspondent of various journals and papers, by which he has so well served the profession, produced an
attack of nervous apoplexy in January, 1870, and for two years his recovery was quite uncertain. He is now much better, and
hopes soon to be in active service. He has written and published a work on Leucorrhoea, has made a proving of dioscoroea, and
printed a monograph on the same. . . .”
347
348
349
350
351

Bates-Dittemore, 42.
MBEL. Tomlinson reminiscence, p. 820.
An obituary in the New Hampshire Patriot and State Gazette, August 26, 1886, had comparable language.
Ibid., p. 413.
See for example, Henry Hopkins’ letter to William Chandler, April 15, 1907:

“Have just received a letter from Milmine – she says Mrs Eddy has had paralysis agitans (as she will show) for more than 25
years – and that was a contributing cause for her retirement from public work.”
352

The comment by Charles Corning appears in Peter Wallner, Faith on Trial: Mary Baker Eddy, Christian Science and the
First Amendment (Concord, NH: Plaidswede Publishing, [2014]), p. 6.
353
354

Ibid, p. 12.
Court records in Chandler papers at NHHS.

355

Samuel Mansfield Bubier (1816-1894) was known as the richest man in Lynn. The Lynn Bulletin, August 23, 1865, reported
that Bubier paid the highest property tax in the Lynn area, $3,437.20.
356

A writer for the Detroit Free Press wrote in its issue of May 31,1909, of an anti-Eddy lecture given by Frederick Peabody:
“Mr. Peabody declares that Dr. Cushing told him that Mrs. Eddy was never in any danger of dying at that time [1866 fall] and
that her illness was not of a serious character.” While Cushing later downplayed the seriousness of the injury, that is not how the
contemporaneous newspaper articles presented the injury, apparently based on information derived from Cushing at the time.
357

Eddy’s “fall on the ice” in Lynn was given by her as a critical point in her religious history—the word “epiphany” is fitting in
this case. As such, this news article, printed contemporaneously, is where any serious historical study of that event should start—
not with much later recollections by Eddy or Cushing, as important as they are. Thus, it is worthwhile to see how key Eddy
biographies have (or have not) used that article. For example, it does not appear in the Milmine McClure’s articles or subsequent
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Milmine | Cather biography. Since Wilbur printed it in her Human Life articles and subsequent biography, when the Milmine |
Cather biography was published a year after Wilbur’s, there was no excuse for them not to have included that article in the 1909
book. The Edwin Dakin biography, being overwhelmingly reliant upon Milmine | Cather, also did not cite the article. In
comparison the Bates-Dittemore biography did cite the article in full. The Powell, Peel, Thomas, Silberger, and Gill biographies
all cited the article in full. In comparison, the Fraser biography only partially cited the article. She wrote, p. 52: “The local
newspaper, the Lynn Reporter, wrote that she was ‘severely injured’ and ‘taken up in an insensible condition.’ It was also
reported that a Dr. Alvin Cushing, a homeopathic doctor called to the scene, determined her injuries to be ‘of a very serious
nature, inducing spasms and intense suffering.’” By phrasing it that way, and leaving out that Cushing told the Reporter that he
felt the injuries were “internal” (which is important since as we have seen Cushing was later quoted as saying Eddy only had
suffered a slight concussion), and by leaving out that Eddy, according to the report, remained in a “very critical condition,” the
seriousness of the injury was effectively downplayed.
358

For some reason, Cushing always seemed to have problems remembering Alfred Farlow’s name.

359

In the author’s collection are copies of the 1865 and 1867 Lynn and Swampscott Directories, and neither one records a
Samuel Patterson.
360

Cushing gave an interview with the Boston Herald the same day as the Union, which appeared in the Herald of December
24, 1899, and the reporter was especially bold in what he claimed for the Cushing notes: “Dr. Cushing kept a careful record of
Mrs. Eddy’s case, and the following facts relating to the treatment he prescribed for her, together with observations of her
remarkable susceptibility to the action of commonly used medicines, were taken from his books.”
361

Any letters cited between Cushing and Chandler are from the Chandler papers in NHHS.

362

See also this letter from Cushing to Chandler, August 26, 1911: “Mr Wright Page 83 [in Milmine | Cather] came to me long
before I gave anything to the public saying ‘I have studied Christian Science and it is all a fraud.’ You write for the papers and
people believe what you say and I want you to write it up and expose it.’ I answered Mr Wright I never handle mud.”
363

34,000 miles divided by 730 days in two years is 46.5 miles. Cushing seems to have exaggerated this point.

364

Original in Lyman Powell material in MBEL. Despite Cushing’s reference to reading symptoms, the available evidence does
not seem to indicate that he recorded symptoms in his book.
365
366
367
368
369

Lyman Powell, Christian Science: the Faith and its Founder., pp. 66-67.
Jahr’s New Manual, Symptomatology volume, p. 103.
University of Maryland website (February, 2012), www.umm.edu/altmed/articles/arnica-000222.htm
MBEL, L08898.
Jahr’s New Manual, Repertory volume, p. 87.

370

The following studies were originally published in medical journals but the abstracts of which are easily found on the
Internet:
—“Randomized double-blind placebo-controlled trial of homoeopathic ‘proving’ for Belladonna C30” [1998] (Goodyear,
Lewith, & Low).
“We were unable to distinguish between Belladonna C30 and placebo using our primary outcome measure. For the
secondary outcome measure we analysed the number of individuals who proved to the remedy according to our
predefined criteria: 4 out of 19 proved in the Belladonna C30 group and 1 out of 27 in the placebo group (difference not
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statistically significant). This pilot study does not demonstrate a clear proving reaction for Belladonna C30 versus
placebo, but indicates how the question might be further investigated.”
—“Ultramolecular homeopathy has no observable clinical effects. A randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled proving trial
of Belladonna 30C” [2003] (Brien, Lewith, & Bryant).
“No significant group differences in proving rates were observed [Belladonna provers N = 14 (13.9%); placebo provers
N = 15 (14.3%); mean difference − 0.4%, 95% confidence interval − 9.3, 10.1] based on intention to treat analysis.
Primary outcome was not affected by seasonality or the individual's attitude to complementary medicine.”
—“Double-blind, placebo-controlled, randomized clinical trial of homoeopathic arnica C30 for pain and infection after total
abdominal hysterectomy” [1997] (Hart, Mullee, Lewith, & Miller).
“The placebo group had a greater median age and the arnica group had slightly longer operations; nevertheless, no
significant difference between the two groups could be demonstrated. We conclude that arnica in homoeopathic
potency had no effect on postoperative recovery in the context of our study.”
—“Homeopathic arnica for prevention of pain and bruising: randomized placebo-controlled trial in hand surgery” [2003]
(Stevinson, Devaraj, Fountain-Barber, Hawkins, & Ernst).
“The results of this trial do not suggest that homeopathic arnica has an advantage over placebo in reducing
postoperative pain, bruising and swelling in patients undergoing elective hand surgery.”
371

See Amy L. Lansky, PhD, Impossible Cure: The Promise of Homeopathy. Portola Valley, CA: R. L. Ranch Press, [ca. 2003],
pp. 98-101 and 108ff. Lansky wrote, p. 110, “Nearly everyone who uses homeopathy has their own amazing Arnica stories to
tell.”
Lansky has a section, pp. 169ff, on the use of double blind placebo tests on homeopathy.
A interesting study on homeopathy by a retired homeopathist and researcher, Anthony Campbell, provides a middle ground look
at homeopathy with a valuable look at scientific studies of its healing methodology: Homeopathy in Perspective: A Critical
Appraisal. (Milton Keynes, UK: Lightning Source UK Ltd., [ca. 2013]). The book, originally published in 2008, provides this
note by Campbell to his revised edition, p. ii, “[While his views of homeopathy had not altered substantially since originally
writing the book six years earlier] my skepticism about many of the claims made for it has if any increased. . . .”
372

Myra Smith reminiscence in MBEL.

373

The later Cushing affidavit in McClure’s read: “Each day that I visited her, I dissolved a small portion of a highly attenuated
remedy in one-half a glass of water and ordered one teaspoonful given every two hours, usually giving one dose while there. She
told me she could feel each dose to the tips of her fingers and toes. . . .”
This homeopathic method is described in Lansky, p. 140, where she pointed out that in some cases not a single molecule of the
original substance was left by the time the medicinal potion was given:
“After creation of an Arnica mother tincture, the potentization process continues by diluting 1 drop of tincture in 100 drops of
diluent (a mixture of alcohol and water). This mixture is then vigorously shaken by hand, typically by striking it against a surface
between 2 and 100 times. Today, machines are sometimes used instead of hand succussion. Once succussion is complete, the 1c
potency of Arnica has been created. To create the next higher potency, the process is repeated—but using the preceding potency
solution instead of the mother tincture. Thus, diluting 1 drop of Arnica 1c solution in 100 drops of diluent, followed by
succussion, yields the 2c potency of Arnica.”
If Eddy did indeed compliment Cushing, I believe it would not have been for his selecting arnica or belladonna, which would
have been traditional and predictable homeopathic remedies for her condition, but rather it would have been for his dilution
skills.
As mentioned above, Lansky pointed out, p. 138, that in some cases not a single molecule of the original substance was left by
the time the medicinal potion was given. She explained, “Although potentized ultradilutions may not contain even a single
molecule of original substance, they have now been shown to contain some kind of residual energetic signature that can cause the
same changes in living tissue that the original substance could cause.”
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Again, given Eddy’s history of leaving homeopathy behind for Quimby’s theories (and Cushing recalled that she spoke of
Quimby to him extensively) it is possible that she did take the medicines to mollify Cushing but only while he was present and
not otherwise, by the time she got to her Swampscott home.
374

Wilbur notes on interview with Cushing in MBEL. In My True Light and Life: Mary Baker Eddy Collections. Boston: The
Writings of Mary Baker Eddy and The Mary Baker Eddy Library for the Betterment of Humanity, 2002, pp. 157-158. (This is
hereafter referred to as True Light.) The fact that Wilbur in her notes recorded this statement from Cushing but not what she
herself observed from the books would suggest that she was not shown the inside pages of the book.
375

Compare what appears to be Cushing’s edited short cut for simply showing a number for his prescribed remedy to what
Cushing wrote in his affidavit: “Each of the said visits upon Mrs. Patterson, together with my treatment, the symptoms and the
progress of the case, were recorded in my own hand in my record book at the time, and the same book, with the said entries made
in February and August, 1866, in now in my possession.”
376

Milmine material in MBEL. Cushing wanted his name left out to avoid publicity. His reference to Eddy’s account of how she
came to amid chloroform, etc., is based on her publicized letter to Julius Dresser on February 15, 1866, where she wrote:
Two weeks ago I fell on the sidewalk and struck my back on the ice, was taken up for dead, came to
consciousness amid a storm of vapors from cologne, chloruform[sic] , ether, camphor etc — but to find
myself the helpless cripple I were before I saw Dr. Quimby.
377

It was in the month prior to Peabody’s letter, that a sad and completely unexpected event took place, and in the same hotel,
the Parker House hotel, where Peabody and others were reportedly working on the suit. Irving Tomlinson’s sister, Mary, became
aberrant, traveled to Boston and threw herself out of Room 311 at the Parker House to her death in the early morning of April 19.
The suicide took on the special note because it was alleged that Eddy had asked Mary to pray for George Glover’s death to end
the suit. This allegation has been repeated by many of Eddy’s biographers, so that allegation will be looked at closely in
Appendix C.
378
379
380
381

Original in the New Hampshire Historical Society.
Powell, Christian Science: The Faith and its Founder, p. 33.
MBEL. Eddy letter to Henry Robinson, August 9, 1903. L13318.
MBEL, Eddy letter to Caroline Fifield, January 8, 1879, L14257.

382

In my True Light and Life: Mary Baker Eddy Collections.Boston: The Mary Baker Eddy Library for the Betterment of
Humanity, 2002, pp. 142-151 and 159-160.
383

Horace Wentworth and Kate Porter (later Clapp) were two of Milmine’s most quoted critics and witnesses of this time
period; however, neither one lived in the Wentworth household.
384

Charles Wentworth signed an affidavit on March 27, 1909, that said the attempted burning of the house by Eddy never
happened (Gill, p. 186).
385
386

Wentworth folder in MBEL.
Peel, Discovery, p. 227.

387

One of the allegations of Horace was that Eddy was an invalid while staying with the Wentworths. Lucy’s statement certainly
casts doubt on that allegation. While episodes of health problems are possible (Mary Gale about this time wrote Eddy worried
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about Eddy physical condition, and the Milmine account states that Mrs. Wentworth had to nurse Eddy to health at times), I have
seen no evidence that she was actually an invalid while with the Wentworths.
388

In comparison to this account by Lucy of Eddy having talked to her as she was leaving, Horace claimed (Milmine | Cather, p.
124) that Eddy left alone without telling anyone she was leaving. It was some days later, after they had heard nothing from her,
that they forced open her locked door in their house and found the alleged attempt to destroy the room and burn the house. BatesDittemore, p. 126, averred that this Horace Wentworth account was “so intrinsically improbable as to be very difficult of belief.”
389
390
391
392
393
394
395

Bancroft, pp. 7 and 33.
Ibid., pp. 18, 36, and 52.
Ibid., p. 20.
Dakin, pp. 300-301.
Peel, Authority, pp. 399-400.
See Appendix C for this general allegation, which here in this example is hyperbolic to the extreme.
NHHS. Frederick Peabody letter to Chandler, September 16, 1907.

396

In a reminiscence that Buswell provided to Mrs. Longyear (now in the Longyear Museum) about 1920 he described his years
in Cincinnati as “missionary” work and did not suggest that Eddy had planned to come.
397

In MBEL is a letter from George Glover to his mother, dated June 30, but the year is not given. In unknown writing is added
“1879” that seems too late for a letter from Fargo, since the Glovers had moved to Deadwood by then according to other letters.
The letter, more likely dated 1877 or 1878, included: “I have made up my mind to try and open my farm so as to prepare for a
crop next year so if I come to you this fall or spring I can let it. Now I have let 80 acres. . . .”
398
399
400
401
402

MBEL. Buswell letter to Eddy, October 25, 1879.
MBEL. Buswell letter to Eddy, November 9, 1879.
MBEL, Eddy letter to James Ackland, October 24, 1879, L12621.
The Glover letters to his mother are in MBEL.
Glover letter to Eddy, April 24, 1881, in MBEL.

403

See, for example, Eddy letter to Edward E. Norwood, February 28, 1907: “At the decease of Dr. Eddy I offered in a letter to
give him [George Glover, Jr.] all my real estate and all my money but a check of $5000 if he would come to me and remain. This
he refused to do.”
This letter is found in the copybook kept by Calvin Frye and turned over to Eddy’s lawyer, Frank Streeter, during the Next
Friends Suit in 1907. That copybook was not returned to Frye and some forty years later Gilbert Carpenter, Jr., had access to the
copybook through Streeter’s son, Thomas. In the author’s collection are the transcripts kept by Carpenter. This letter ends with
Eddy’s instruction to “Burn this letter,” due to Eddy’s private comments about her son. MBEL does not have this letter, but it has
an unsigned draft of the letter [L08010] in the handwriting of Eddy’s assistant Laura Sargent. In the draft, which differs in some
important ways, Eddy dictated: “At the decease of Dr Eddy I wrote to my son George W. Glover and in this letter I offered to
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give him all my real estate and the money I owned with the exception of a deposit of five thousand dollars if he would come and
remain with his mother. He replied in a letter to me that is wife was not willing that he should do this. Now I have made a new
provision for the maintenance of himself and his family even more ample that that which I made before it.”
404

MBEL. Eddy letter to George Glover, June 26, 1886. L02083.

405

Milmine, while sometimes referred to as the wife of a newspaperman, was listed herself in the 1900 census as a newspaper
woman. The earliest record I have of her as a journalist is a brief article with her byline, Georgine Milmine, then of the St. Louis
Star; this was about the “Gypsy Queen,” one “Queen Stella.” This article was picked up and appeared in the Sandusky [Ohio]
Star, January 30, 1899.
For a helpful view of the Milmine biography and the debate over the relative impacts of Milmine and Cather, see the 2012 Ph.D.
dissertation of Laura Ashley Squires at the University of Texas-Austin: “Religious Healing in the Progressive Era: Literary
Responses to Christian Science.”
406

Milmine in interviews gave the year 1904 as the year she started her biography of Eddy, but there is evidence that her interest
may have started in 1903.
407

Syracuse Post-Standard, December 5, 1910.

408

The author purchased a copy of the Milmine book from a Boston dealer, and included with the book was this letter from
Harry Peyton Steger of Doubleday Page & Co. to Mr. C. W. Wendte, April 12, 1910.
“April 12th, 1910.
Mr. C. W. Wendte,
25 Beacon Street,
Boston, Mass.
Dear Sir:—
We notice with pleasure your reference to our publication, ‘The Life of Mrs. Eddy,’[sic] by Georgine Milmine, as it appeared in
your American letter to ‘The Inquirer’ of London, England. In view of the high degree of interest which your liberal comments
on the book indicate, I venture to send you the enclosed recent interview with the author of the book, which perhaps may interest
you further along the line of this remarkable biography. It will show you the extraordinary difficulty which the biographer had to
overcome in preparing her book. Possibly you may be able to make use of it in one of your subsequent letters to ‘The Inquirer.’
Thanking you for your favorable and generous references to the book, we are,
Yours sincerely,
Harry Peyton Steger by RB
HPS/MH.”
The otherwise unrecorded interview cited here was included with this letter.
409

Woodbridge Riley, Frederick Peabody, and Charles E. Humiston, M.D., The Faith, the Falsity and The Failure of Christian
Science. New York: Fleming H. Revell Company, [ca. 1925], pp. 214-216.
410
411

Harold S. Wilson, McClure’s Magazine and the Muckrakers. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1970, pp. 170-171.
Ida M. Tarbell, All in the Day’s Work. New York: Macmillan, 1939, p. 242.
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412

The extensive Ray Perkins file in MBEL seems to indicate that he helped provide Wilbur with notary services but not
Milmine, although that is possible. She is known to have used William Lang to notarize her affidavits at least at one point.
413

MBEL (Lyman Powell file). Lyman Powell letter to Lucia Warren for the Christian Science Board of Directors, January 13,
1933.
The same day, Powell wrote to Christian Scientist, William P. McKenzie, who had known Eddy:
“They [Milmine and Cather] were independent, and some of these days I hope to show you some of the remarkable letters those
two women wrote to me during the time when Georgine Gilmine was supposed to be the sole author of the articles, but they were
checked up by Willa Cather, who also gave to them their literary flavor.”
A week later he wrote back to Lucia Warren:
“For reasons which I will give when next we meet, I am sure my friends in Boston will agree with me as to the extreme
importance of not stirring up either Georgine Milmine or Willa Cather. They were in a difficult situation, as I was perhaps the
only one to understand. Both of them gave me their full confidence, even in the writing of numerous letters, with the same
attitude toward me that the Board had when I was writing the book [i.e., his biography of Eddy]–that I would respect their
confidence and not in any way embarrass them. . . .
As for Miss Cather not being averse to having her connection with the task, which was never a welcome one to her, now brought
to consideration again, I am absolutely sure she would abhor the very thought, and whoever opens communication with her is
likely to regret having done so.”
He wrote McKenzie the same day:
“Concerning the inner history of the Georgine Milmine and Willa Cather, Burton Hendricks, etc., connection with the McClure’s
articles, I seem to be the only one who had the confidence of all concerned, and that confidence I have scrupulously maintained
all these years past. Nothing would be more likely to upset Miss Cather than to be asked in these days when she has tried to
forget a task she never enjoyed, to give information about it. . . . [Cather simply] edited and [had] rewritten articles prepared by
someone else who did not quite hit the American magazine pace.”
414

The Newberry Library staff is not sure of the provenance of the Milmine document, but they believe that it was part of a
Willa Cather collection that the Library obtained about 1950.
415

Even though Eddy’s son, George Glover, was said in the manuscript to be age 62 at the time, which would date the
manuscript September 1906 or later, the manuscript does not mention the dedication of the Extension of The Mother Church in
Boston in 1906 or any other significant events that year, a letter from 1904 was called “recent,” the dedication of the Concord,
N.H., Christian Science church in July 1904 was referred to as “last year,” Eddy (born July 16, 1821) was referred to as being 84,
and it was mentioned that there had been no large gathering of Christian Scientists in 1905.
416

In the Milmine collection at MBEL is a scrapbook evidently prepared by Milmine with articles related to Eddy and Christian
Science dating from September 15, 1903 through December 1904. Also in the MBEL is a letter from Milmine to a Mrs.
Dummer[?], mailed from 89 West 103rd Street, New York City, where Milmine was then staying, dated May 25, 1905. (This is
the same address that Daniel Spofford sent his letter to on September 18, 1904.) She was seeking information on Eddy: “For
more than a year I have been at work on a ‘life’ of Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy. . . . I thought you might have some documents, or
letters, or papers, pictures, etc., connected with the events of which I am writing, which you might be willing to tell me. . . . The
work I am doing I hope to make accurate, authentic, and historically correct. If you will help me, I shall be very grateful & shall
be careful in the use of any material you may put in my way.
The magazine rights of the work have been bought by McClure’s Magazine.”
Judging from this letter, it appears that Milmine started early in 1904 or even earlier in 1903 (the Spofford letter mentioned above
is the earliest record of Milmine working on the Eddy biography). Mayor Charles Corning recorded in his diary of October 31,
1906, how nice it was to see Milmine and her editor Will Irwin in Concord. He remembered “the bright face & laughing black
eyes of the person [Milmine] who spent an hour at [his] house in June, 1904.” (Wallner, Faith on Trial, pp. 55-56.) Corning
recorded that Milmine and Irwin were in town in part to see how much money Eddy had paid for the paving of roads in Concord.
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He bought theater tickets for them and wrote of them, “I enjoy meeting such persons and I lament my not falling in with them
oftener than I do.” This insight is interesting since many historians have treated Corning and other Concord dignitaries as clearly
biased in favor of the hometown celebrity, Eddy.
By October, Milmine was back on Upstate New York. Writing from 204 Slocum Avenue in Syracuse, she corresponded with
George Quimby on October 27, 1905. To Quimby she wrote (the portion highlighted in bold is as it appeared in QMSS, pp. 435436):
“I have read all that has been written on the subject [of Quimby and Eddy], so far as I know. I know the Eddy arguments and
misrepresentations, and how and why they are misleading & false. It is to important a piece of her history—being the keystone
upon which of arch of the whole Christian Science structure rests,—that I am most anxious to make it perfectly clear &
convincing—not convincing by argument, but by the integrity of the story.” [Milmine then says she was going to send to him her
manuscript on mental healing history, but it was too large. This was one of a couple of known examples of Milmine or others on
the McClure’s team who were willing to share their work with others who were against Eddy and Christian Science.]
“It is quite true that she (Mrs. Eddy) did use your father's Ms. entitled `Questions and Answers' to teach from in the
beginning. In fact, she used nothing else for many years, and hired a student to make copies of it for the use of each pupil.
I have photographs of one of these copies, and have seen several of them belonging to early pupils who have kept them
and who showed them to me. With the change of a word here and there, it is exactly your father's Ms. This manuscript of
your father's was used largely to form a chapter called `Recapitulation' in `Science and Health' in later years; but with
each new edition it was revised until the present chapter of that title is a long way off from the original. Nevertheless this
is the only chapter in her book from which her students are taught in classes, today. The course in C. S. consists of a series
of talks on this one chapter, which is elucidated and explained to the class. So everybody who is learning C. S. healing
today is learning the essential truth almost directly from your father's old manuscript, as in the beginning. The rest of C.
S. and all the objectionable part is simply `frills' added by Mrs. Eddy [“Mrs. E.” in the original]. Of course she has used
your father's ideas and many of his phrases all through the book. . . . The Ms. you sent is almost word for word, as you
have seen, like the one she used to teach from."
“[Tracing Eddy’s development in her book and religion] is a difficult task and I am conscious that it can be handled more
skillfully than I am doing it. . . . I have tried to be conscientious about it that I feel sure it is convincing in spite of my limitations.
. . . I am sure it has been worth doing in the interest of common honesty.”
(This letter in MBEL was purchased from John V. Dittemore in 1934. Dresser used it in his QMSS in 1921.Dittemore befriended
Mrs. Pineo, George Quimby’s daughter, in the 1930s or before, and that is likely how he obtained the original letter.)
While it may be that Milmine started her interest in the subject in 1903, it seems clear that what she considered the actual writing
of the Eddy history did not start until 1904.
417

This letter from Spofford to Milmine is now in a private collection, and it was originally purchased in the early 1970s from a
Boston book dealer who had purchased the remnants of Allan A. Beauchamp’s books and papers. This letter is one of the
documents that Beauchamp obtained through his friendship with Milmine. This letter is briefly cited in the earliest Milmine
manuscripts, so the manuscripts are known to have been completed no earlier than September 1904.
418
419
420
421
422
423

Peel, Authority, pp. 260-261.
MBEL. Transcript in Farlow papers.
McClure’s file in MBEL.
McClure’s file in MBEL
McClure’s file in MBEL
McClure’s file in MBEL
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424
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426

McClure’s file in MBEL
McClure’s file in MBEL
McClure’s file in MBEL

427

Samuel S. McClure had a brother, Robert, who was an executive at the magazine. He also had a son, Robert Louis Stevenson
McClure (named after the author with permission), who would have been 17 at the time. Presumably Farlow incorrectly referred
to McClure’s brother as his son.
428

Mark Sullivan would later publish an autobiography, The Education of an American (New York: Doubleday, Doran & Co.,
1938), pp. 201-202, in which he recounted briefly his time at McClure’s visiting old Eddy haunts.
429
430
431
432
433
434
435
436
437

Farlow papers in MBEL.
Ibid.
Peel, Authority, pp. 261-262.
McClure’s file in MBEL
Peel, Authority, p. 471.
Peter Lyon, Success Story: The Life and Times of S. S. McClure. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, [ca. 1963], p. 300.
McClure’s file in MBEL
Ibid
Ibid

438

Ibid. Farlow sent along with the letter a list of individuals such as Frederick Peabody and Sarah Crosby, that he believed
were part of the “nefarious” business to injure Eddy.
439

MBEL. L16078.

440

Ibid. The letter evidently included a clipping in the collection of the Berkshire Evening Eagle of October 13, 1906, which
said that a “travelling missionary” said that Eddy had been dead for a month or more and that the news came from the friend of a
doctor who treated her in the dead of night to try to save her life. The individual said the New York Herald had been paid $5,000
to suppress that information. Such false allegations were common at this time.
441
442
443

MBEL. L12360.
MBEL. L16081.
McClure’s file in MBEL.
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444

John Dittemore’s copy of his letter to Edward Kimball, in the Dittemore papers in MBEL.

445

Gillian Gill mentioned, p. 564, that there was a rumor that Georgine Milmine tried early to interview Eddy but was rebuffed.
That is supported by Milmine’s statements in her two recorded interviews, and it seems likely, since Eddy was by 1904 generally
not giving interviews to the press. The seeming first hand reporting of Eddy in Concord, N.H. in the 1904 Milmine manuscript in
the Newberry Library suggests that she did in fact spend a lot of time in Concord and saw Eddy in her daily carriage ride around
town. Gill records that both Henry Robinson, the former mayor of Concord, New Hampshire, and one who knew Eddy, and
Frederick Remington, who did later research on Eddy and had some later connection to Milmine, indicated that she had originally
planned in 1903 to write a history of twelve eminent American women, which is how she became interested in Eddy. We saw
earlier Farlow’s 1904 letter that referred to Milmine as a journalist “with whom we had some dealings a while ago, all of which
was of the most kindly nature.”
446
447
448

William E. Chandler papers, New Hampshire Historical Society.
Original at Longyear Museum.
MBEL, L09539.

449

Biographies of Cather have briefly covered this period. For example, see Elizabeth S. Sergeant, Willa Cather: A Memoir
(New York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1953), pp. 54-55: “S. S. McClure was always interested in biography, from the hour he
discovered Ida Tarbell and she produced a life of Napoleon and one of Lincoln which immediately increased the circulation of
McClure’s; and he was always interested in novelty.” Sergeant said Cather and four other staff writers at McClure’s set about
verifying the Eddy material, “But the book that ensued was largely written in the McClure’s office, and was a composite, not
Willa Cather’s personal work. It bears little mark of her own style. . . .” The word “book” appears to mean the biographical serial.
In Willa Cather: A Critical Biography (New York: Knopf, 1953), by E. K. Brown, and finished by Leon Edel, p. 134, appears
the following: “McClure was excited by the possibilities he saw in a manuscript that clearly had matter of extraordinary interest
but just as clearly could not be used in anything like the form in which it had come in. This was Mary Baker G. Eddy: The Story
of her Life and the History of Christian Science, by Georgine Milmine, the wife of a newspaperman in Rochester, New York. . .
.The chief responsibility for preparing the remainder of the long manuscript for publication was given to Willa Cather.” In this
book Cather was given credit for thirteen issues after the first issue.
Mildred R. Bennett, in The World of Willa Cather (New York: Dodd, Mead & Co., 1951), wrote simply on p. 194: “[Cather]
completed the research and writing of a serialized and highly controversial ‘Life of Mary Baker Eddy.’ . . .”
450

David Porter, On the Divide: The Many Lives of Willa Cather (Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska Press, 2008). As Porter
pointed out, some of the autobiographical pieces are anonymous, but he showed his reasons for believing that they were in fact
written by Cather.
451

A photograph of the gravesite appears, p. 142, in Milton Meltzer, Willa Cather: A Biography. Minneapolis: Twenty-First
Century Books, [ca. 2008]. This book has numerous photographs of Cather and many others in her life.
452
453
454
455

Ibid., pp. 14-15.
Ibid., p. 15.
Ibid., pp. 20-21.
Ibid., p. 67.

456

L. Brent Bohlke, editor, Willa Cather in Person: Interviews, Speeches, and Letters (Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska
Press, 1990, pp. [xxi]-xxii.
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457

Slote’s comment was drawn from her book, The Kingdom of Art: Willa Cather’s First Principles and Critical Statements,
1893-1896. (Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska Press, 1966), p. 3.
458

In 1912 McClure had been ousted from his own company but a deal was made that would allow him to publish his
autobiography through the same company, which in part would help pay off some of his debts. He turned to Cather to help him
write it. She was worried that she was up to the task. In a letter to him from Red Cloud, Nebraska, June 12 of that year, Cather
wrote, as paraphrased: “[McClure] will recall that she couldn’t hit what he wanted in some parts of the Christian Science series.”
(J.P. Stout, editor, A Calendar of the Letters of Willa Cather. Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 2002, p. 39.)
Since Cather’s concern in helping her old boss in writing an autobiography would have been stylistic and not factual, since the
facts themselves would come from her boss and his sources, her reference to not pleasing him in the “Christian Science series”
appears to me to have been related to her perceived inability to achieve a desired result in her writing, not in the inability to
present facts in an evenhanded fashion. What McClure wanted from Cather in that regard is unknown.
459

Cather gave an interview in 1921 with Eleanor Hinman, in which Hinman wrote (Bohlke, p. 45): “It is often related that Miss
Cather draws the greater part of her characters from the life, that they are actual portraits of individual people. This statement she
absolutely denies.
‘I have never drawn but one portrait of an actual person. That was the mother of the neighbor family, in My Ántonia.” However,
Bohlke added, p. 49: “Although Willa Cather frequently claimed to have drawn only one character from memory—in detail—her
interviews and other remarks are continually turning up other characters who were modeled upon people whom she had known or
met at various times in her life.”
In a surprisingly eloquent (to use Bohlke’s word) speech given by Cather at just 16 years of age, she gave a glimpse of her early
view on life:
“Investigators have styled fanatics those who seek to probe the mysteries of the unknowable. This is unreasonable. The most
aspiring philosopher never hoped to do more than state the problem; he never dreamed of solving it. Newton did not say how or
why every particle of matter in the universe attracted every other particle of matter in the universe. He simply said it was so. We
can only judge these abstract forces by their effect” (Bohlke, p. 143). It is perhaps significant that Eddy was, however, someone
who tried to “probe the mysteries of the unknowable” and provide a metaphysical explanation for existence.
460
461

Hermione Lee, Willa Cather: Double Lives. New York: Vintage Books, 1991, pp. 3-4.
Andrew Jewell and Janis Stout, The Selected Letters of Willa Cather. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2013.

462

This transcript is taken from the original at the New York Public Library. It was slightly cleaned up in The Selected Letters of
Willa Cather, pp. 330-331. A few weeks later, on December 11, 1922, Ellen Burns, the secretary of Cather, wrote to Anderson
telling him it was fine to write Mrs. Wells[sic], but do not use Cather’s name. He might also want to write Mr. S. S. McClure.
463

Noted Christian Science writer, Arthur Corey, was a believer in this myth. In his collection, now at Bridwell Library at
Southern Methodist University in Dallas, Texas, is a transcript of a letter from Mrs. Welles to Martha Rand Baker, the sister-inlaw of Eddy. On the transcript, Corey wrote at the top, “‘georgine milmine’ was really Willa Cather.”
464
465
466
467

Original letter in the Drew University Library. The letter also appeared in Selected Letters of Willa Cather, pp. 377-378.
Original in Beinecke Rare Book & Manuscript Library, Yale University.
Quoted in Peel, Authority, p. 472.
Original in Dartmouth College Library.
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468
469
470

I have been unable to find any reference to a return to McClure’s by Bynner after he left in 1906.
Original at Drew University Library.
Original at Drew University Library.

471

James Kraft, Who is Witter Bynner? A Biography. Albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Press, 1995, pp. 23 and 16,
respectively.
472

This was in an April 17, 1936, letter that Cather wrote to The Commonweal. It was reproduced in Willa Cather on Writing:
Critical Studies on Writing as an Art. Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska Press, 1988, pp. 24-26. While it is not known that
Cather ever renounced anything that she wrote on Eddy, or even felt the slightest need to do so, it is possible that she did not
want those iconoclastic efforts of her own to negatively impact her own writing career.
473

Selected Letters of Willa Cather, p. 99.

474

In an undated note about April 1908, Cather wrote to Annie Fields about a visit through the home of “Mrs. Gardender” [i.e.,
Isabella Stewart (“Mrs. Jack”) Gardner] in which was a portrait of Mary Tudor. Cather wrote: “In the Dutch room there is a
portrait of Mary Tudor which looks so much like Mrs. Eddy that I positively fled. I seem in a fair way to become a kind of
terrible Midas. . . . I came to Boston last January and arrived at the Parker House at midnight with Mrs. Eddy for my guiding star.
I had to get to work that very first morning, . . .”
The redeeming grace that came from working on the Eddy life was that through her time in Boston, Cather met Annie Fields and
Sarah Orne Jewett, and that was a fitting reward. She even felt like writing a testimonial to Eddy, she said, the way the Christian
Scientists acknowledge their debt to her. She jokingly hypothesized this testimonial: “To our Beloved Leader, Mrs. Eddy, I owe a
great happiness etc.” See Selected Letters of Willa Cather, pp. 106-107. The face of Mary Tudor that so caught Cather’s attention
is shown below:

475
476

Selected Letters of Willa Cather, p. 100.
Ibid., p. 100.

477

An interesting account by Mark Sullivan of the work by the staff, in his case evidently in 1905 and perhaps early 1906,
appears in his book, The Education of an American (New York: Doubleday, Doran & Co., 1938), pp. 201-202:
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“My connection with McClure's, lasting less than a year, was not long enough to get past the stage of apprenticeship. It was
hardly of the nature of apprenticeship, for I did no office work, nor did I write any articles nor attempt any. Yet the experiences I
had were valuable and interesting.
When I went to the magazine there was in the office a manuscript that later became a remarkable series of articles in the
magazine and still later a book with a comparatively enduring life. A woman in upstate New York who, I think, had not
attempted authorship before, Mrs[sic] Georgine Milmine, wrote a life of the founder of Christian Science, Mrs Mary Baker Eddy.
It was a biography in somewhat the new manner, then the very new manner indeed. Mrs Milmine had painstakingly grubbed for
facts, reaching back many years into the early days of Mrs Eddy, and into her ancestry, and covering with much completeness of
detail the whole of her extraordinary life up to that time—Mrs Eddy was still living. In this method, what was new was mainly
the thoroughness of the search for facts. Though Mrs Eddy and her circle and her followers showed some apprehension about the
approaching publication, it did not seem to me, as I read it in the manuscript, that Mrs Milmine had approached her subject in any
spirit of malice or other preconceived interpretation. I surmise that the apprehension of the Christian Scientists may have been
caused in part by the fact that McClure’s, in its treatment of politics and business, practiced a technique called ‘exposure,’ later
designated by President Theodore Roosevelt ‘muckraking.’ The Christian Scientists may have assumed that the biography of Mrs
Eddy would be an extension of the method and attitude into religion.
With whatever went on between McClure’s and Christian Scientists I had no contact. I had come on the staff, I was being paid
fifty dollars a week, and something should be found for me to do. In that spirit, and because I had had legal training, the
manuscript was turned over to me with no instruction except that I should subject it to an ordinary checking of facts. The
seriously controversial points in the manuscript were covered, I suppose, in other ways, and after I left McClure's. The work
carried me into remote points in New Hampshire and elsewhere in New England, the scenes of Mrs Eddy's early experiences and
birth and ancestry, to hamlets far from the railroads, which could only be reached by horse and wagon, and at least one which
could not be reached at all, for it had disappeared—I recall an elderly New Englander pointing to some depressions in the earth
which he said had been the cellars of houses, in one of which Mrs Eddy had lived as a child. It is episodes of that kind that now
chiefly remain in my memory: a long drive on a May morning to a village in the eastern New Hampshire mountains; another
drive up a long hill somewhere near Franklin, New Hampshire, and on the ridge at the wind-swept top a gaunt house which
struck me as a good setting for a gloomy novel—one of many impulses toward fiction writing which I never followed.”
478

Robert Peel in Authority, p. 282, printed an excerpt from a letter from Nixon to a Laura May Fuller (he had left his wife by
then) on March 9, 1907, that Frederick Peabody had offered to him an opportunity “to make some money with the people he was
working for and with in the anti-Eddy litigation.” Since the Next Friends Suit was ostensibly to protect Eddy from a cabal of
household members, calling the suit “anti-Eddy” only represented a truthfulness about the ulterior motive of the suit that was
really obvious to most observers anyway.
479

That Peabody was involved with the McClure’s articles is seen in a letter from Burton Hendrick to him on January 17, 1907,
a transcribed copy of which is also in the New Hampshire Historical Society. Hendrick decided to take Peabody up on his offer to
have the statement of one of Eddy’s enemies sworn to. They are working on the April issue, he said, and he hoped to have the
affidavits available for that issue. Hendrick ended the letter by saying, “I regard these affidavits as among the most important
documents in the Eddy history; they surely once and for all dispose of Mrs. Eddy’s claim to divine inspiration. I think that you
are to be heartily congratulated upon obtaining them.”
See also Peabody’s letter to Chandler, May 7, 1907, in the Chandler papers, telling of how Dr. Cushing—who was the physician
called when Eddy fell on the ice in Lynn, Massachusetts, in 1866, the quick recovery from which Eddy considered the “falling
apple” that led to Christian Science—was in full support of Chandler’s efforts against Eddy: “The enclosed letter from Dr.
Cushing [which letter is not in the Chandler papers], just received, gives pleasing assurance of his cordial sympathy. Won’t you
write him one of your edifying letters?” Previous to this letter was Peabody’s letter to Chandler of March 22, 1907, where he
mentioned the Cushing affidavit and many others prepared by him, that were being updated and used by McClure’s:
“As to Dr. Cushing’s affidavit in McClure’s—it was prepared by me and executed in duplicate. I enclose one of the originals
[which is not in the Chandler papers]—McClure’s affidavit is the same as this except the date of making. They had it sworn to,
to make it appear more[?] up to date.
I prepared a whole set of affidavits some years ago for Rev. Minot J. Savage, and McClure’s is now publishing them after having
them resworn to for the reason stated.
I understand that the May April McClure’s will have a lot more affidavits relating to the period of [Eddy] living in Stoughton.”
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480

It is perhaps ironic that in Peter Lyon’s book, Success Story: The Life and Times of S. S. McClure, an account was given by
Witter Bynner of Christian Scientists, representatives from the Church, allegedly asking to have the right to review the material
and edit it. The account was given as a self-evidently ridiculous request that they could never have acceded to.
Lyon presented this account, pp. 299-300:
“At first McClure had, to intrigue his readers, only what he had inherited: a file full of fiction and two bulky
typescripts that promised to afford interesting features. One concerned Mary Baker Eddy and the new
religion, Christian Science; . . .
The study of Mary A. Morse Baker Patterson Glover Eddy—her antecedents, her childhood and schooling,
her striking eccentricities, her various marriages, her fitful relationships with her natural son and her adopted
son, her career as poetess and invalid, her ultimate emergence as full-blown theologist and architect of a new
religion-had been painstakingly assembled by Georgine Milmine, the wife of a Rochester newspaperman.
Mark Sullivan had spent several months in corroborating Miss Milmine's research. Her typescript had passed
though other hands, for criticism and revision. In the summer of 1906 McClure gave it to Miss Cather,
bidding her check the facts once again, gather supporting affidavits, and prepare it for publication. Although
Miss Cather's name was not put on the final result, her hand is evident in every line; she deserves much of the
credit for a remarkable portrait of a remarkable woman. As serialized, it ran through fourteen lengthy
installments, and never once did it drag.
Mrs. Eddy's followers made a determined effort to have the series suppressed. At the time, Witter Bynner
was still the managing editor; he has recalled how three men, identifying themselves as spokesmen for the
Church of Christ Scientist, appeared one day at the office demanding to see McClure. It was one of the duties
of the managing editor to shield S.S. from unwelcome visitors, so Bynner parleyed with them briefly. He then
withdrew to tell McClure they insisted on speaking with him personally. S.S. scowled and fidgeted and
jingled the coins in his pocket.
"Get rid of them," he said.
"I can't," said Bynner.
"Then tell them I've sailed for Europe."
"They know you're here."
"How could they know that? I might have sailed just this morning."
"I really think maybe you'd better see—"
"All right, all right," said McClure petulantly. "Bring them in."
The Christian Scientists came in. Before they sat down, they stood on chairs and closed the transoms over the
two doors to the room. Then they made their demand: the series must not be published. S.S. scowled at them
and said nothing. To fill the silence, Bynner began rather nervously to assure the Scientists that the articles
were not sensational, not offensive; that there was no cause for apprehension; that all the facts had been most
carefully verified. . . .
One of the Scientists cut in to suggest that perhaps there would be no objection to publication of the material
if the Scientists were permitted to edit it as they might please.
S.S. now spoke. He flatly refused either to suppress the material or to permit the Scientists to see it in
advance of publication, much less to tamper with it. "Good day, gentlemen," he said grandly, and took up
some papers from his desk.
The Scientists arose. One of them announced that if McClure persisted in his course he would soon notice a
distinct loss of advertising in his magazine. They then marched out.”
Robert Peel in Authority, pp. 260-262, illustrated the dubious nature of the above account. To repeat what we saw earlier, Alfred
Farlow had heard a rumor of the McClure’s research in November, 1904, and he had actually met with Milmine prior to that. On
November 9, 1904, he wrote to George Kinter, Eddy’s corresponding secretary, “we had some dealings [with Milmine] some time
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ago, and all of which was of the most kindly nature.” Farlow and another Christian Scientist, Cornell Wilson, visited the
McClure’s office in May 1906 to see S. S. McClure but only met with Bynner. According to their correspondence after the
meeting, Bynner was ‘gratified’ with their meeting and was dissatisfied with the Milmine material that had been collected. Two
months later they visited the new editor, Will Irwin, and received renewed assurances that the magazine was not interested in an
exposé.
Despite the assurances, Peel cited a letter sent to Farlow; it included a letter from the writer’s daughter who reportedly heard from
S. S. McClure personally that the magazine was going to “start a crusade against Christian Science.” McClure told her that they
had been working on it for two or three years and “collected as he put it ‘a whole trunkful of documents,’ . . .”
481

In reviewing the many boxes of material in the Chandler papers and other source material regarding the Next Friends Suit,
Chandler’s motivations seem to have been largely focused on defeating Christian Science, which he viewed as a pernicious
influence in society, and getting money for his clients, which ironically is the opposite of the stated reason of the suit, which was
ostensibly to “protect” Eddy. A few years after the end of the legal proceedings, Chandler wrote to George Glover (December 18,
1912) of his attachment to the Glover family:
“During the events of the last six years I have become very much attached to you and your family and any misfortune which may
touch you distresses me deeply. I hope you are in fair health; also your wife and children—and that you are in every way pleased
with your two new daughters[-in-law]. Yet I believe I love Mary Baker Glover best of all.”
482

Janis P. Stout, editor, A Calendar of the Letters of Willa Cather. Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska Press, [ca. 2002], pp.
24-25.
483

This came from the John Birss collection, the onetime curator for the Carpenter Foundation in Providence, Rhode Island.
After his membership on the Foundation’s board was over, he was able to purchase important material from the Carpenter
Foundation not long before it folded in 1973 due to lack of money, and it included this Milmine material. The material came
directly from Allan A. Beauchamp, who befriended Milmine about 1912 and sold his material later (or possibly from John V.
Dittemore, who also purchased material from Beauchamp).
The Carpenter Foundation was formed in 1945 by Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., the son of Gilbert C. Carpenter, who had been in
Eddy’s household for a year in 1905-1906. The Foundation was designed to preserve historical material on Eddy as well as house
the voluminous, privately printed writings of both Carpenters.
484

Interestingly, after both Georgine Milmine and Sibyl Wilbur brought out their respective, and very different, biographical
serials of Mrs. Eddy in 1907, Richard Kennedy was asked what he thought of them by Lyman Powell. Kennedy responded to
Powell on June 8, 1907 (now in MBEL and cited in part by Peel in Mary Baker Eddy: The Years of Trial, p. 48):
“Am most willing to communicate to you any information I may possesses[sic] touching the Author of C.S. So called. And her
practices during the period in which I am familiar with. The two articles evidently seem somewhat contradictory to you. In the
main they are not, nonetheless there are misrepresentations in both. The two women who prepared them have been of necessity
obliged to guess at a great deal. As the material[?] which has been concealed from them, was so much more than has been
disclosed, that both articles see[m] very incomplete and in many respects infantile.”
Kennedy’s split from Eddy by that point was clear, as he later noted his views on her in his letter to Powell:
“I regard the teachings of C.S. as neither Religious or Scientific, And the unsoundness of the teaching, has also correspondence in
the character of its promulgator.”
485
486

McClure’s (March 1907), p. 511.
The letter was reproduced in the Christian Science Sentinel, December 7, 1929.

487

This exempts John V. Dittemore, who collaborated on a biography of Eddy in 1932; he only met Eddy in passing one time. It
also exempts Christian Science writers, such as Irving Tomlinson, Adam Dickey, and Gilbert Carpenter, who wrote their own
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reminiscences which included biographical material on Eddy. Clifford Smith also met Eddy once, but his historial writings also
were not formally a biography.
488

MBEL. Wilbur letter to Eddy, May 22, 1907. This letter in a somewhat edited fashion, was reprinted in the Christian Science
Sentinel, December 7, 1929.
Wilbur’s adulatory style, coming from one who was convinced of Eddy’s goodness and spirituality, is nearly the complete
opposite of Milmine’s alleged comment to Frederick Peabody:
“The writer of the series of the articles in McClure’s Magazine on Christian Science told me she had heard the criticism that it
contained only the bad things about Mrs. Eddy, and she had been asked why she had not incorporated such good things as might
be said of her. She assured me she had searched the whole of Mrs. Eddy’s life for a kindly, a generous, an unselfish, a fine
womanly deed, and would have been only too glad to have recorded it, but had not found one—not on such act in the long life of
more than fourscore years.” Peabody, Religio-Medical Masquerade, p. 73. This cartoonish look at Eddy’s life may be more a
product of Peabody than Milmine.
489

After the book finally appeared, the Times wrote the following on February 26, 1910, as part of a lengthy, glowing review,
“Written with an obvious and indubitable intention to tell the truth, the whole truth as far as is can be obtained, and nothing but
the truth, in language always moderate, lucid, and effective, free from prejudice and fully appreciative of the large abilities and of
the curious sincerity which in Mrs. Eddy are joined to of ten ludicrous weakness and to what in a person of a different stamp
would be accurately characterized as mendacity and fraud, the book covers in minute detail her career from neurotic childhood,
through the many years of squalid obscurity, to those of hard-earned notoriety and fortune, and into the mysterious seclusion that
is not closing the story.”
490
491

Syracuse Herald, April 2, 1918. By this time Milmine was living in Brooklyn, New York.
Original in the University of Virginia Library.

492

This was reprinted in the Boston Herald, May 6, 1910. Many stories have appeared about the book becoming soon out of
print. In The United States Catalog: Books in Print January 1, 1912 (New York: H.W. Wilson Co., 1912), edited by Marion E.
Potter, the Milmine book is listed as being in print. However by the 1917 edition it was not so listed.
493

Dr. Linda S. Kramer, The Religion that Kills[—]Christian Science: Abuse, Neglect, and Mind Control[—]How Could this
Happen? Lafayette, LA: Huntington House Publishers, [ca. 2000], p. 100. The Kramer book is an example of several anti-Eddy
books written by former Christian Scientists, some of whom frame their history around their version of the Eddy history. Some of
the authors left Christian Science for religious fundamentalism while others moved into the very different direction of apparent
anti-religious agnosticism.
494

It appears that by this time Milmine may have been losing interest in the subject. Her letters to Beauchamp are somewhat
helpful but not especially engaging, and a letter to her from William Chandler to her (“Mrs. Wells”) of November 27, 1911,
asking her questions about how The Mother Church had been legally established, she did not respond to. That letter is in the
Chandler papers at the New Hampshire Historical Society. (Chandler wrote to J. W. Slaght on February 25, 1912: “I wrote Mrs.
Wells[sic], asking her to tell me whether she was sure of some things which she had written. She don’t answer.”)
495

While it is not impossible that Doubleday Page had the plates, and Longyear was able to purchase the plates directly from
them, it seems much less likely that a publisher would sell the plates that it might later want for a second edition printing.
496

Peabody wrote about 1925 in The Faith, The Falsity and the Failure of Christian Science, p. 217: “The [Milmine] book had a
large sale, got into the public libraries, was widely quoted and relied upon as authoritative. Then something happened. The
History disappeared from the bookstores; the publishers refused to fill orders and finally announced that it was out of print. A
friend of mine, anxious to keep the work before the public, at my suggestion wrote to the publishers asking it if the firm would
sell him the plates. He was informed that the plates had been destroyed, ‘melted down,’ the book would no longer be published.
The publishers having no further use for the copyright, I then suggested to my friend that he ask if they would sell it to him? They
replied that the copyright was not for sale.”
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As we know now, the plates were purchased by Mary Longyear. There is no reason to believe that the publishers would have
known what she had done with them. The copyright was never owned by the publisher and Milmine maintained ownership of the
copyright for the rest of her life. There is no independent record that the book had a large sale, nor is there any reason to believe
that a book that the public supposedly wanted in large quantities would have gone out of print, short of the alleged power of the
Christian Scientists to suppress books; certainly in 1909 they failed with the publication of the book from that large and
influential publisher.
497
498

Information on this will be provided in Part Two of this book.
This letter is in the Frederick Dixon papers at the Library of Congress.

499

The Johnson-Longyear correspondence is in the author’s collection. The Longyear letters and postcards are original and the
Johnson letters are carbon copies.
500
501
502
503
504
505

Fraser, pp. 27-28.
Bates-Dittemore, p. 7.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Wilbur, p. 61.
Eddy, S&H, p. 406.
See the Edwin Dakin biography, p. 19; Fleta Campbell Springer, p. 299; and Bates-Dittemore, pp. 41-42.

506

Milmine interviewed Miranda Rice and another former Eddy pupil who came out wildly against her in later years, James
Howard. The Milmine notes include the following from the Rice interview:
“In time, Mrs. Rice became greatly troubled in her mind of Mrs. E’s conduct. After her marriage to Eddy, she treated him
shamefully, she was not honest in her pretenses, nor in her business dealings, she was subject to fierce outbursts of temper, she
dyed her hair and rouged and painted her face, she was not truthful, and she had a greed of money. She took morphine and often
asked Mrs. Rice to buy it for her.”
Of her interview with Howard, her notes include:
“He repeats all of Mrs. Rice’s story. He says Mrs. R’s word can absolutely be relied upon. Tells of Mrs. E’s spasms of hysteria,
her insane temper, her lying, her trickery in business, etc. Says Mrs. E. first became angry at him because he refused to buy
morphine for her. . . . Every one of her students were afraid of her. They believed she could work disaster whenever she chose.
She ruled them by fear. [Howard still believed she could cause evil and warned Milmine.] . . . [Asa] Eddy was a figure head—
held in contempt by Mrs. E.”
In Chapter Four on Quimby’s early life, there is a segment on “outliers,” which are reminiscences that do not fit with known
facts. Many of these extreme allegations by Rice and Howard to the New York World and to Milmine fit into that category.
Others at the time do not record Eddy treating her husband with contempt, they do not appear to have been tied to her out of fear
(at least they give no later indication of that). Howard was one of the eight who, along with Rice, resigned from Eddy’s student
association in 1881. As was seen above, the remaining students published in the local Lynn paper a response to the allegations of
those who resigned, saying their claims were completely false and denouncing them as cowards for being unwilling to make the
allegations in person so that they could be discussed.
507

The Christian Science Journal, April, 1885, now in Mis., pp. 248-249.
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508
509

The sale of morphine was not made illegal outside of a physician’s prescription until the twentieth century.
MBEL A10797.

510

The Christian Science Journal, September, 1888. When the article was republished in Miscellaneous Writings, pp. 346-351,
the word “morphine” was changed to “medicine.” At roughly the same time as the Journal article, Eddy issued a privately printed
leaflet, Why is it? While the text of the leaflet is clearly related to “Trust versus Error,” the text of the leaflet does not include a
reference to the morphine question.
Cf. this early testimonial from Otto Anderson, M.D., in Mis., pp. 454-455:
“I became a victim of the morphia habit, taking daily thirty grains of that drug. My physicians declared me consumptive, and
abandoned all hopes of my recovery. Shortly after this I made the acquaintance of a student of the author of ‘Science and Health
with Key to the Scriptures,’ who presented me with her works; and as drugs did me no good, I stopped taking any whatever, save
morphia, without which I thought it impossible to get along, and to my astonishment began to gain in flesh, and my ambition
returning in proportion. I finally felt that I would stop by loathsome habit of morphia-eating, and did so in one week, without any
discomfort worth mentioning. For a test I administered one fourth of a grain of morphia to the aforesaid Scientist,
hypodermically, without the slightest physiological effect, clearly proving the existence of metaphysical laws. I have read
Science and Health carefully, and consider my present improved health solely due to mental influence.”
511

The statement in the 1881 third edition of Science and Health, pp. 152-153, is attributed to Mrs. Elizabeth P. Baker, but
Robert Peel in Discovery, p. 215, stated that that was a mistaken attribution, that it was actually by Martha Rand Baker. However,
in a separate account of the healing written by Addie Towns Arnold, she told of interviewing Martha Rand Baker on the healing
and specifically asked her who wrote the account in the third edition and Martha Rand Baker responded “Our Mother Baker”
[i.e., Elizabeth P. Baker]. The language is very similar to what Arnold later recalled what Martha Rand Baker told her. However I
am not convinced that Elizabeth Baker did not write the account, but since she died in 1875, she could not have written it in 1881
when Eddy first published it. The statement includes a parenthetical statement that “Mrs. Glover” was “afterwards Mrs. Eddy.”
Since Mrs. Elizabeth Baker died before Eddy married Asa Eddy in 1877, either the parenthetical comment was added editorially
by Eddy or in fact the document was written later by Martha Rand Baker. It is possible that Peel knew information on this
document that I have not seen.
The statement in the third edition was dated by mistake August 11, 1865, when the year 1867 was meant. The account later
appeared in the sixth edition of Science and Health in 1883 and the 16th edition in 1886, but the date was not included in the later
editions.
512

Eddy’s sister’s married name was Pilsbury, but it was sometimes spelled later the more common Pillsbury. This is similar to
the spelling of Sanbornton, which was alternately spelled Sandbornton.
513

Addie Towns Arnold reminiscence material in MBEL.

514

The popular Irish folk song, “Tim Finnegan’s Wake” or just “Finnegan’s Wake” was immortalized by James Joyce in his
own Finnegan’s Wake.
515

George W. Baker letter to Mary Glover Billings, April 22, 1924 in MBEL. Earlier, on February 18, 1923, Baker had written
Billings of his love for Eddy over his other aunts, along with his disdain for Calvin Frye, whom he blamed for keeping him and
his correspondence from Eddy:
“Of my father’s three sisters I had a Boy’s love for my aunt Mary that I did not have for either of the others, and for years we
corresponded very regularly; while she lived in Lynn—with Dr. Patterson and afterwards—I seldom went to Boston without
going to Lynn for a visit with her; her success in Christian Science was, at the first at least, a source of gratification to me, and
because of that success I was rather proud of my relationship to her. But after she opened her ‘Metaphysical College’ on —
Harrison[sic] Ave., wasn’t it?—I never saw her; her letters to me entirely ceased and even by appointment—which happened
once (I would not take a chance on another rebuff)—I was not allowed to see her. The sycophant who was for so many years her
secretary, footman, general factotum, and, in a way, perhaps, ruler, in my belief suppressed all my letters, for I made a practice of

406

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate

writing her for several years at least twice annually, and never had the ghost of any reply, and it was he who refused me
admission to her presence twice in Boston.”
The Massachusetts Metaphysical College was actually on Columbus Avenue.
516
517
518
519
520
521
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Original at Longyear Museum.
See Calvin Frye’s letter to Nemi Robertson, quoted earlier, dated August 16, 1904.
A photostatic copy of this letter is in the author’s collection.
MBEL. L11152.
MBEL. L11153.
Original at Longyear Museum, ca. July 1867. (Copy at MBEL L11154.)
MBEL. Crafts letter to Eddy in Crafts folder.

523

Eddy’s nephew, George W. Baker, wrote to William Chandler during the Next Friends Suit (now in the New Hampshire
Historical Society), August 7, 1907:
“Then, there is such a thing as hypnotism, as all know, and is it beyond the range of possibility that Frye may be as adept at it as
was old ‘Boston John’ Clark, (a rather close friend, I take it, of my grandfather’s). . . .”
Despite this, since McClure’s had stated that Mark Baker used to call in “Boston John” Clark, it appears that George W. Baker
did not know of this independently by simply reading the McClure’s account.
This reportedly very rare photograph of John Clark appeared in the April 1923 Granite Monthly, p. [168]:
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524

Milmine | Cather, pp. 28 and 30.

525

Varney was certainly known to the Baker family. Eddy’s nephew George W. Baker wrote her on March 23, 1879 (original in
MBEL): “Possibly you may not know that Varney is dead. He died some two weeks ago, in Tilton, and was buried there I
believe.”
526

This version is a transcript in John Dittemore material in MBEL, presumably obtained from Wilbur’s material.

527

Wilton E. Cross, “Boston John” Clark: Master Builder, Sought Captain Kidd Treasure at Marblehead, [N.p.]:[N.p.], 1927,
p. [3]. The only copy of this rare pamphlet that has been located is in the New Hampshire State Library in Concord, New
Hampshire.
528

Peel, Discovery, 202.

529

In the interview of George Glover III by Jewel Smaus, he understood that his father went to war in part because Mahala
Cheney had died by that point; however, Smaus later found the grave of Mahala Cheney next to the home of a Cheney
descendant, which showed that she had died in late 1866. See the Smaus article on this in the Winter 1982-1983 issue of the
Longyear Musuem’s Quarterly News.
Further proof that Mahala was alive when George enlisted is this excerpt from this news article in 1915 about George’s death
from a local paper (Lead [SD] Daily Call, December 30, 1915), which provided this report based on information clearly provided
by the family:
“When [George was] starting for the front, after his enlistment his foster parents, Russell and Mahala Cheney, presented him with
the Bible he carried all through the years he was in the service. On the fly leaf, now yellow with age, written July 26th, 1861, are
the following words:
‘Serve the Lord with all thy heart,
Always choose that better part;
Seek release from every sin,
Expel the foe that lurks within;
Tread the path that Jesus trod,
The road by holy men pursued,
Let love pervade and fill your heart,
Let joy no more from you depart;
And the Lord your heart constrain,
To lead the life of holy men.
To live for God and in your death,
To lean your head on Jesus breast.’”
530
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MBEL, L16252.
Based on Milmine’s letter to Martha Rand Baker, she may have been involved still with the text as well.

532

From the same family background, Eddy’s brother, Albert, was able to matriculate to Dartmouth College. In the author’s
collection is the following pamphlet produced by Dartmouth at the time that Albert Baker was a student there:
Laws of Dartmouth College. Hanover [N.H.] : Thomas Mann, 1832.
The pamphlet gives a look at what was required to attend Dartmouth College when Albert Baker was a student there. The
following is an example from the pamphlet (p. [5]):
“It is required of all candidates, that they bring satisfactory testimonials of good moral character; be well
versed in the Grammar of the English, Latin, and Greek Languages, including Prosody; and be able to
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construe and parse Virgil, Cicero’s Select Orations, Sallust, Jacobs’ Greek Reader, or an equivalent, and the
Four Gospels, and to translate English into Latin correctly. . . .”
Eddy would later tell of how Albert came home from college and gave her some lessons on foreign languages.
533

Dakin, p. 9.

534

The statement that “scores” of old contemporaries were interviewed ostensibly gives the account added credibility, but since
the no one is actually quoted, it is difficult to know how much credibility to afford it. It may be significant that in the February,
1907, McClure’s article, it is stated that Quimby “scores of times” used the term “Science of Christ” in his writings when in fact
there is only one record of his using that term in all of his recorded papers and letters. In the MBEL collection of Milmine notes,
only a handful of individuals are cited as being sources for Eddy’s early life from her years in Bow, N.H., to Rumney, N.H.
The likelihood that “scores” of citizens were still alive some sixty years later who had not moved away in all that time and were
available to be interviewed seems, of course, remote.
535

As we know, one of Milmine’s chief sources for the early days in Sanbornton Bridge was Hannah Sanborn Philbrook, and
the focus on Eddy’s fashion sense some seven decades before might be traced back to her. In a six-page history of Sanbornton,
written by Philbrook and published in the March, 1902, Granite Monthly—which article did not mention Eddy or the Baker
family—she wrote of the call to church in her early girlhood: “The young women generally went barefooted in summer till they
got near the church, to save their white stockings and morocco slippers. Two of my aunts had the first calico dresses ever worn in
town, and paid forty-two cents per yard, and money had more purchasing power then than it has now. For the same quality of
print now we should pay about six cents.”
536

It is interesting to compare this allegation by Milmine|Cather, which is not supported by the first-hand documentary evidence
such as the Baker family letters, to how Hannah Sanborn Philbrook described her own girlhood in the above-mentioned 1902
article in the Granite Monthly:
“Help for the family was cheap when it must be had, and a girl could be hired for fifty cents a week, or seventy-five cents at
most. At one time, when I was ten years old, twins came to my father’s house and a woman did the nursing and housework for a
family of eight for the enormous sum of $1.25 per week. Poor Betsy! I have pitied her all these years for I have not doubt that the
most disagreeable part of her work was to get a little from me in the line of dishwashing. I used to hear voices in those days and I
did not even imagine that they came from heaven—but the sound of my hated name reached me either in some remote corner of
the house where, as Betsy said, I had hidden with my nose in a book, or at some one of the neighbors’ where I was gadding. . . .
[Philbrook wrote of reading] a sensational novel, ‘Alonzo and Melissa,’ which I read with many tears, when I was about ten
years old. My parents had a holy horror of novels of any kind, but I, having an insatiable appetite for reading, devoured without
discrimination everything that came in my way from ‘Pilgrim’s Progress’ to ‘Charlotte Temple,’ while yet too young to be much
influenced by them.” (Charles Lane, the Sandbornton publisher and later acquaintance of Eddy, published in 1836 and later the
book ascribed to Daniel Jackson, Jr., Alonzo and Melissa: or the Unfeeling Father. An American Tale. The book was originally
published many years earlier (evidently a text taken from an earlier book, Asylum, or, Alonzo and Melissa by Isaac Mitchell), but
it was presumably the Sandbornton imprint that Philbrook read.)
Bates-Dittemore, p. 31-32, though overwhelming critical of Eddy, make this comment about Milmine’s description of Eddy’s
early girlhood, including the comment about her “idleness,” after pointing out that Eddy’s mother’s letter of February 6, 1844,
included a comment that she wished Eddy were home to assist in setting out patterns and sewing: “This seems to put to rest Miss
Milmine’s statement (op. cit., p. 21), for which she gives no evidence: “In a household where personal labour was exacted from
each member, Mary spent her time in idleness.” The preceding sentence shows how far astray Miss Milmine went in her
interpretation of Mary’s childhood and youth; “She grew constantly insistent in her demands upon her parents and brothers and
sisters, who found by long experience that the only way to live at all with Mary was to give in to all her whims.” None of the
[Baker family] letters lend any support whatever to this view.”
Despite this insight into the danger of relying on Milmine’s largely unnamed sources for the first third of Eddy’s life, they still
generally accepted the Milmine allegations as reliable fact.
537

This section in the Milmine | Cather biography was rewritten as follows (pp. 21-22):
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At times the attack resembled convulsions. Mary fell headlong to the floor, writhing and screaming in
apparent agony. Again she dropped as if lifeless, and lay limp and motionless, until restored. At other times
she became rigid like a cataleptic, and continued for a time in a state of suspended animation. At home the
family worked over her, and the doctor was sent for, and Mary invariably recovered rapidly after a few hours;
but year after year her relatives fully expected that she would die in one of these spasms. Nothing had the
power of exciting Mark Baker like one of Mary's "fits," as they were called. His neighbors in Tilton
remember him as he went to fetch Dr. Ladd, how he lashed his horses down the hill, standing upright in his
wagon and shouting in his tremendous voice, "Mary is dying!" [Recall how Hannah Philbrooks’ 1901 letter
to Eddy said it was George S. Baker who yelled that.]
Fraser, p. 34, quoted this excerpt with approbation. She led up to the excerpt with the following statement:
“The first critical biography of Eddy described her frequent childhood ‘attacks’ as a form of tantrum, citing the family doctor's
diagnosis as ‘hysteria mingled with bad temper’:”
However, later in a public debate, in the New York Review of Books [Vol. 47 (June 29, 2000) No. 11] with rival Eddy biographer,
Gillian Gill, over the historical question about whether the evidence supported any such allegations of hysteria and fits, Fraser
inexplicably responded, “As for little Mary Baker’s much belabored fits, I didn’t claim that she had any.” By citing the Cather |
Milmine excerpt above without providing to the reader any hint that the picture it painted might well be false, and then on the
next page accusing Eddy of “conscious histrionics” with her family, Fraser clearly promoted the Milmine | Cather view of Eddy
as a child hysteric given to constant fits.
538

This is an odd story. See Luke 8:2 (KJV): “Mary called Magdalene, out of whom went seven devils. . . .” The implication
of the McClure’s story is that the account in the Bible of Mary Magdalene having had “seven devils,” was a character flaw, thus
to have “ten” devils was even worse than seven. The Bible did not treat having “devils” as personal character flaws, and there is
no reason to believe that Mark Baker, an ardent Bible reader, would have misunderstood that point. It is worth noting that the
actual quote in Milmine’s 1905 manuscript in MBEL is, “her father frequently expressed his conviction that ‘Mary had as many
devils as Mary Magdelene ever possessed.”
(Mark 16:9 reads (KJV): “he [Jesus] appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom he had cast seven devils." Some scholars
believe this was not written by the author of Mark but was added later by one who used Luke 8:2 as a source.)
539

The World’s quote from almost certainly the same source was, “Mary was like an old ewe sheep who hates her lamb.”
Bates-Dittemore were surprisingly given to accepting the allegations in the World with complete credulity. They wrote, p, 41,
that the alleged words about his daughter by Mark Baker “certainly sound authentic,” despite Mark Baker’s own problem with
the child to the point of essentialy kicking him out of the house.
540

This presumably refers to Mark Kidder, the much younger brother of Daniel Kidder, Eddy’s young neighbor in North
Groton. Daniel Kidder mentioned in a 1912 statement in the author’s collection that Eddy: “Mrs. Patterson named my brother
after her Father Mark Baker.” This recollection is incorrect, however, as young Mark Kidder was born about 1851 (he was nine
in the 1860 census), which is several years before Eddy moved to North Groton. Milmine and company probably interviewed
Kidder and received the same misstatement.
541

D. Russell Ambrose letters in MBEL.

542

Cf. Martin Gardner’s superficial and stereotyped look at these issues: “It has been speculated that her [Eddy’s] constant
quarrels with her father, who feared her damnation because she would not go along with his fundamentalist doctrines, contributed
to what were called her constant ‘fits.’ Neighbors considered them temper tantrums designed to get her way. A family doctor
described them as ‘hysteria mixed with bad temper.’ The attacks were far from mild. Mary would scream and writhe on the floor,
and at times go into a cataleptic state that would last for hours. Rocking her in a cradle seemed to pacify her, and sometimes she
would be given a shot of morphine.” The Healing Revelations of Mary Baker Eddy, p. 15.
543

This quote is evidently from Hannah Philbrook, who was also likely the source for the similar alleged statement in the New
York World (October 30, 1906):
Then Mary Baker Eddy the young widow, reappeared in Tilton. She bore a son, George Washington Glover,
who was born three or four months after his father’s death. From the first the mother did not care for this little
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boy. It is said that she would neither nurse him nor tend to him to such an extent that kind-hearted persons
prevailed upon her to give the child away. Mark Baker, her father, said that “Mary was like an old ewe sheep
who hates her lamb.”
544

MBEL. F00585. Mark Baker sent a letter to his son, George Baker, on May 31, 1850, where he explained his financial
constraints: “I am obliged to labour[.] I have Marth[a] and Children and Mary to maintain and a hired Gurl to give a dollar a
week and so I must with might to keep poverty right off[.]” Thus, his comment about being sent to the poor house seems to be
Mark Baker’s claim that young George would cause Mark Baker to go to the poor house; however, Eddy’s lament that her father
had verbally abused George indicates that Mark Baker’s concern about George was more than financial. It is important to note
that the 1850 census showed Martha and her two small children living with Mark Baker, but only Eddy was listed with no
reference to her son living there. (The census was canvassed in August 1850, before Martha’s husband, Luther Pilsbury, died. He
was evidently traveling, which is why Martha lived with her father.) That George was not listed in the census but Martha’s
children were suggests that Mark did not want him there.
In addition to the letter from Eddy to her sister Martha of March 5, 1848, given later, additional examples of Eddy’s references to
her son prior to this time period include the following:
[Eddy’s letter to her sister Martha, March 20 or 29, 1848:]
“Please excuse this hasty scrawl George has been constantly at my elbow, which must account for the execution.”
[Eddy’s letter to her brother George, January 22, 1848:]
“Do forgive this horrid writing. Geo is at my elbow and I have been a short minute writing it. Little Geo often speaks of you and
asks me when he is in the parlor to lift him up to kiss uncle Geo and I have done it.” Original at Longyear Museum.
The extant Baker family letters do not support in any way the allegation that Eddy was an uncaring mother who foisted
her son off on friends or family to make life easier for her or for some other selfish reason.
545

Fraser, p. 38.

546

While one might read this statement as an admission that young George was outside of her control, leading to the decision by
the family that he was too much for her and thus needing to be sent away, I think that would be an overreaching interpretation of
what I think was just a joking comment, the kind that any mother might make—especially given the sweet message in the letter.
547
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Original at Longyear Museum.
See Gill, pp. 88-89.

549

Caroline Fraser, pp. 40-41, attacked Eddy for this line, stating “Her [Eddy’s] concern for her son, however is often
surmounted by her concern for herself (‘There seems nothing left me now to enjoy’) and by her concern for appearances. Her
emotions were also expressed in melodramatic form in ‘Written on the 9th day of May on parting with my babe’:
Go little voyager, o’er life’s rough sea—
Born in a tempest! choose thy pilot God.”
Eddy’s very real lament that there was nothing for her to enjoy now that her son was no longer with her is a normal response by
one whose only child is gone, but Fraser attempted to instead present it as Eddy’s selfishness.
It is also important to note that at this relatively early date Eddy did not know that her son would be gone permanently; that only
happened several years later in 1856 when the Cheneys moved away with her son for good (after her later husband would not
take her son into their house). Her normal outlet during times of stress was to write in her journal, usually a poem; when she
wrote the above 1851 poem, on “the 9th of May,” she was praying for his well-being but was not expecting him to be away
forever. Fraser’s reference to her poem as being “melodramatic,” is a slight not supported by anything that she presented.
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It is important to note that anti-Eddy biographers from Milmine | Cather to Fraser have generally promoted a finely constructed
myth of Eddy the uncaring mother. In comparison, see for example this almost frantic letter from Eddy to Quimby, July 29, 1865,
imploring him to save her son and hoping they could reunite,
A letter informs me from the house where George my son is stopping that he is but just a live[,] not able to sit
up with what they call consumption of the bowels[.] He reached Enterprise Minnesota on his way home to
me and there had to stop too feeble to get farther[.]If I am with this body next Mond. I shall start for him with
it although I am sick to-day and know nothing of the route to him[.] O Doctor, tis only in you I have any hope
and can’t you save him? He is too good too noble and self-sacrificing to be lost to this world even in
example.
All I ask all I hope for is that he may be spared to me save him save him if you can[.] He shall be brought to
you if he can possibly bear the journey[.]
Since the above something tells me not to start that it is now too late[.] Oh Doctor I know not what I have
written[.]
Fraser stated (p. 39): “. . . to date no evidence has been found to support the sympathetic assumption that Mary Glover yearned to
regain custody of her son.” Fraser then cited pp. 48-49 of the Julius Silberger, Jr., biography of Eddy, Mary Baker Eddy: An
Interpretive Biography of the Founder of Christian Science (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, [1980]). Silberger strongly
promoted that myth—despite a sizeable amount of evidence to the contrary that in fact Eddy longed to be re-united with her son.
This letter of April 22, 1851, is a good source of information on this issue. By that time, Eddy was resigned to the situation that
she was not in a position to keep her son with her due to her ill health and the wishes of family members (we have seen how her
father did not want the boy around so she had to move out of his house, and her sister did not seem to want him around either).
Silberger described the letter as follows (p. 49): “In a letter she herself wrote in April of 1851, just before George was sent off,
she said that while she expected to miss him, she was anxious for him to get to the Cheneys in North Groton in time to begin
attending school there.” Eddy did not say she “expected” to miss him, she said she missed him already. Her unwavering desire to
see her son educated (it would prove a lifelong desire, as it turns out) was used against her to equate her with the stereotypical
picture of an aristocratic mother sending her young scion off to a distant boarding school to free up her social time. Silberger
wrote later (p. 51): “In March of 1855 the Pattersons moved to North Groton, where the Cheneys, caring for George Glover,
already lived. Perhaps George’s being there was one motive for the move.” Rather than being one possible motive, that the
Pattersons would move from Franklin to the remote North Groton had of course everything to do with young George Glover
being there. See, again, the later statement of Eddy’s maid from that period, Myra Smith Wilson:
“Mrs Eddy or Mrs Patterson as I shall call her, told me how they happened to come to this out-of-the-world place to live, she said
that it was because she wanted to be near her child, who was living there in the Cheney family. Her sister Martha Pillsbury[i.e.,
Pilsbury] had been left some money when her husband died and that she loaned to Dr Patterson $1000.00 to buy the saw-mill and
some land that was later bought. Mrs Patterson came there with the Dr, to be near her child, and so that she could teach him, but
this she was not permitted to do as the Dr did not like children and would not allow him [George II] to come to the house.”
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MBEL A09002.
Martin Gardner, p. 19.
New Hampshire Patriot and State Gazette, June 1, 1848.
MBEL A11244A.
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Eddy here chose to ignore the problems with her father wanting the boy out which effectively forced her out. He was six
years old when he went to live with the Cheneys. While Eddy here appears to imply that she left her father’s house and sent her
son away to pursue her literary career, the contemporaneous evidence from the 1850s shows that was not the case and it is
completely at odds with her other comments on her son being removed from her. Eddy had ceased writing for the Odd Fellow
and Masonic publications more than two years before her son was sent to live with the Cheneys. From the time that Eddy’s son
went to live with the Cheneys through the rest of the 1850s, only four publications of Eddy’ poems or articles are known.
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There is no confirmation of Eddy being offered that much money to write for the Covenant, nor is there any reason given for
why she turned it down. After the Covenant poked fun at her anonymous contribution, she appeared to have broken ties with that
magazine, but that might not have been the reason.
556

In 1928 a Christian Scientist, A. Marguerite Smith, had a two hour meeting with a Mrs. C. A. Roberts, of South Fargo, North
Dakota, and recorded what was said in the converation, which was about George Glover in North Dakota ca. 1871. Roberts and
her husband had moved to Fargo from Minneapolis in the spring of 1871. George Glover came in the fall of 1871. “She asked
him [George] about his mother, and he said that he ran away from home because his step-father was not good to him. She asked
George to write his mother as he had told her that his mother did not know where he was, but he answered Mrs. Roberts that he
didn’t want to because his mother would want him to come home and he did not want to go. Mrs. Roberts said George had been
neglected, he had had no education, could not write be he would pick up a newspaper and glance thru it. She made his clothes for
him and took care of him.”
While George often recounted that he ran away, he actually ran away from Cheney, not his step-father Daniel Patterson (although
he avoided Patterson when possible). Roberts was probably in error on that point. The Roberts account is now in the George
Glover II files at MBEL.
557

The highly critical Bates-Dittemore biography of Eddy from time to time corrected the Milmine assertions, but most other
critics of Eddy were little concerned about the many possible problems with the Milmine | Cather account.
558

Eddy’s highly impressionistic account in Retrospection and Introspection (hearafter referred to in the footnotes as Ret.), p.
20, stated that her son, aged four (actually seven) was sent away from her a “few months before” the remarriage of her father to
Elizabeth Duncan, which took place on December 5, 1850. Her son was “sent away from me, and put under the care of our
family nurse, who had married, and resided in the northern part of New Hampshire.” While it is quite possible that young George
was being shuttled around prior to the remarriage, it is clear that he did not go to North Groton to live with the Cheneys that
early.
559
560

MBEL, F00038. Also see Peel, Discovery, p. 97.
MBEL, L12232.
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Later in her reply to McClure’s, p. 313, Eddy commented simply that “I was obliged to be parted from my son, because after
my father’s second marriage my little boy was not welcome in my father’s house.” This remark more likely refers to the time
period just after Mark Baker’s second marriage, when young George was shuttled among friends and relatives; it does not refer to
the later event when the Cheneys moved West.
562

Mary Baker G. Eddy, Retrospection and Introspection. Boston: W.G. Nixon, 1891, [first edition] p. 27. Glover’s obituary in
1915 included this brief description of these years: “After an honorable discharge from the army [during the Civil War] he
returned to Minnesota and again took up the peaceful avocations of life. In 1871 he moved to Fargo, Dakota territory, and in
1872 was appointed deputy United States marshall for the territory of Dakota. He came to the Black Hills in 1878, and in 1889 he
began his career as a prospector and miner, which business he afterwards successfully followed” (Lead [SD] Daily Call,
December 27, 1915).
563

This use of the word “edition” follows the layman’s use of the term, meaning subsequent printings, as opposed to the
bibliographer’s use of the term to denote subsequent issues where the text had been reset. The bibliographer prefers the terms
“issues” and “states” to the layman’s use of the term edition.
564
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Eddy, Ret., fifth edition, pp. 20-21.
Original at Longyear Museum.
Smaus had earlier in the article written of Hoit and Gleason:
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“Two more persons now enter into an embellishment of the original plot: A. P. Hoit and S. W. Gleason. Abraham P. Hoit was a
native of Bridgewater, New Hampshire, and one of the leaders of the group moving from that state to Winona County. He was
prominent in New Hampshire politics, having served on the governor's committee to revise the constitution, and had been a
selectman as well as a member of the state legislature for many years.
Salmon W. Gleason, also from New Hampshire, had married Hoit’s daughter in his early twenties and the couple had moved to
Winona County with the Hoits. Gleason later became a municipal judge. In a local history he is referred to as a "colorful
pioneer.”
The two men were part of a New Hampshire group that formed a "Claim Society" upon arrival in Winona. Hoit seems to have
been the financial clearing house for land transactions. A document found among papers of the Stephen Cheney family recently
uncovered in Winona, shows that Stephen, Russell's brother, sent seven hundred and twenty dollars from New Hampshire to
Hoit, in 1855. This was "for the purpose of investing the same in lands in Minnesota." Stephen arrived in Winona shortly after
this and Russell followed. Of even more interest, is a letter found among these Cheney family papers indicating that Hoit was
lending money to some of the settlers and coming down hard when a debt was not paid up promptly.”
567

George was not taken away from his mother until he was about eight years old, and in 1853 Eddy signed a document as his
guardian and recommended Patterson as his new guardian. Nothing in that document suggested that it was revoking an earlier
guardianship.
568

In Mark Baker’s will, signed on January 13, 1864, he forgave Daniel Patterson any money that Patterson may have owed him
for Mark Baker’s role as his bondsman. (Original at Longyear Museum.)
569

Mary Longyear autobiography in Longyear Museum. I have not seen any other reference by Glover to his mother having
raised a dead man.
570
571
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Eddy letter to Edward E. Norwood, February 28, 1907, cited earlier.
MBEL, draft of Eddy letter to Edward E. Norwood, cited earlier. L08010.
Wilson younger sister, also talked to Wilbur, as recorded by her in the February installment in Human Life magazine:

“‘I thought it one of the most beautiful homes in the world,' said Mrs. Sylvester Swett of Plymouth, to the writer. ‘It was so
different from most of the homes out there among the mountains. There were carpets on the floors, and pictures and books.
Everything was kept in perfect order and Mrs. Patterson from her sick bed was the ruling spirit.
‘I was a child of ten, but my sister, Sarah Elmyra Smith, who was twenty [actually about 24], worked for her. Myra had been
blind from her birth and it was hard to find her a situation. But if she was slow she was careful, and Mrs. Patterson was very kind
to her. When I visited Myra, Mrs. Patterson would sometimes call me to her room, and I remember well her beautiful eyes, her
soft voice and how she would put them down her book and lay her white hand on my head. She did it to comfort me, for I had
lately lost a good father, and it seemed to me this woman was like an angel.’”
573

Milmine | Cather, p. 36. Note that in this version, young George was taken to see his mother in North Groton before the
Cheneys left to go West. In Milmine’s 1905 manuscript in MBEL, a different version is told: “Mrs. Patterson was visiting her
father in Tilton at the time [supposedly 1857], and, according to a member of the Cheney family, Russell Cheney and George
Glover left home one day ahead of the rest of the party, in order to stop over at the boy’s grandfather Baker’s to allow George to
bid his mother and relatives goodbye.” That story, of Russell and George going ahead to see the relatives in Tilton, is perhaps
contradicted to some extent by the contemporaneous letter from Elizabeth Baker, who said that Cheney, his wife, and George and
stopped by. In the 1905 account, it is not clear whether Mrs. Cheney may have followed along to Tilton.
574

Mrs. Baker’s lament in her letter that they never hear from the Pattersons on Eddy’s health suggests that she had not been at
the Baker homestead when the Cheneys stopped by. The Cheneys had been there about two months before; Mrs. Baker’s
statement, I believe, would not have been made if Eddy had been there two months earlier. The Bakers had heard from the
Cheneys after they arrived in Minnesota, but whether that information was passed on to Eddy is not stated. That Eddy was not yet
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comfortable with her stepmother seems clear based on Mrs. Baker’s comment, but their relationship got much better in later
years.
575
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MBEL. Anna White Baker reminiscences, pp. 34-35.
Eddy, Ret., pp. 20-21.

577

One recollection from a Lead resident of George Glover, Marjory [or Marjorie] Yates Price, who met George Glover in 1905,
said of Glover and his mother: “The two were never close. George’s illiteracy prevented him from corresponding with his
mother, and apparently he felt a certain bitterness toward her for deserting him when he was only an infant.” This comes from an
interview with Price by Joseph H. Cash, September 1, 1958, as given in his article “A History of Lead, South Dakota 1876-1900”
which article appeared in pages [33]-141 of South Dakota Department of History Report and Historical Collections Vol.
XXXIV. Pierre, SD: South Dakota State Historical Society, [ca.1968]. Jewel Smaus later interviewed Price extensively for her
articles on the Glover family in the Longyear Museum magazine but she did not record this opinion by Price.
Glover was very unhappy with the Cheneys; I have not been able to find other evidence to support this supposition that Glover
blamed his mother for sending him to the Cheneys. However, Gillian Gill, p. 114, made the following speculation:
“It is not at all impossible to understand that George Glover may have remembered his mother with deep affection and carried a
few mementos of her with him as a kind of talisman, while at the same time bearing her an ineradicable grudge for having
deserted him and left him to the mercy of the Cheneys.”
578

This is in Eddy’s scrapbook [A09001]. In the clipping ink covered one word, but “darkness” seems like the best bet for the
original word. Cf. the following excerpt from a more hopeful poem, “Consolations” by Park Benjamin in Eddy’s scrapbook, next
to which she wrote “Mine April 5th 1857”:
“In the lonely passage through the world that I till now have made,
I’ve seen more storms than sunshine, and less of light than shade; . . .
My childhood knew misfortune of a strange and weary kind,
And I have always worn a chain, though not upon my mind,
And I render thanks to thee, oh God; from my prison, that I live
Unshorn of that best privilege which thou alone canst give!
I mean a soul to apprehend the beauty that is spread
Above me and around me and beneath my feeble tread. . .
Great cause have I for gratitude for the Giver of my life,
For love is still my talisman in danger, toil and strife;
And though bereft of freedom in the body, I can fly
As high as Heaven on wings of thought, like an eagle to the sky.”
579

In MBEL are Eddy’s notebooks with her early poems. One poem, entitled “I’m Sitting Alone” is undated but it is known that
it at least was printed in Lynn Reporter on September 12, 1866. Included in the manuscript, A10018, is this stanza:
“I[’]m picturing alone a glad young face
Turned to his Mother in playful grace
The springtime blossoms of hope and of joy
That clustered round her beautiful boy
Clustering around her beautiful boy.”
580

It is worth noting how at least one Eddy biographer and critic, Caroline Fraser, discussed this subject, p. 37-38:
“Eddy's only biological child, George Washington Glover II, was born on September 12, 1844. On his birth,
Mrs. Glover lapsed into the state of chronic invalidism she had exhibited throughout her youth, and proved
incapable of caring for her son. The baby was nursed by a local woman who had recently lost one of her
twins, while his mother was cared for by a household servant, Mahala Sanborn. In one of his more
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implausible attempts at rationalizing Eddy's behavior, Peel blames the baby for his own abandonment,
suggesting that he was far more demanding than most infants: "He wailed in protest long beyond the time
that is held proper for babies to cry." The suggestion originated with Eddy herself. . . .
The fate of Mary's son has been a source of never-ending controversy, a troublesome blot on Eddy's character
that she and sympathetic biographers have struggled to erase. In 1851, his round of visits at an end, six-yearold George was sent to North Groton, New Hampshire, forty miles away from his mother, to live with the
former servant, Mahala, who had married a farmer, Russell Cheney. Again, Peel blames the boy, who, he
suggests, may have deserved his fate, being insufficiently sensitive for his mother's delicate nature: "In
temperament he might almost have been the child of Mahala, who was good-hearted and coarse-grained, not
particular about niceties of behavior and totally without 'nerves.' " Eddy herself was only too eager to acquit
herself of responsibility for the act of giving up the child, and never ceased blaming her family for his
removal from her life.”
The above requires analysis on several points. Fraser accused Robert Peel of blaming the baby for his fate. Of course, Peel did
not do that. The source for the story of the crying of George as a baby came from Clara Shannon’s reminiscence, called “Golden
Memories.” (Shannon was a Christian Scientist who was a member of Eddy’s household in later years from time to time and
repeated what she heard from Eddy.) Despite Fraser’s comment that Eddy was the one who blamed the child for being too fussy
and difficult—and “Golden Memories” was Fraser’s source—the Shannon reminiscence says nothing of the sort. It simply says
that the baby would cry a lot so that Eddy’s mother fed the child the broth from baked beans, which seemed to help, and then a
male friend took the baby in his arms and calmed him. (See Chapter Five for more on the birth of her son.) Several years later,
according to the later testimony of Eddy’s housekeeper, Myra Smith, young George was deemed rowdy by the locals and by
Eddy’s husband, Dr. Patterson, who did not want the child around. That was evidently a key source for Peel’s comment about
George’s temperament. In the author’s collection is a holograph statement by Daniel Kidder about 1912, collected evidently by
Allan A. Beauchamp. Kidder as a young man was the neighbor of Eddy during her time in North Groton, New Hampshire in the
1850s, through early 1860. Of Eddy’s son George and Dr. Patterson, Kidder recalled:
“I remember the boy George her son who lived with the Cheney family. He was not liked very well by the
pupils or by the teacher on account of his malicious and mean disposition.
I remember one occasion when the teacher, a man by the name of Hurlbut, gave him a severe thrashing and
his mother made Dr. Patterson go to the school house to protest to the teacher, so she believed the boy to
have been abused but nothing came of it except a row.”
(Cf. this account in Milmine manuscript material in MBEL. Milmine’s source might well have also been Kidder: “Young Glover
grew very rapidly. By the time he was 12 or 13, when he left the village, he was almost a man in size. He was not an especially
apt pupil, and was frequently punished. The ‘lickings’ he got are talked about yet. ‘One winter when Luther Hurlbutt taught our
school,’ recalls a pupil of the Groton school of Glover’s time, ‘he gave that boy such a shaking that I guess he has not forgotten it
yet.’ It is remembered that he used to go to his mother’s house, which was close to the school building, to get her to help him
with his lessons.”)
That young George might have been a difficult child to raise for anyone is seen in a 1905 Milmine manuscript reference to a
remark by one said to have been a Cheney family friend: “An old friend of Mrs. Cheney who often heard of from ‘Mahala’ after
she went West, writes: “I know that as time went on and the boy grew older, Mrs. Cheney felt the responsibility to be too heavy,
and though she loved George in his childhood she would have been glad to be relieved of the care at any time after his
childhood.” (This letter might be the one referred to by Smaus, p. 129, where she said Mrs. Cheney wrote back to a friend in
Sanbornton Bridge that she regretted adopting George.) Smaus was probably referring to Hannah Philbrook’s letter to Eddy on
April 7, 1901, cited earlier.
Fraser’s comment about Eddy’s responsibility “for the act of giving up the child” which was a “troublesome blot on Eddy’s
character,” ignores her intermittent invalidism, her lack of funds, a second husband who did not want the child around, a
grandfather that did not want his grandson around, the lack of legal standing for women in the 1850s, and the appearance at least
early on that the situation of George being sent away was not deemed permanent. Fraser’s slight of Eddy that she was “only too
eager to acquit herself of responsibility for the act of giving up the child. . . .” presumes a level of responsibility on Eddy’s part—
unsupported by Fraser—in what was clearly a difficult and sad situation. Eddy never wavered from her stand that her son was
taken from her against her wishes, especially when the Cheneys moved West in 1856. Later, in her autobiography, Retrospection
and Introspection, p. 90, she wrote:
“The true mother never willingly neglects her children in their early and sacred hours, consigning them to the care of
nurse or stranger. Who can feel and comprehend the needs of her babe like the ardent mother? What other heart yearns
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with her solicitude, endures with her patience, waits with her hope, and labors with her love, to promote the welfare and
happiness of her children?”
Fraser, again presuming Eddy was responsible for her plight, said that Eddy apparently did not see the “irony” in the above
statement. That Eddy was in fact writing the statement to confirm her conviction that she never abandoned her child, and that it
was an event outside of her control, is a possibility evidently never considered by Fraser.
Fraser does correctly point out that there is no evidence of malicious intent on the part of her family to keep the rambunctious
boy from his invalid mother. Eddy’s used the term “plot” when she wrote in her autobiography, p. 20:
“My dominant thought in marrying again was to get back my child, but after our marriage his stepfather was not
willing he should have a home with me. A plot was consummated for keeping us apart. The family to whose care he
was committed very soon removed to what was then regarded as the Far West.”
Fraser and others have read into the term “plot” a connotation of malice and ill-will that is much stronger than what Eddy likely
meant. While, again, there is indeed no evidence of “malicious intent,” Mark Baker’s comment—as reported soon thereafter by
Eddy in a letter, that “ if George [her son] was not sent away he would send him to the Poor House (after abusing him as he did
through the winter)”—does not suggest that all of the motivations to remove young George to a distant location were honorable
and loving.
Fraser asked surprisingly, p. 40, how such “machinations” could have gone on without Eddy knowing about it. It would have
been very easy for Mark Baker, Daniel Patterson, and a few others to have acted in what they could rationalize as being in her
best interest without telling her. More seriously, Fraser stated matter-of-factly, “The simplest explanation for the fate of her son
remains that she was not well enough or not willing enough to care for him. . . . there is no evidence of a plot; and there is no
evidence that George was told that his mother was dead. Nor has any evidence come to light confirming Eddy's claim that she
employed ‘every means’ to locate her son.”
There is no evidence that Eddy was unwilling to care for her son, other than the disputed statement allegedly made by her father,
as recorded by an unnamed local—a statement which we have seen goes against the available documentary evidence. Whether
there is “evidence of a plot” is a matter of interpretation of the historical information cited here. Regarding the statement by
Fraser that there was no evidence that George was told his mother was dead, shortly after his move to Minnesota, this was
actually contradicted by Fraser in her footnote, p. 471, where she mentioned the Smaus interview of George III. Fraser wrote:
“Aside from Eddy's claim in her autobiography that George had been told she was dead, the only "evidence" lies in the Jewel
Spangler Smaus interview conducted years after George Glover II's death with his son, George Glover III, when he was in his
eighties. Smaus acknowledges that there is no explanation of how Eddy's son learned that she was still alive; he wrote to her in
1861.”
Fraser did not reproduce the statements by George III, cited earlier, indicating this was something he had heard from his father on
several occasions. Here are statements by George III to Smaus in a series of interviews in 1970 and 1971 on the issue of his
father being told that his mother was dead. While the accounts differ at certain points, they are generally consistent:
—“Yes, I believe he did one time. I can remember when he said his mother was dead and I think that is the reason he told them
down there [where he was enlisting] that he didn’t have a father and mother. I think you’re right about that—he told me one
time.”
—“. . . they [the Cheneys] told him his mother was dead. . . .”
—“. . . he [Glover] figured out that she [Eddy] wasn’t dead, that the Cheneys had just told him that in order to keep him there on
the farm. . . . I think that they just told that she was dead, and I think they told him two or three times because he said he was
going to try and find her. . . .”
It is true that it is not known exactly how George learned his mother was still alive, but as Fraser points out it is recorded that he
wrote to her (via someone who could write the letter for him) in 1861, when he was heading off to war. A local citizen, Cyrus
Blood, recalled the joy that Eddy expressed in finally hearing from her son. Here is how that is described in McClure’s (January
1907):
“The Cheneys, after settling at Enterprise [Minnesota], wrote constantly to their friends and relatives at Tilton and North Groton,
giving complete details of the young man's progress. Mr. Cyrus Blood of North Groton, one of George Glover's early chums,
well remembers a visit he paid to Dr. Patterson in 1861. Mrs. Patterson read a long letter from her son, describing his army
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experiences.” The Milmine book version included, p. 37, this additional note: “She seemed as well pleased, and as proud," writes
Mr. Blood, "as any mother with a boy in the army." (There is no record to confirm the McClure’s account that the Cheneys wrote
back, giving continual accounts of George’s progress. The Myra Smith 1907 affidavit cited earlier included her recollection, “She
used to speak of her son, telling me she did not know where they had taken him, and to my knowledge she did not hear of him
nor his whereabouts during my stay with her [in 1859-1860].”)
That Eddy had evidently not heard from her son in quite a while is at least consistent with the statement that he understood she
was dead, so there would have been no reason to try to write. It has been plausibly speculated that the Cheneys or other family
members decided to tell George his mother was alive when he was going off to war. George III emphasized that his father took a
tintype photograph of his mother as a prized possession during the war, which he kept in his copy of the Bible. (While Cyrus
Blood told Milmine of Eddy’s joy at hearing from her son, that is not actually recorded in his diary for that date, October 10,
1861, as is commonly assumed. A Christian Scientist, John Thompson, visited Blood about January, 1907, and saw his diary. He
later reported to Alfred Farlow (which report is in the MBEL) that Blood’s diary entry for that date simply read, “Filling one
tooth, Patterson.” Blood told Thompson that he never knew Mrs. Patterson well, that he was instead a friend of Daniel Patterson.
Nonetheless Blood’s recollection to Milmine is believable and there seems no reason to doubt it—even though Thompson opined
in his report that he believed Blood would have noted in his diary Patterson’s delight at reading the letter.)
In the Milmine manuscript material in MBEL is an early version with more information from Blood. Concerning Blood’s visit to
Dr. Patterson, Milmine added: “While there Mrs. Patterson read a letter to him which she said she received from her son George.
George’s letter informed his mother that he had enlisted in a Minnesota regiment. ‘One thing he wrote to his mother I remember
very well,’ says this boyhood friend of George’s. ‘In giving his reason for going into the army, he said: “I did not get along very
well with Mr. Cheney’s folks, and thought I would enlist.’ When Mrs. Patterson was reading the letter to me, and after she read
it, she showed such Pride in the fact that her son was in the army as any mother could.” While Milmine here refers to Cyrus
Blood as a “boyhood friend” of George, he was about six years older than George, and to John Thompson he said he was Daniel
Patterson’s friend.
Cyrus Blood wrote the above letter to Milmine (“Mrs. Welles”) on September 9, 1906, a part of which is quoted in BatesDittemore, p. 75:
“When Dr. Patterson and his wife (the Mrs. Eddy of today) were living in Rumney, N.H. about 6 miles from my home, on the
10th of Oct. 1861, I went to their house in Rumney and got Dr. Patterson to pull a tooth, and while I was there that day, she read a
letter to me from her son, who was in the army, and I remember one thing that he wrote, and that was: ‘he and Mr. Cheney’s
folks did not get along very well, and he thought he would go into the army.’” Bates-Dittemore reports that this is confirmed in
a reminiscence by Mrs. William J. Durgin, the wife of Abigail Baker Tilton’s son Albert, who reportedly received a similar letter
from George Glover. (It is possible the second letter was to Abigail Tilton, George’s aunt. The affidavit was dated October 18.
1907.)
That Eddy received word from her son during this time period is confirmed by Daniel Patterson’s letter to his wife on May 19,
1862, from a Southern prison after he was captured two months earlier:
“I hope you hear good news from George often and that he will soon be discharged and go and take care of you as I can do
nothing for you or even myself, . . .”
To Fraser’s last point, at this late date there is no direct evidence supporting Eddy’s statement that she employed every means to
locate her son, but at least Eddy’s comment to her aide Anna B. White Baker, ca. 1900 (her reminiscences are in MBEL), helps
explain what Eddy had meant by her comment. As Baker recorded the conversation, Eddy told her of her son in the late 1850s
and later:
"One day a letter came saying he had run away and they could not find him. I advertised in every paper I could hear of, but never
received any word about him until two years after the Civil War had begun. He had been in the army and had re-enlisted, after
which he wrote to a cousin whom he remembered, saying, 'I was long ago told that my mother had died. If I am killed I want to
be buried her side.’”
(This is similar to Eddy’s comment, cited earlier, to Henry Robinson, “At 16 years of age [actually he had just turned 17] he
enlisted in the army under the idea that I was dead. I sought him everywhere. They wrote me that he had run away. I could not
find him.”)
Eddy’s account is that her son contacted his aunt’s family, the Tiltons, and that is how he learned that his mother was still alive.
George over the years maintained a friendly relationship with his aunt’s family, and George III told Smaus that his sister, Evelyn
Tilton Glover was named after the deceased daughter of Abigail Tilton, Abbie Evelyn Tilton [March 2, 1854 - July 20, 1876].
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Eddy’s comment in Ret appeared to say that she did not know where her son was, after he left New Hampshire with the Cheneys,
which seemed unlikely. This clarifies the account, that is related to a letter that stated he had run away, which is plausible if one
reads the Jewel Smaus account of how George did not get along with Russell Cheney. See this comment that George III made to
Smaus in 1971:
“[His father as a child] was very unhappy all the time there because he was taken away from his mother and everything and he
was very unhappy about the whole set-up and all his life he seemed to hold a grudge against them because they took him away
from his mother—he felt it was their fault he was taken away from his mother. If they hadn’t wanted him or hadn’t taken him,
she’d probably still have him—that’s just the feeling he had, but he always had the feeling that they wanted a slave; that’s all
there was to it. They wanted somebody to do the work. . . . he and Cheney never got along very good.”
Some of the details of the statement recorded by Anna White Baker are somewhat off (two years after the Civil War started
instead of one, “re-enlisted” instead of just enlisted), but the account is generally consistent with Eddy’s other comments and
George III’s recollections recorded by Jewel Smaus.
It is important to note, however, that George III’s recollections, given decades later, appear to conflate two stories when he
attempted to answer the question from Smaus as to when George II finally determined his mother was alive. He recorded his
recollection that his father told him he learned of his mother being alive when he saw her photograph in a newspaper. Since Eddy
was not a notable person whose picture would appear in the newspaper until the 1880s at the earliest—certainly not in the 1860s,
the account appears to misremember separate statements made by George II to his son.
581

Harold A. Wilson, in his book, McClure’s Magazine and the Muckrakers [Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1970],
p. 169, told of Teddy Roosevelt’s famous characterization on April 14, 1906, of the yellow journalism of the day as a man with a
rake stirring up the muck, from which the word “muckraker” was derived. It was widely believed at the time that the “palace
revolt” at McClure’s, where Tarbell and others bolted from McClure to start their own magazine, was due to Roosevelt’s speech
and the common man’s turning against yellow journalism. Wilson wrote: “The Chicago Journal, credited Roosevelt with turning
the tide, thought muckraking passé, a game ‘almost as popular as bridge, whist, or golf.’” Wilson also quoted a parody poem
from that month that ended,
“ ‘It’s Teddy Roosevelt’s muckrake speech,’ a pale reformer said.
‘They’re exposing the exposérs, there is trouble in the air.’ ”
When Doris Kearns Goodwin wrote her history of Theodore Roosevelt and William Howard Taft, she extended the title to
instead refer to it as “The Golden Age of Journalism.” That study of the golden age focused extensively on McClure’s, but that
tended to look at the earlier McClure’s when the names like Lincoln Steffen, Ray Standard Baker, and Ida Tarbell, extended the
boundaries of journalism. While Kearns considered the Eddy serial in McClure’s “superb,” by the time of the serial McClure’s
was having problems. As Kearns quoted McClure’s staffer Ellery Sedgwick, “A week in the McClure office was the precise
reversal of the six busy days described in the first chapter of Genesis. It seemed to end in a world without form and void. From
Order came forth Chaos.” As Kearns noted, “within fifteen months, both Sedgwick and [Will] Irwin were fired.” See Doris
Kearns Goodwin, The Bully Pulpit: Theodore Roosevelt, William Howard Taft, and the Golden Age of Journalism (New York:
Simon & Schuster, [2013]), p. 489.
582

Fraser, 138. She expanded on this on p. 140. After discussing the allegation by the Christian Science church that Milmine had
used biased sources, Fraser made the astonishing statement:
“The question, with any sources, including biased ones, is: Do the facts stand up? In the case of the McClure's articles, they
largely did. The only specific mistake the Church has uncovered is that a photo thought to be of Eddy and used to illustrate the
editorial announcement of the McClure's series turned out to be a photo of the mother of one of her followers. On all other details
of the work, however, the Church is silent.”
Robert Peel’s biography of Eddy, which was eventually published by the Christian Science Church, had given many examples of
the serious historical problems in the Milmine biography. It is egregious to state or suggest that the Church had never shown
problems with the Milmine biography except for pointing out the error of the opening photograph which was supposedly of
Eddy. Fraser’s comment also ignored Eddy’s own response to the first installment of the McClure’s serial. As this work shows,
the Milmine|McClure’s biographical work on Eddy had serious systemic problems.
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Dakin, p. 31.
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Gill, 39.

585

I have not been able to determine when Wilbur became married to O’Brien, but in the New York Times, December 21, 1902,
is a letter to the editor from “Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien” regarding the removal of the “glorious Watts picture, ‘Love and Life,’ from
the Corcoran Art Gallery in Washington to the President’s private apartments in the White House.” This is a couple of years
before Wilbur first interviewed Eddy and became interested in her history.
Not much is known about Wilbur’s early career, but an example is an article in the Omaha World Herald (Omaha, NE),
December 1, 1895, entitled “In Good Old Southland,” with a subtitle, “Sibyl Wilbur writes of Atlanta and the people of Dixie.”
Less than a month later, on December 29, in the same paper, an article “Some Washington Gossip,” appeared with the subtitle,
“Sibyl Wilbur Tells of Her Visit to the National Capital.”
A helpful biographical look at Wilbur may be found in Stephen R. Howard, A Curator’s Perspective: Writings on Mary Baker
Eddy and the Early Christian Science Movement (Chestnut Hill, MA: Longyear Museum Press, [2015]), pp. 15-24.
586

The obituary in the New York Times, July 23, 1946, listed her as a Christian Scientist. She had married John Stone, a writer
and lecturer, in 1918. Wilbur was born a protestant but nominally converted to Catholicism when she married her first husband.
587

This introduction was evidently given by Conant in 1941. In the author’s collection is a transcript of a letter that Wilbur
wrote to one Gertrude M. Kitchell, May 30, 1942, in which the latter had informed her of the death of the noted writer, Lillian
Whiting. Wilbur wrote her deep appreciation for the work by Conant to honor her and then added, “I am not forgetting the labor
of love in type-writing a copy of the address of presentation by Mrs. Conant, so eloquent of appreciation. It was all beautifully
expressive of the spirit which binds us together in mutual good-will and friendly affection one to another. You completed this act
of goodwill in carrying this packet to the Longyear Foundation, and Miss Bu[e]lah W. Hughes, the secretary in accepting it for
their collection.
I am meticulous in recollecting all of these facts, because I know that some time these little items, deeds of kindness, become
serviceable in the work of someone’s research into the march of events of the great work being done in the world by Christian
Science. . . . I was glad to have the news of Miss Lillian Whiting, whose name is in the Life of Mary Baker Eddy as you know.
We had an evening together after my book came out way back in 1909 at her invitation, and I found her a radiant character, living
in the World Beautiful of which she wrote to eloquently, in anticipation of what she is now realizing. God rests her soul in Divine
Mind for farther going.”
588

The phrase “cradled obscurity,’ comes from the opening paragraph in the Preface of Science and Health (emphasis added):
“To those leaning on the sustaining infinite, to-day is big with blessings. The wakeful shepherd beholds the first faint morning
beams, ere cometh the full radiance of a risen day. So shone the pale star to the prophet shepherds; yet it traversed the night, and
came where, in cradled obscurity, lay the Bethlehem babe, the human herald of Christ, Truth, who would make plain to
benighted understanding the way of salvation through Christ Jesus, till across a night of error should dawn the morning beams
and shine the guiding star of being.”
589

At that event, she was given a copy of the rare and special William Dana Orcutt-produced “Subscription Edition” of Science
and Health.
590

I am reading from a photocopy of a version of this address, signed by “Sibyl Wilbur Stone.” The punctuation follows this
copy.
591

Eddy wrote in her notebook at this time (MBEL L14936]:

“Mrs. Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien of the Boston Herald sought me to contribute to a symposium in this paper[.] Feb[.] 9, 1905”
592

This is a slightly edited version. The actual text reads as follows:
“March 25, 1905
My dear Mrs. O’Brien:
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You will excuse me, since I must be uniform in declining the honor of calls from
newspaper reporters. Christian Science cannot be carried on in certain worldly ways.
Accept my thanks, and this book. Please read page 464 paragraph l.
Sincerely yours,
Mary Baker Eddy.” [MBEL, L09004.]
593

MBEL. Alfred Farlow letter to Gilbert Carpenter, March 23, 1905 [L16764].

594

See below for the version that Wilbur printed in the Herald, where it was understood that the invitation to Eddy’s home at
Pleasant View did not include an invitation to meet Eddy herself.
595

Wilbur then described in some detail Eddy’s home, Pleasant View, and the manner in which Eddy and Ira O. Knapp, one of
the Directors of The Mother Church soon thereafter, found the farm house that Eddy bought and enlarged for her household:
“I will give a brief picture here of Pleasant View as it is engraved on my memory, for it no longer stands as it
once did outside Concord.
The home at Pleasant View was not spacious or grand. There were broad acres around it, perhaps twenty, I do
not know. The house was like a small villa, a remodeled farm house. Ira O. Knapp told me in a long
interview when I was writing The Life, that Mrs. Eddy while seeking a place to make her Concord home saw
a vision here of heaven descending to embrace this spot of earth. He was driving with her when they paused
to look at the landscape and the old farm house. The view was glorious but how modestly named by its
subsequent owner, Pleasant View.
It was charmingly furnished but with simplicity. The long drawing room was in rose color, with filmy lace
curtains. Across the hallway was a smaller room, the library with glass-encased walnut bookshelves from
floor to ceiling, brown velvet curtains and leather furniture. The dining room was simple and homey.
Altogether it was a Victorian homestead of a well-conditioned person with modest income. It was arranged
for the needs of a household never large. Mrs. Sargeant, companion and executive housekeeper, Calvin Frye,
secretary and steward, so to speak, the brothers Joseph and August Mann, who cared for the gardens and
outbuildings, the horses and carriages and did some secretarial work – Pauline Mann and Clara Shannon who
assisted Mrs. Sargeant.
Mrs. Eddy was born on a farm with a farm life of the early nineteenth century going on about her. This
pioneer life was not rough but perhaps as we have come in later years to live in rural scenes. The wreck of the
main structure where she was born still stood when I made the biographical researches, and I climbed the
stairs to the attic of the old red house, then a storage place for fodder and grain. I went up alone and sat under
the rafters thinking of the days when Mary Baker climbed up there with her grandmother to look at the
contents of old chests which came from Scotland. Mary Baker lived later with her family in a more
commodious home near Tilton, when she was a bride and later a widow. She loved beauty and delicacy and
may have carried a dream in her mind of a home like Pleasant View.”
596
597

We Knew Mary Baker Eddy Expanded Edition Volume 1, pp. 36-37.
MBEL. Tomlinson reminiscence, p. 819.

598

Gilbert C. Carpenter and Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., Mary Baker Eddy: Her Spiritual Footsteps, [Rumford, R.I.]: Privately
Printed, [1934], p. 288. Gilbert Carpenter was one of Eddy’s most adulatory followers, and his (and his son’s) writings reflect
that.
In a letter from Carpenter to Wilbur, July 12, 1942 (the original copy kept by Carpenter is in the author’s collection) he wrote her
to reminiscence about his first and only meeting with her:
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“. . . I feel the urge to write you and recall our first and only meeting, you may not remember me by name but
I was the member of Mrs Eddy[’]s household who showed you around the house when you came up from
Boston to gather material for an article you were writing for the Sunday edition of the Boston Herald[.] I had
shown you about half of the gifts Mrs Eddy so treasured because of the loving and appreciative thought that
went with them when much to my surprise Mrs Eddy sent word of word she would like to see you[.] I think
you were pleased but not as much surprised as I was[;] I took you in and introduced you. You had a lot of self
assurance when you went in but when you came out you had lost it. You sat down[,] shut your eyes[,] put
your hand over your heart and said ‘Why did not some one prepare me[?] I did not suppose there was such a
person on earth,[’] it is interesting that after all these years I should remember your exact words, and I knew
how you felt for when I met Mrs Eddy in the passage way I could have sworn she was eight feet tall. When
you said when I asked you if you would not like to finish looking you said [‘]no please take me home.[’]”
In the same letter, Carpenter wrote of his own writing on Eddy (see the book above), along with his son:
“My son and I have written her life from the inside looking out[;] it is not to be published or sold because in turning it over to the
Board [of Directors of The Mother Church] for their opinion as to what should be done with it they wisely decided that it should
be withheld. We were satisfied because we did not write it to be published only as a proof that we had gained some spiritual
vision because it was an attempt to trace her spiritual footsteps and so from what she herself declared that when her life and
actions was were properly understood they will bring no reproach on herself or the cause.”
In the author’s colletion are typed notes by the senior Carpenter, and one note that commented on a letter that Eddy had written to
her Board of Directors on October 23, 1910, included this comment:
“When Sibyl Wilbur first met Mrs. Eddy, she was almost overwhelmed by the spiritual thought that she felt. Here she was, a
reporter, pert and hard boiled, a convert to the Roman Catholic Church; yet what she felt in Mrs. Eddy’s atmosphere moved her
to the point where her whole life was changed.”
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MBEL. Wilbur letter to Eddy, June 14, 1905.
MBEL. Eddy letter to Wilbur, July 3, 1905. L02618.
MBEL. Wilbur letter to Eddy, July 6, 1905.
MBEL. L09766.
MBEL. Eddy letter to Sibyl Wilbur O’Brien, June 6, 1907. L09006.

604

The amount of oversight afforded Farlow and other Christian Scientists in the day certain goes against the tenor of objective
reporting as seen today, even if the claim was that by doing so obvious errors could be avoided. On the other side, there is scant
evidence to suggest that the McClure’s writers were any less one-sided.
605

MBEL. Wilbur letter to Eddy, July 18, 1907.

606

Starting in 1903, Eddy had occasional bouts of kidney stones (“renal calculi” as they were diagnosed), which led her to have
hypodermic injections of morphine to quiet the pain. This statement has been doubted by some. Here for example are
reminiscences that would suggest Eddy never resorted to morphine injections:
Minnie Scott was in Eddy’s household in her last years, and in her 1926 reminiscences she included the following:
“In all the time I was with her at Pleasant View I never saw the least evidence of the use of any drug and I saw her every day. . . .
A short time before we moved to Chestnut Hill I opened the door one day to a gentleman whom I recognized as a medical doctor
who at one time had treated me and said ‘you stick to Mrs Eddy[.] I studied with her before I studied medecine[sic] and I never
would have left her but for the Murphy crowd. Mrs Eddy is a wonderful woman.’ He asked to see Frye and visited him in his
study and I think Mrs Eddy saw him before he left—a kindly, refined, fragile looking man. Mrs Eddy had been for her drive that
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day and was happy and free, active in her work so I know he was not there because of any need of hers, nor did I ever see any
evidence of the use of morphine even when she seemed to suffer.”
Also see Irving Tomlinson’s reminiscence, pp. 784-785:
“There were times, during these last years, when Mrs. Eddy was quite ill. . . . She habitually relied upon the power of God to
meet her every need. . . . The writer is in a position to state unequivocally that Mary Baker Eddy was not addicted to the use of
narcotics and that she did not habitually rely upon drugs. . . . While there were multiplied instances that came to his attention in
which she relied on God for help, there was no instance which showed addiction to narcotics or reliance on drugs. . . . Mrs. Eddy
called him [Tomlinson] to her and said she was suffering great pain—the trouble, she thought, was gallstones. . . . Soon afterward
she sent for him and said she was entirely free. . . . Never did he see her indulge in narcotics or resort to the use of drugs. During
all these years in which the writer knew our Leader, he never saw drugs or narcotics of any kind in her house.”
The gentleman met by Scott above was Dr. William H. Bertram, who had defected from Eddy, along with another student named
J.M.C. Murphy back in the late 1880s in a specific mass exodus of some of Eddy’s Boston students. Calvin Frye recorded in his
diary that Bertram visited Eddy’s Pleasant View home on September 29, 1907.
Despite the statements of Minnie Scott and Iriving Tomlinson of never having seen any use of morphine in extreme
circumstances, the amount of evidence of such usage to calm the pain of occasional and extremely painful kidney stone attacks is
overwhelming—from diary accounts (not just Calvin Frye’s diary), reminiscences, letters, notebooks, etc. See, for example, in
connection with Bertram, this diary note by Adam Dickey of March 16, 1908, as later transcribed by his family:
“About 12,30 [Eddy] asked all hands to work against the pain. [Eddy] Went for a drive taking Laura Sargent with her. Came back
in distress. Asked all hands to work, condition continued to become worse.
Sent for Wm Bertram – East Boston – Old student, one of the deserters at the Chicago meeting [in the 1880s]. He came and did
the work. Then we all worked all afternoon and evening.” (This collection of Dickey family transcripts is in the author’s
collection, having been obtained originally from the Dickey heirs, and they are quoted in the revised second edition of Nancy
Baxter, Mr. Dickey: Secretary to Mary Baker Eddy. Carmel, IN: Hawthorne Publishing, [2008].)
Calvin Frye had recorded that same day two records in two different diaries or notebooks kept by him, now in MBEL:
[1] “Called W.H.B. this afternoon for ren. cal. severe. I.C.T. [Irving Tomlinson] LES [Laura Sargent] C.A.F. [Calvin Frye, but
this is hard to read] watched. B [Bertram] here from 2 pm to 4.30 p.m.”
[2] Called W.H.B. today: a case of ren. cal severe. ICT and LES watched incessantly. B was here from 2 to 4.30 pm.”
As stated above, the renal calculi attacks had started back about five years earlier. Calvin Frye noted this first attack in his diary
accounts of May 3 and 4, 1903:
“Mrs. E. was suddenly attack[ed] with severe pain at 11:30 tonight and the 4 C.S.s in the house P.V. proved unable to relieve her.
She sent for Rev. I. C. Tomlinson neither did he help her. She then sent for Dr. E. Morrill [Ezekiel Morrill, M.D., a cousin of
Mrs. Eddy and a homeopathic physician] & he was out of town: she then sent for Dr. S. Morrill [Shadrach Morrill, M.D., the
brother of Ezekiel Morrill, M.D.] he was sick and could not come. She then sent for Dr. Conn [Granville P. Conn, M.D.] and he
remained with her from 2.15 until 4 Monday morning. But the pain was so intense & slow to respond that he called in Dr.
Stillings [Ferdinand Stillings, M.D.] for consultation who was here from 3 to 4.
After Conn left, Mrs. E. was little relieved and at about 5 a.m. she slept for about one hour. But suffered every hour this forenoon
from paroxysms of pain. . . . It was called renal calculi . . . then she called in Dr. E. Morrill and he gave her an hypo injection.”
“Dr. Conn” above was Granville P. Conn, M.D. A copy of his 1906 book, History of the New Hampshire Surgeons in the War of
Rebellion, was in Eddy's library. In addition, the Rare Book Company, which specialized in rare Christian Science books, had for
sale in the 1930's a copy of the 39th edition of the Church Manual (1904) which was inscribed by Eddy in the following manner:
"Granville P. Conn, M.D. Compliments of Mary B. G. Eddy." In the book, Mrs. Eddy marked the by-law "Duty to Patients,"
which read at that time as follows:
"If a member of this Church has a patient that he does not heal, and whose case he cannot fully diagnose, he may consult with an
M.D. on the anatomy involved. And it shall be the privilege of a Christian Scientist to confer with an M.D. on Ontology, or the
Science of being."
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(Note: Eddy is known to have sent the same issue of the Church Manual to nine other prominent citizens of Concord, New
Hampshire, including Drs. Ezekiel Morrill and Ferdinand Stillings. Even though the book was a 1904 edition, this was known to
have been done during Gilbert Carpenter’s tenure at Pleasant View, from March 1905 – March 1906.)
On May 16, 1903, less than two weeks after Eddy’s attack, she wrote a letter to the Board of Directors that "some of the students
went away from me in my sorest hour of need, and I regret to say it, apparently heartless in regard to my dire necessity. This has
at times grieved me almost to death." MBEL L00338. Since this letter was sent so soon after the attack, and Eddy was evidently
referring to students who had left her previously, it is not clear how much this letter was influenced by the attack, if at all.
On the reverse side of a photostat of the inscription by Eddy to Dr. Conn mentioned above, Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., typed the
following note regarding his father’s time at Pleasant View (a copy of which is in the author’s collection):
“When Gilbert Carpenter first came to live at Pleasant View he was much disturbed in his mind when he gained the knowledge
that perhaps once or twice a year Mrs. Eddy had an experience of pain that was so severe that a M.D. was called in to give her
morphine. Strange to say he never knew her to suffer in the daytime. It came to her at midnight when everything was dark and
she seemed in great fear.
It was interesting that Mrs. Eddy made no effort to cover up this human experience as she might easily have done. She never
made excuses afterwards to her students like saying that she endured all she could before calling the doctor. Furthermore she
never lost one bit of her spiritual authority thereby, showing that these experiences to her were merely part of the human side of
things which she was daily putting out of sight. She indulged in no self-condemnation and when the experience was over she
appeared serene and untouched, with no mark left upon her, which is remarkable, considering her years and her sicknesses.
Undoubtedly Mrs. Eddy presented this Manual to Dr. Conn in order to show him that in calling him as she did she only did that
which every member of her church had the right to do under the By-Law which she pointed out to him. Thus she showed him that
he had no basis upon which to feel that he had discovered the Leader of Christian Science in an inconsistency.”
Also in the author’s collection is a copy of this note that Gilbert Carpenter, Jr., wrote:
“On Dec. 10, 1949 Gilbert C. Carpenter told his son that he recalled that Dr. [Francis] Fluno administered morphine to Mrs.
Eddy once in 1905 or early 1906.”
Gilbert Carpenter’s best recollection was that the injection was in February 1906 but it is not clear if Fluno was still there in
February. Frye noted in his diary on November 22, 1905, “Mrs. Eddy dismissed F. J. Fluno from service today.” However that
decision was evidently changed later since it is known that Fluno, who arrived early the month before, was there about three
months. (See below for more on Fluno.)
The Christian Science Board of Directors published this statement in the Christian Science Sentinel of January 26, 1929:
“Because of aggressive propaganda, apparently circulated to discredit Mrs. Eddy and to induce belief that she abandoned her own
teaching, 'Only through radical reliance on Truth can scientific healing power be realized' (Science and Health with Key to the
Scriptures, p. 167), we deem it timely to make the following statement.
As we are informed, Mrs. Eddy did not, at any time after 1866, believe in the use of any drug as a curative agent in connection
with the practice of Christian Science. Nor did she, at any time after she became a Christian Scientist, either use a drug or allow
one to be used for her, except as she employed, in a few instances, an anaesthetic for the purpose of temporary relief from
extreme pain.
That she acted consistently with her teaching is shown by her statement about dentistry and surgery in the Christian Science
Sentinel for December 6, 1900, and in The Christian Science Journal for January, 1901, and the paragraph in our textbook on
the use of an anaesthetic (Science and Health, p. 464). As in a degree pertinent, it is to be remembered that the Master himself
momentarily felt a sense of separation from his divine source, for he cried out, 'My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me?'
but he never abandoned his fidelity to divine Principle. Neither did Mrs. Eddy."
Thus the Church, to the consternation of many Christian Scientists, published a statement about Eddy’s occasional use of
morphine as a painkiller in certain extreme situations. (John Dittemore by the late 1920s was at war with the Church, and he had
been challenging the Church up to that point to respond to his very public allegations of Eddy’s use of painkillers.) Nonetheless
the Church at later times wished to play down any such accounts. For example, in 1953 when it published the reminiscences of
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Annie M. Knott, a devoted pupil of Eddy’s and in time the first female member of the Church’s Board of Directors, it silently
deleted without elisions a lengthy paragraph from Knott’s account of her visit to Eddy in October, 1905. (She was among the
editors of the church periodicals brought up to Pleasant View by Eddy to discuss the passage in the Christian Science Sentinel of
September 30, 1905, that “a diseased body is not acceptable to God.”) Knott recounted:
“Mrs. Eddy went on to explain that at that very time she was suffering from a belief in illness and that many persons might ask
whether God had any use for her when she was manifesting a belief of disease. She explained still further that she was not
suffering because of any wrong she had done or thought but because she was striving to present to the world the truth which
alone can save humanity from destruction, and that because of this, the world hated her. [She also said that she had] not yet
gained the understanding to protect herself from all attacks of ignorance and malice, and that she found few of her students able
to discern quickly the error which would strike at our Leader and our Cause, so she at times was well nigh discouraged because
errors of this character were passed unchallenged, even by her students.” (See the expanded edition of We Knew Mary Baker
Eddy, pp. 196-197.)
About a week before that meeting Eddy had invited her student, Francis Fluno, M.D., to come be a worker at her home.
According to the Calvin Frye diary, Fluno arrived the same day as Eddy’s meeting with the Board and the editors. (Frye’s diary
places the meeting as having been on October 3, while the Knott reminiscence dated it, evidently incorrectly, as October 5.) Nine
days after that meeting, Eddy wrote to her cousin Ezekiel Morrill, M.D., that she was “wholly rid of that old disturbance, with
God’s help I have conquered it.” Nonetheless for precautionary reasons perhaps she wrote:
“I have decided to take your good advice, namely, that a student of our school communicate with some one of the medical
school on certain points of practice. So allow me to introduce to you, Francis J. Fluno, M.D., of Oakland, California, to consult
with you on administering hypodermic injections, and on other necessary points. Dr Fluno was for many years an esteemed
Homeopathic M.D., and is now a Christian Scientist. He seems to be just the one in our ranks, which you suggested to Mr. Frye
that we have, and that another estimable M.D. of Concord had already intimated as much to me.” [MBEL, L08868.]
To see an Appendix on the issue of concessions to matter, or in the terminology of Christian Science, the “relative” versus the
“absolute,” see Chapter One — Appendix B.
607

Irving Tomlinson notes in MBEL, A11913. See also Tomlinson’s diary notation for April 23, 1909, which recounted a
conversation that Eddy had with her household:
“[Eddy] ‘Why can not mortal mind jeer at my infirmities?’
One [household member] [‘]They can’t any more than they could at Jesus when spear was thrust into his side.’
[‘]Yes,[’] she replicd, [‘]Because my trials are God’s discipline for taking me higher. They are not sickness & discomfort unless I
call them so.’”
608

In his book, Memoirs of Mary Baker Eddy, Dickey did not record the fact that she believed “thousands” wanted her to die,
but in separate Dickey material in the author’s collection (material preserved by the Dickey family), his record of that
conversation records this statement by Eddy to him:
“Say in your memoirs that it took thousands to perpetrate the murder of Mrs. Eddy mentally even on the
reversed pane of her own discovery and demonstration of saving the lives of others[.]”
609

Despite the notoriety of the term by her critics, and the common usage of the term in her private correspondence and papers,
the term does not appear in her textbook, Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures.
610
611

MBEL, A11052. June 12, 1894.
Eddy, S&H, pp. 28 and 37.

612

That Eddy was concerned about how history would record her at this time is seen also in Calvin Frye’s handwritten note
from this time associated with his diary:
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“Mrs. Eddy told me Aug. 29/1908 that she told Rev. I.C. Tomlinson that he was not broad enough to write her history, but that
she would sometime get the right one to write it for her.”

613

MBEL. Tomlinson reminiscence, p. 821.

614

Ibid., p. 822. Tomlinson had sent a letter to Eddy on November 12, 1907, saying that Wilbur had asked permission to enter
the Normal Class instruction (which is instruction held every three years for Christian Science teachers), and added this question
from Wilbur: “Are you pleased with the articles which she has written on your history in Human Life?” Eddy penciled a
response, “I have not seen them[;] tell her. Eddy.”
615

Lyman Powell in his biography of Eddy, p. 215, quoted this from Michael Meehan’s reminiscence. Meehan was not the only
one in Concord who considered publishing a history of the Next Friends suit. See this letter from Henry Robinson to Chandler in
NHHS, July 22, 1907:
. . . I have a crude vision; here’s one:
“To write in book form a story of this C.S. case,—breezy text, entertaining, and all that, but comprising the legal papers,
proceedings, summaries of arguments, etc.; portraits and sketches of counsel, correspondence, etc.
But, who would back it? Would the N.Y. World? If so, who at the World? Is it prudent to broach it?
I would expect nothing except actual expenses of stenography, typesetting, photography, etc.”
616

Ibid., pp. 821-822. Tomlinson noted that this took place at 9:00 A.M.

617

Starting in the 1941 edition of Wilbur, the Christian Science church included a facsimile of this letter with the book because
the publisher thought Eddy was praising Wilbur for publishing the book. Later, when it was realized that she was actually
thanking Wilbur for withholding the book from publication, it was removed from future printings.
618

MBEL. Tomlinson reminiscence, p. 818.

619

Mary Baker Eddy Twentieth-Century Biographers Series. An Introduction. Boston: The Christian Science Publishing
Society, [ca. 1991], p. 9. See the Tomlinson reminiscence in MBEL, pp. 822-824, for more information on Eddy’s comments in
1909 about the Wilbur biography.
The only recorded copy of the Wilbur biography inscribed by Mrs. Eddy is a copy she gave to Calvin C. Hill, March 23, 1909.
620
621
622
623
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MBEL. Wilbur letter to Eddy, September 1, 1908.
Photostatic copy in the author’s collection.
MBEL, L17258.
John Dittemore document in the author’s large collection of Dittemore and Annie Bill material.
MBEL, F00574.
Human Life, Vol. IV, No. 3 (December 1906), pp. 9-10.
Peel, Trial, p. 99.
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627

John K. Simmons, “The Eddy-Hopkins Paradigm: A ‘Metaphysical Look’ at Their Historic Relationship,” Journal of the
Society for the Study of Metaphysical Religion (Fall 2002), p. 130. Simmons compared Eddy to Emma Hopkins, whom he
considered a “mystic.”
628
629

MBEL. Anna White Baker reminiscence, p. 69.
Ibid., p. 75.

630

Painting a Poem: Mary Baker Eddy and James F. Gilman Illustrate Christ and Christmas. Boston: The Christian Science
Publishing Society, [1997], p. 122.
631

Calvin Frye diary, January 30, 1905. (The Frye diary pages concerning the Carpenters were not part of the Dittemore
collection of excerpts or the main diary collection later sold by Frye’s heirs to the Christian Science Church; rather, photostats of
those pages were a gift to the Carpenter family on May 10, 1935, from Oscar Frye, the nephew of Calvin Frye who was then the
owner of the diary. The photostat for this page was preserved by Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., in his bound book of Frye diary
photostat pages that he obtained from John V. Dittemore and Oscar Frye in the 1930s. That bound book is in the author’s
collection.)
632
633

Original in the author’s collection. The MBEL accession number is V03425.
MBEL, Carpenter Incoming Correspondence.

634

MBEL, L14144. Gilbert Carpenter responded two days later with a letter that sought to convince Eddy that the baby’s
grandmother could take care of her so that Eddy need not make her decision of that reason, but Eddy was undeterred.
In the author’s collection is this snapshot of Minnie Carpenter at Pleasant View, with the young “babe,” Harriet:

In the author’s collection of Carpenter material is a transcribed interview that the elder Carpenter had with follow one-time Eddy
assistant John Salchow, on November 24, 1933. This reminiscence of the time in Eddy’s household included this from Salchow:
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“[Eddy] said, ‘Is there not a child in the house?’ Mrs. Sargent replied, ‘Yes.’ Mrs. Eddy had sensed the fact although there was no
way she could have known it as far as anyone could detect. She said, ‘Why cannot it see it?’ The child was brought to her and
Mrs. Eddy kissed it. It was Mr. Carpenter’s daughter, Harriet.’”
The same interview included this example of Carpenter’s awe at being able to know and serve Eddy for one year:
“One day he [Salchow] was coming along the hall and he saw Mr. Carpenter just coming out from an interview with Mrs. Eddy.
He did not see John and said out loud, ‘What a fool I was to think I could match wits with that woman.’”
635
636
637

MBEL, L14130 (March 10, 1905). Gilbert C. Carpenter began his one-year stay with Eddy on March 16, 1905.
MBEL, L14128 (undated).
Carpenters, Mary Baker Eddy: Her Spiritual Footsteps, p. 100.

638

Robert Peel addressed this dichotomy with Eddy as grandmother and field general in his book, Christian Science: Its
Encounter with American Culture (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1972 printing (originally published 1958), p. 116.
Peel first quoted the diary of Thomas Van Ness from the mid-1880s, after he had interviewed Eddy (as published by Van Ness in
his 1926 book, The Religion of New England):
“She [Eddy] has abundant determination. She wants absolute obedience. I can imagine if I accepted her offer to come on to
Boston and lecture at Chickering Hall, I would have to be her slave; yet there is a sweetness about the woman, too.”
Peel then quoted alienist (i.e., psychiatrist) Allan McLane Hamilton, who reported to the press in 1907 shortly after interviewing
her during the Next Friends Suit: “In her ordinary conversation she is witty, a bit satirical, with a great deal of gentleness in her
demeanor. . . .”
An example of Eddy’s wit during this time is seen in Eddy’s letter to Calvin Hill, whose job was to purchase odds and ends for
her and her household. The letter was written on July 21, 1907, in the middle of the Next Friends Suit:
“It is not right to give you so much trouble over all that you are so kind as to do for me. Laura [Sargent] ought to give you the
clear sense of my need. Now it is no matter what color my shawl is for it [is] needed only for the house and warmth. Please get if
you can a shawl of the same size and thickness of the old one and that is all I need[.]
Thanking you in advance I am as ever tenderly truly your best friend but not your ‘next friend.’
Lovingly yours in Christ
Mary Baker Eddy”
[L15584]
639
640

MBEL, L08102.
William R. Rathvon reminiscences, We Knew Mary Baker Eddy, II, p. 523.

641

Anna B. White Baker reminiscences, We Knew Mary Baker Eddy, II, pp. 296-297. See also this account by Baker, p. 302:
“[Eddy] was ready punctually at twelve o’clock for dinner, and she expected it to be served on time. Twice when the meal as late,
she refused to be present at the table. It was her silent rebuke, and never to my knowledge did this happen again.”
642

MBEL. Eddy’s own copy of Hiram W. Hayes, Bible Stories Retold from a Spiritual Viewpoint. Washington, D.C.: The
Howerton Press, [ca. 1908], pp. 52 and 56.
643

Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 2006, 13, pp. 770-775.
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770. See also Chas. S. Dodson, Sameer Bawa, and Scott D. Slotnick, “Aging, Source Memory, and Misrecollections,”
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory,and Cognition. (2007, vol. 33, No. 1, 169-181).
645

Sandra Koa Wing, editor, Our Longest Days: A People’s History of the Second World War. London: Profile Books, [2007],
pp. [vi]-vii.
646

Arthur Corey, Danse Macabre: The Life and Death of Andreas Pavley. [Dallas]: Southern Methodist University, [ca. 1977],
pp. 85-86.
647

In the author’s collection are Arthur Corey’s original letters to the Gilbert C. Carpenters, Jr., and Sr. Corey wrote his letter of
introduction to Carpenter on November 26, 1940, and it was some time later before he actually traveled to Providence, Rhode
Island, to meet the Carpenters, father and son. The Carpenters’ letters to Corey are preserved in the collection of Christian
Science and related material that Corey gave to Bridwell Library at Southern Methodist University in Dallas.
648

This is especially true of Eddy’s last few years when she was 86 or older, when her recollections were recorded by Irving
Tomlinson, Adam Dickey, and others. Tomlinson met with Eddy late in 1901 and early in 1902 in order to work on her
biography (this resulted in Eddy’s book, Footprints Fadeless, which was not published until years after her passing). In general,
the recollections given by Eddy in 1901 and 1902 are more reliable and verifiable than the recollections recorded in the years
1908-1910. This issue will be discussed further in the biographical section on Eddy. (Cf. Eddy’s comment in a letter to Sarah
Bagley, April 10, 1871: “You know my memory material is short so it is best for us to commit things to paper”[L03921]. See
also her letter to Edward Kimball and John Willis, April 23, 1901: “I thank you for help on my Mss. I need it[.] I have no time for
aught literary and my memory does not serve me as it once did.” [A photostat of the letter is in the author’s collection.] Finally,
another example is her letter to Judge Septimus and Camilla Hanna, June 1, 1898 [L05222] “I find I lose my memory of grammar
more than I ever thought I could[.]”)
The issue of Footprints Fadeless not being published during her lifetime relates to the concern that Frederick Peabody might sue
her over it, as the attorney for Josephine Woodbury’s libel suit against Eddy, which had only been won by Eddy shortly before.
Calvin Frye noted in his diary on February 19, 1902: “S. J. Elder [Eddy’s Boston attorney] interviewed Mrs Eddy today & told
her that to pub[lish] Footprints Fadeless w[oul]d run risk of lawsuit.”
649

A Biographical Sketch of Reverend Mary Baker G. Eddy (by “Hon. Henry Robinson Ex-Mayor and Postmaster of Concord,
N.H.”). Concord, NH: People and Patriot Company, [ca. 1903].
Of the text for this pamphlet, Eddy wrote to Robinson on August 8, 1903:
“Your manuscript awes me, I wept as I read portions of it. It is a work of vast significance. Pardon my few
erasures and please preserve them. Yes, yours is the truest trust well performed. God bless you in the good
you have infused with the skill of Science and of art. You must have dipped your pen in the lore of ages and
‘the signs of the times[.]’ I feel very humble since reading it and only fear I am not worthy of all you have
written.” [L13317.]
The New Hampshire Historical Society, in the William E. Chandler papers, includes an account of an interview of Eddy by
Robinson about 1895 with Eddy’s own notations on the first few pages. A second undated interview, cited here, is also in the
same collection. (Robinson wrote many letters to Chandler in 1907 during the Next Friends Suit and provided this material to
Chandler for his use.) One copy of the latter interview, with Chandler’s handwritten notations on it, is titled for some unknown
reason:
“August 31, 1890.
Memorandum of an Interview with Mrs. Doctor Eddy,
at ‘Pleasant View,’ Concord.”
Eddy did not move to her Pleasant View home until 1892, and there is no record that Robinson was seeing her that early. The text
of the interview instead appears to be from the 1902-1903 era, when Robinson was working on his biographical sketch.
650

In this example it might be argued that Robinson simply misquoted Eddy, but in his earlier 1895 interview, which copy was
edited by Eddy in her own handwriting, she made a similar comment about “doctors” being involved in her fall in 1866 and that
her condition was deemed fatal at the time.
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MBEL, Eddy letter to Sarah Bagley, November 8, 1868. [L08307]

652

Based on a transcript in the Milmine collection in MBEL, Eddy also ran an advertisement in the Banner of Light, February
19, 1876. That advertisement read:
“A book of 500 pages, is a complete Encyclopdaedia of Man. It explains Science, the Mind of God. Silences Speculative
Theories with Proof. It is a book to be studied, practical and useful; teaches metaphysics and the science of healing on the
Apostolic plan; explains mind-reading, mediumship, etc., etc.
$2.50 Sent postpaid on receipt of price, by the C. Scientist Pub. Co Box 1033, Boston.
Lockwood, Brooks & Co., 381 Washington St.,
General Agents.”
653
654

Eddy, S&H, first edition, p. 414.
Eddy, Ret., pp. 21-22.
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Eddy wrote this for the press on November 20, 1906. It was reprinted in the Christian Science Sentinel of December 1, 1906,
and then later it was included in her book of later collected writings, The First Church of Christ, Scientist, and Miscellany, pp.
318-319.
Eddy’s class with Wiggin occurred in the mid-1880s. A few years later by coincidence, another Boston religious figure, George
A. Gordon, who was the pastor of the South Church in Boston (a Congregational church), wrote a somewhat similar view in his
critique of Robert Elsmere, the best-selling novel of lost religious faith by Mrs. Humphry Ward, “Were I certain, as I am of my
own existence, that a miracle had never taken place in the history of the universe, I should still retain my faith in the divinity of
Christ.” Quoted in Robert Bruce Mullin, Miracles and the Modern Religious Imagination. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 1996, p. 81.
656

Eddy, S&H, pp. 18-19 and 25.

657

Eddy wrote in the tenets of her church that Christian Scientists take the “inspired word” of the Bible rather than being Bible
literalists. Nonetheless, Eddy was a literalist when it came to Jesus, the virgin birth, and the resurrection. However, Eddy did not
accept the belief that Jesus died for the sins of mankind and thereby removed the curse placed by God on mankind due to the
actions of a literal Adam and Eve.
658

Ibid., p. 107.

659

It is from this era of 1908 and later, that Eddy was quoted (by Adam Dickey and Irving Tomlinson) as having recalled a
number of events for which recollections she was sharply attacked by her critics, such has her having had pronounced healing
powers as a young girl, and even having levitated.
Adam Dickey recalled in Memoirs, pp. 140-141, after she repeated the account as a young girl of having heard a voice three
times calling her name, to which she responded, “Speak, Lord, for thy servant heareth,”
“After finishing she said, ‘I have never told to any one the circumstances that followed my answer, ‘Speak,
Lord, for thy servant heareth,’ but I will tell you what took place.’ She then related in a voice filled with awe,
that when she made the reply, a most unusual phenomenon took place. Her body was lifted entirely from the
bed, in which she lay, to a height, it seemed to her, of about one foot. Then it was laid gently back on the bed.
This was repeated three times. As a child she was afraid to tell the circumstances to anybody, but she
pondered it deeply in her heart and thought of it many years afterward, when she was demonstrating the
nothingness of matter and that the claim of the human body was a myth.”
There is no prior record of this account by Eddy, but in 1885 in her address to the listeners at Tremont Temple in her reply to
Rev. Joseph Cook, she commented (Mis., 95):

430

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate

“There have always attended my life phenomena of an uncommon order, which spiritualists have miscalled mediumship; but I
clearly understand that no human agencies were employed, — that the divine Mind reveals itself to humanity through spiritual
law.”
660

Milmine’s notes continued: “Used to drop her handkerchief purposely & make her husband pick it up. One of her frequent
expressions used today as a joke there: ‘When I vociferate so loudly why do you not respond with agility?[’] Used to burn his
shoes, and once kicked away the breakfast tray he was bringing her, braking the dishes, etc. She went from the Station to Rumney
Village, a mile away. Wayland Herbert remembers [?] about Mrs. Eddy then. Was not at their house very long—a year or more.
Mr. Herberts’[sic] mother was a widow & Mrs. Patterson was a great care.”
661
662
663
664
665

This is from the typed manuscript at the Newberry Library from late 1904.
McClure’s, April, 1907, pp. 611-612.
Milmine | Cather, pp. 34-35.
Eddy, S&H, pp. 476-477.
Other examples of this in S&H include (pp. 461, 254, and 401-402 respectively):

“I do not maintain that anyone can exist in the flesh without food and raiment; but I do believe that the real man is immortal and
that lives in Spirit, not matter.”
“To stop eating, drinking, or being clothed materially before the spiritual facts of existence are gained step by step, is not
legitimate. When we wait patiently on God and seek Truth righteously, He directs our path. Imperfect mortals grasp the ultimate
of spiritual perfection slowly; but to begin aright and to continue the strife of demonstrating the great problem of being, is doing
much.”
“Until the advancing age admits the efficacy and supremacy of Mind, it is better for Christian Scientists to leave surgery and the
adjustment of broken bones and dislocations to the fingers of a surgeon, while the mental healer confines himself chiefly to
mental reconstruction and to the prevention of inflammation.
Christian Science is always the most skillful surgeon, but surgery is the branch of healing which will be last acknowledged.
However, it is but just to say that the author has already in her possession well-authenticated records of the cure, by herself and
her students through mental surgery alone, of broken bones, dislocated joints, and spinal vertebrae.”
666
667
668
669

Ibid., p. 485.
Eddy, S&H, 16th edition, p. 417.
Frye diary in MBEL. See also A10517 where Frye the day before recorded and dated that statement.
Eddy, S&H, p. 167.

670

Mary Baker G. Eddy, Rudiments and Rules of Divine Science. Boston: Published by the Author, 1887, p. 9. This pamphet
was later retitled Rudimental Divine Science.
671
672

Mary Baker G. Eddy, Unity of Good and Unreality of Evil. Boston: Published by the Author, 1888, pp. 5-7.
The minutes of the CSA meeting (in MBEL) on April 3, 1889, recorded this version of the same statement:
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“Mrs. Eddy spoke of two extremes. One would precipitate action on the part of the student too far in advance of their
understanding and bring on a crisis. The other is apathy, a seeming mental paralysis. She showed the true position to take; she
also shlowed[sic] it to be the duty of students to uncover error, strive to take away the sting and destroy the poison.”
A possible middle ground position is seen in S&H, p. 329:
“A little leaven leavens the whole lump. A little understanding of Christian Science proves the truth of all that I say of it. Because
you cannot walk on the water and raise the dead, you have no right to question the great might of divine Science in these
directions. Be thankful that Jesus, who was the true demonstrator of Science, did these things, and left his example for us. In
Science we can use only what we understand. We must prove our faith by demonstration.
One should not tarry in the storm if the body is freezing, nor should he remain in the devouring flames. Until one is able to
prevent bad results, he should avoid their occasion. To be discouraged, is to resemble a pupil in addition, who attempts to solve a
problem of Euclid, and denies the rule of the problem because he fails in his first effort.”
673

See Eddy’s comment in S&H, p. 464:

“If from an injury or from any cause, a Christian Scientist were seized from pain so violent that he could not treat himself
mentally,—and the Scientists had failed to relieve him,—the sufferer could call a surgeon, who would give him a hypodermic
injection, then, when the belief of paid was lulled, he could handle his own case mentally. Thus it is that we ‘prove all things;
[and] hold fast that which is good.’”
674

Gottschalk, Emergence, p. 224.

675

New York Times, September 23, 1909. That Eddy acted in a philanthropic manner is not surprising, but her generous donation
to an organization that focused on purely human means of safety might be surprising to those that expected her to focus solely on
metaphysical or prayer-based means of solving (or avoiding) human problems.
676

Reprinted in The Christian Science Journal, March, 1886. Cf. these minutes of Eddy’s Christian Scientists Assocation (now
in MBEL):
July 1, 1885: “Communication from Dr. E. N. Harris read and ‘high words of commendation’ were spoken of his address and the
fact that he was the first dentist to bring Christian Science before the body of professionals.”
August 4, 1886: “Dr. E.N. Harris read a paper that he had prepared upon the subject of Christian Science, or ‘Metaphysical
Treatment in Dentistry.’”
677
678
679

The Christian Science Journal, March, 1886.
It actually took place in Providence, Rhode Island.
This is a somewhat inaccurate quotation. The actual quotation reads:

“. . . if I employ a dental surgeon, and he believes that the extraction of a tooth is made easier by some application or means
which he employs, and I object to the employment of this means, I have turned the dentist’s mental protest against myself; he
thinks I must suffer because his method is interfered with. Therefore, his mental force weighs against a painless operation,
whereas it should be put into the same scale as mine, thus producing a painless operation as a logical result.”
680
681

Fraser, pp. [128]-129.
Eddy, S&H, first edition (1875), p. 400.

682

Calvin Frye noted in his diary that on October 24, 1900, Dr. J. M. Fletcher and his daughter visited Eddy at her Pleasant
View home. That is when she presumably obtained a copy of the letter where someone tried to bribe Fletcher.
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Eddy later had some dental work performed by Drs. Libby and Rowe.
683
684
685
686
687

See the article “Radical Reliance on Truth” by “E.M.F.” in The Christian Science Journal, May, 1897.
I am indebted to the Longyear Museum for this information on the early appearances of “radical reliance.”
Journal of Christian Science, February 7, 1885. The “College” was her Massachusetts Metaphysical College.
Eddy, S&H, pp. 401-402.
Ibid., p. 464, in final issue.

688

Journal of Christian Science, December 6, 1884. See the minutes of Eddy’s Christian Scientists Association in MBEL (EOR
10.01), April 25, 1883:
“Mr. E.H. Hammond reported for the com. appointed to revise Sec. 2 d/”[sic]: as follows: Committee suggests that word ‘except
in cases of obstetrics and surgery’ be added to the last clause of said section to it shall read— The members of this Association
are not allowed to recommend, to employ or cause to be employed, a physician who treats disease by any other than method than
the mental method of metaphysics, or Christian Science,’ except in cases of obstetrics and surgery.”
689
690
691

September, 1884, “Mental Surgery” by J.W.C.M. [John M.C Murphy].
Milmine | Cather, pp. 144-145.
The Christian Science Journal, April, 1889.

692

The Christian Scientist Association in its minutes of a meeting April 25, 1883 [in MBEL], recommended changing the
bylaws to read: “Committee suggests the words ‘except in cases of obstetrics and surgery’ be added to the last clause of said
section so it shall read—The members of this Association are not allowed to recommend, to employ or cause to be employed, a
physician who treats diseases by any other then method than the mental method of metaphysics, or Christian Science,’ except in
case of obstetrics and surgery.”
693
694

The Christian Science Journal, November, 1888. This was reprinted in Misc., p. 89.
True Light, pp. 627-640. The selection here is from pp. 632-636.

Carpenter printed five copies for preservation of the first issue and then six copies of the second issue. In 1951 he prepared for
Professor Jack Birss (now in the author’s collection) a history of his publications and noted this in the third person:
The textof [sic] Repaid Pages carried no title when it came into Mr. Carpenter’s hands. At the same time he
had a title which Mrs. Eddy had copyrighted in 1896 which carried no text. So he felt the leading to put the
two together, not only because they seemed to belong together, but because he had the honest conviction that
was just what Mrs. Eddy herself would have directed him to do, had he been able to consult with her on the
question.
How Carpenter could have made the error is unknown, since the copyrighted title was dated 1896 and the manuscript referenced
the year 1900.
695

This concept of individuals warring against the thoughts and beliefs of the many is seen in Eddy’s comment in S&H, p. 155:
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“When the sick recover by the use of drugs, it is the law of general belief, culminating in individual faith, which heals; and
according to this faith will the effect be. Even when you take away the individual confidence in the drug, you have not yet
divorced the drug from the general faith. The chemist, the botantist, the druggist, the doctor, and the nurse equip the medicine
with their faith, and the beliefs which are in the majority rule. When the general belief endorses the inanimate drug as doing this
or that, individual dissent or faith, unless it rests on Science, is but a belief held by a minority, and such a belief is governed by
the majority.
The universal belief in physics weighs against the high and mighty truths of Christian metaphysics. This erroneous general belief,
which sustains medicine and produces all medical results, works against Christian Science; and the percentage of power on the
side of this Science must mightily outweigh the power of popular belief in order to heal a single case of disease. The human mind
acts more powerfully to offset the discords of matter and the ills of flesh, in proportion as it puts less weight into the material or
fleshly scale and more weight into the spiritual scale.”
In comparison, Eddy ultimately believed in the power of Christian Scientists to overcome outside beliefs as she indicated here in
S&H, p. 368:
“When we have come to have more faith in the truth of being than we have in error, more faith in Spirit than in matter, more faith
in living than in dying, more faith in God than in man, then no material suppositions can prevent us from healing the sick and
destroying error.”
696

The original is in the Treasure Room of the Library of Principia College and is reproduced in Charles Theodore Houpt, Bliss
Knapp: Christian Scientist. Boston: Wingaway Press, [ca. 2008].
697

MBEL, George Glover letter to Eddy, February 3, 1900.

698

MBEL, Eddy letter to George Glover, February 19, 1900. N00266. Actually Glover lost his suit, and Eddy later wrote to
Edward Kimball on February 15, 1901, [L07515] “My son lost his case at law on that subject [i.e., vaccination] and it is the only
case he ever lost[.] When I knew he was bringing such as suit I warned and objected. Our God slumbers not[;] I put my protest in
our periodicals and now it is useful for the evil one is getting it sent broadcast that Christian Scientists resist the laws of our
land.”
699

See MBEL, A10823, for the original manuscript of this document, signed by Eddy, and dated February, 1901.

700

See for example this comment in an undated article entitled “Mental Infection” dictated by Eddy to Calvin Frye [A10325].
After explaining the impact of the human mind on disease, she added: “Now what is the remedy for these contagious diseases
carried on through the image of mind? One remedy is mental vaccination[;] the only instance in which vaccination is tolerable.
From the fine point of Spirit[,] whose edge is Truth[,] prick the human affections then innoculate with Divine love and leave the
human mind with this Divine love circulating throughout all the systems of thought and the liability to the contagious disease
called sin and sickness will cease.”
701
702
703
704
705

The Christian Science Journal, June, 1901. See also My., pp. 341-346.
It also appeared in the November 27, 1902, Christian Science Sentinel.
Eddy’s sermon on that date is reproduced in Mis., pp. 171-176.
The Journal of Christian Science, February 7, 1885.
Eddy, S&H, p. 147. The full citation is:

“Late in the nineteenth century I demonstrated the divine rules of Christian Science. They were submitted to the broadest
practical test, and everywhere, when honestly applied under circumstances where demonstration was humanly possible, this
Science showed that Truth had lost none of its divine and healing efficacy, even though centuries had passed away since Jesus
practised these rules on the hills of Judea and in the valleys of Galilee.”
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706

MBEL. Eddy letter to Emma Lane, March 4, 1888. L04181.

In the author’s collection is this letter from early Eddy student, Laura Jane Goodwin (formerly Smith) to Frances Thompson Hill,
March 20, 1944, in which she recalled some six decades later what Eddy had told her class of going to see Emerson near the end
of his life:
“She said this visit was made during the latter part of his life when his mental vision was somewhat clouded. She said during this
visit he became much brighter and said, ‘I think God sent you to me.’
His wife asked her to treat him[.] She told her she could not do so, but her students would.”
Eddy’s letter was written about six years later and Goodwin’s reminiscence was made about 62 years later, which might explain
the differences.
707

Eddy did not believe in working with physicians in a way that would lead a Scientist to accept medical care and then pray to
God for that medical care to work; her limited recorded exceptions to a Scientist using medical care show that she limited the
“mental work” to knowing that the medical care would not have adverse effects, such as inflammation after surgery.
708

See for example this letter from Mary W. Munroe in the September, 1893, Journal (emphasis added):

Beloved Teacher and Leader:—May I tell you what God has done for me of late in the line of obstetrics, because you know how I
shrank from this point of duty? I had two cases on hand, one in Somerville and the other in Reading. The latter seemed to come
as an emergency. Both had previously suffered tortures under the M. D.'s. The one in S. went along all right on last Thursday a.
m. The next day came a despatch to "Come quickly if possible," to attend my sister in E. Montpelier. Then came a struggle. The
human heart urged the claims of the dear sister, but what of those other two?
The way was made plain and I decided to remain at my post. I telegraphed my student at W. Randolph, Vt., to attend my sister.
All went well, and yesterday the Reading party was delivered without a labor pain; babe weighed ten pounds. I did the
mechanical part for the first time, for lack of others to attend to it. This had always seemed to me something that I never could
do. Truly, "God is Good."—M. W. M.
709
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MBEL Eddy and Otterson letter to Eugene Greene, L05730.
MBEL, Eddy letter to John Linscott, March 24, 1888, L07870.
MBEL. Eddy letter to Emma D. Behan, March 1, 1887, L07840.
MBEL. Eddy letter to Sue Ella Bradshaw, June 11, 1887, L04640. The price of the original obstetrics class was $100.
MBEL, Eddy letter to Annie V. C. Leavitt, June 21, 1887, L12966.

How Eddy taught the early obstetrics class, the extent to which she focused on metaphysics versus the physical aspects of
childbirth, is not known. Many years later, Janet Colman, wrote of Eddy’s second obstetrics class (December, 1887) in a letter to
Frances Thompson Hill, December 26, 1917:
“Love is all powerfull[sic]. Love is Ever-Present[.] Thy kingdom has come. Thy will is done, here on earth as it is in heaven, and
earth is heaven. This our Leader [i.e., Eddy] gave to us in our obstetrics class.” (Original in author’s collection.)
McClure’s in their February, 1908, issue, claimed that Eddy talked only of malicious mesmerism the first five days of the six day
class, but it gave no evidence to support that. In a footnote, it paraphrased what it said were notes from someone in Eddy’s first
class in 1887:
‘[The unnamed student’s record of the class covers] less than a page of letter-paper, and consists of the ‘denials’ that the
practitioner is to use at the bedside of his patient.
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The practitioner is first to take up in thought the subject of premature birth, and to deny the possibility of such an occurrence in
the case he is then treating.
He is to deny one by one some of the dangerous symptoms which may attend childbirth. Mrs. Eddy takes these symptoms up at
random and with no consideration for their relation to each other.
It was her exceedingly informal and unsystematic treatment of her subject in her obstetrical course, as well as the fact that most
of the lectures were devoted to the subject of Demonology, that caused dissatisfaction among Mrs. Eddy’s students.”
Looking at the list of students in the first class by Eddy, the most likely source for McClure’s was John M. C. Murphy, who left
Eddy not long after the class. He was likely the source for the McClure’s statements about the obstretrics classes having caused
dissension amongst the Boston Christian Scientists. Without knowing more about the source of McClure’s and its paraphrase, it
is difficult to judge the historicity of its account.
714

See the testimonies of George Wickersham and Eugene Greene in the Journal of September, 1887.

715

Christopher L. Tyner (edited by Stephen R. Howard), Paths of Pioneer Christian Scientists. Chestnut Hill, MA: Longyear
Museum Press, [2010], pp. 57-58. A photograph of Alfred Baker, who taught the later obstetrics class, appears on p. 57.
716

It is not recorded in which class of Eddy’s Corner was enrolled. Bates-Dittemore famously listed the members of each of the
classes (based on notes kept by Calvin Frye), and they said they had been unable to locate her class. It is known that she was
admitted into the CSA on May 9, 1883, but it is not known which class she went through. It could have been a private class of
just one pupil.
717

His interview appeared in the Boston Herald, April 29, 1888. He said he was not a Chrstian Scientist. He also said that he
had the “most pleasant and affectionate” relation with his mother-in-law. According to the interview, “He deprecated that fact
that so much had been needlessly and sensationally said in some of the public prints. The true facts could only, with propriety and
due regard for the court, be known at the trial, and he considered that until that time a reasonable public should be tardy in
making up a harsh opinion of Mrs. Corner. . . .
When the real facts are known in court, he said, which for the present is the only place where she can look for vindication from
the awful charges made, it would be plainly seen that Christian Science had nothing to do with the sad death of his wife. He was
outspoken in his opinion that to apply the epithets and descriptions to an unknown person that were applied to Mrs. Zeprunk was
a great injustice, as the lady in question is a skilled nurse who is employed by several of the regulars of Medford. She is not a
faith healer, mesmerist or Chritian Scientist. He is confident that a few days more will see Mrs. Corner triumphantly discharged
from custody and all the charges that have been made against her emphatically disproved.”
The copies available of these early papers have been at time difficult to read. In the above case it appears that the name of the
nurse midwife was Mrs. Zeprunk. However, in the July Globe response defending Corner, it appears to read Zehrung. The name
given by Schoepflin, “Hegring” seems to be a misreading of the early Globe articles. I have been unable to find any of the names
in the 1880 census with the possible exception of Zehrung.
718
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Abby Corner was listed as age 45 in the 1880 census. Lottie was listed as age 20.
William Lyman Johnson was an eyewitness at the time, and he later wrote of this issue,

“Mrs. Eddy was very strongly opposed to this course [of the Christian Scientist Association as an entity providing Corner with
funds for her legal support], and expressed the thought that the money should be collected by contributions from the Church
members.”
See William Lyman Johnson, The History of The Christian Science Movement by Contemporaneous Authors [,] Written For and
Edited at the Request of Mary Beecher Longyear. Brookline, Mass.: The Zion Research Foundation, 1926. Volume One, p. 60.
Cf. the minutes of Eddy’s Christian Scientists Association in MBEL (EOR 10.01):
June 8, 1888:
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“Motion made ‘that the Association vote to stand by our sister associates[sic], Mrs. Abbie A. Corner of Medford, Mass., in her
position before the Court at Malden, by appropriating $200.00 of its funds, to be placed in the hands of Geo. J. Tufts, Esq., to
assist in procuring her release from threatened imprisonment on the charge of manslaughter.’ While all present were ready and
willing to aid Mrs. Corner there was a decided objection toward voting away the Association funds. The motion was lost.
Subscription list started for the same purpose as stated in the motion, $170.00 pledged and $85.00 paid. Sister Woodbury stated
that she would contribute as usual when she knew why Mrs. Eddy’s witness was refused.”
June 12, 1888:
“Motion made and discussed that a com. be appointed to wait upon Mr. Tufts and request him to write an article stating the true
facts regarding Mrs. Corner’s arrest, trial, and acquittal[.]
Motion withdrawn.”
June 27, 1888:
“Mrs. [Laura] Lathrop testified that H. P. Bailey called on her recently in New York and warned her that she would soon have to
follow his example and study anatomy or find herself in poor Mrs. Corner’s position, deserted by her Teacher in her hour of
distress. Concerning the article from the Publication Com., in reference to the Corner case, Mr. Tufts, Mrs. Corner’s lawyer told
Mrs. Eddy in the presence of a witness that the article did not injure Mrs. Corner’s case in any way, and he did not believe it was
intended to injure it.”
720

Boston Daily Globe, June 9, 1888:

“The grand jury for Middlesex county in its report made yesterday afternoon found no bill against Mrs. Abbie Corner, the
Christian Scientist of West Medford, charged with manslaughter in causing the death of her daughter, Mrs. Lottie A. James, also
of West Medford, by neglecting to provide proper medical assistance at the time ofher confinement on the 18th of March[sic].”
The New York Times of June 10, 1888, also had this news article. The Times also covered this case fairly extensively.
Historian Rennie B. Schoepflin covered the Corner case in his book, Christian Science on Trial: Religious Healing in America.
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, [2003]), pp. [82]-85. While he made extensive use of the early, and fairly
inflammatory, articles in the Globe, he did not cite the fact that Corner was exonerated when the Grand Jury chose not to charge
her, and no use appears to have been made of the published statement from the Corner “side” that was published the following
month in the Globe.
721

The International Magazine of Christian Science, July, 1888.

722

MBEL, typed document with Eddy corrections. A10459. The published version in the Boston Herald, April 29, 1888, reads
as follows:
The West Medford Case.
Mrs. Corner and the Massachusetts Metaphysical College.
To the Editor of the Herald: The lamentable case reported from West Medford, of the death of a mother and
her infant at childbirth, should forever put a stop to quackery. There has been but one side of this case
presented by the newspapers. We wait to hear from the other side, trusting that attenuating circumstances will
be brought to light. Mrs. Abby H. Corner never entered the obstetrics class at the Massachusetts
Metaphysical College. She was not fitted at this institute for an accoucheur, had attended but one term and
four terms, including three years of successful practice by the student, are required to complete the College
course. No student graduates under four years. Mrs. Eddy, the president of this College, requires her students
to use the utmost precaution in practice, and to be thoroughly qualified for their work. Hence the rapid
growth of this system of mind-healing, its safety and success. The West Medford case, so far as is known, is
the first instance of death at childbirth in the practice of Christian Science. This fact is of vital importance,
when compared to the daily statistics of deaths on such occasions caused by the use of drugs and instruments.
Does medical malpractice, and the mortality that ensues, go unnoticed because of their frequency? Christian
scientists are called daily to heal chronic cases of disease caused by the malpractice of physicians of the
regular school, and they heal these cases in a majority of instances.
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All professions are subject to imposters, Christian science included. But the history of Science is by no means
at the mercy of charlatanism. Recreant practitioners in any school of medicine are a disgrace to it. The mind
curers, faith curers and mesmerists, who never touch the altitude of Scientists, are reckoned among them all
the same.
The ‘Globe’ reports the leader of ‘Faith Cure’, Dr. Cullis saying that he always employs drugs, hygiene, and
material methods first and God, in his practice. The Scriptures say, ‘Seek ye first the kingdom of heaven’.
When one[’]s faith in matter is foiled, and as a dernier resort one exercises faith in God. What thanks has he?
Dr Cullis admits that God is all power then questions this power ‘to raise a man who has fallen in the street’
He re[a]sons that God cannot deliver the mother in travail, for this is the proper province for drugs, the knife,
and forceps.
Are the medical scoffers who sit in judgment on mind-healing willing to lift the veil on the charnel house for
others to read the records of their blunders and count the number of their victims.
Committee on Publication, Christian Scientist Association.
A comparable letter appeared in the Boston Daily Globe the next day.
723

In The Christian Science Journal, May 1885, Eddy had listed what she called the four branches of Christian Science: Mental
Practice, Theology, Obstetrics, Normal Course. A prosptectus from about 1886 makes it clear that officially the first class was the
Primary Course, then following that it was either the Normal Class (to teach Christrian Science to others) or the Metaphyical
Obstetrics class. Lastly the student could take the class in Theology.
724

While students might not graduate before four years, there was no prohibition against students becoming Chrisian Science
practitioners during that time period.
725
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Eddy, “Prayer and Healing,” The Christian Science Journal, February, 1885.
MBEL, Eddy letter to Mary Hinds Philbrick, March 19, 1888, L10073.
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This comment excludes the turn of the century announcement, made amidst considerable press about Christian Science
allegedly endangering others by not reporting cases of contagious disease, that Scientists should refrain from taking such cases
indefinitely.
728
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MBEL, Eddy to Janette Weller, L13429.
MBEL, Eddy to Harriet Bennett Coursen, April 26, 1888, L12721.
MBEL, Eddy to Malinda Lancaster, August 3, 1888, L04535.
MBEL, Eddy to Mary H. Collins, August 30, 1888, L05481.
MBEL, Eddy to Nellie B. Eaton, September 6, 1888, L04699.
MBEL, Eddy to Mary E. Dillingham, October 30, 1888, V03099.
MBEL, Eddy to Alfred Baker, December 20, 1898, L10478.
Eddy, Church Manual (tenth edition, 1899), p. 65.
14th edition, 1900, p. 72. Later in the year, in the 17th edition, Eddy change the minimum number of classes to seven.

438

1 | How Biographical Treatments of Quimby and Eddy Have Influenced the Debate

737

See Eddy’s letter to Alfred Baker, February 28, 1902 [V00271]:

“I shall have no more teaching of obstetrics[.] I see it hinders Christian Science[.] You are not qualified to teach C.S. as I hoped
you would be and I could by no means recommend you attempt it.”
To Baker’s wife, Anna, she wrote on March 10, 1902 [F00279]:
“Your husband told me he did not think obstetrics should be taught by Christian Scientists and wondered that I should have
taught this in the College. I thought that over very seriously and decided to repeat my purpose before he named it and have no
more material sexuality taught.”
On March 12 she followed up in a letter to Alfred Baker [V00274]:
“I can agree with you perfectly on what you said to me about obstetrics. I see now how it sensualizes thought. I do not wonder
you said you were surprised that I taught it in my College! You will be pleased to know that I have ruled it out.”
738

MBEL, Eddy proposed bylaw, May 10, 1903, L00836. In the Church Manual, p. 47, appears that final wording of that
bylaw:
“Duty to Patients. SECT. 23. If a member of this Church has a patient whom he does not heal, and whose case he cannot fully
diagnose, he may consult with an M.D. on the anatomy involved. And it shall be the privilege of a Christian Scientist to confer
with an M.D. on Ontology, or the Science of being.”
739

MBEL, Eddy to Mary Beecher Longyear, L05385. Longyear had been working on the creation of a Christian Science school
in Virginia and had been corresponding with Eddy about it. That is what led Eddy to refer to Longyear’s ability to educate. (See,
for example, her letter to Eddy in MBEL, dated December 26, 1905, which began: “I will briefly state my request for a little
guidance on question of a school in the South.” An earlier letter from Longyear, dated December 7, 1905, began, “When Mr
Longyear and I had the great happiness of seeing you face to face last fall, You asked me ‘How the school in the South was
coming on?’” Later, on March 19, 1906, she wrote of a hoped for article in the press: “I would like to have the item largely
published in the South that Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy presents the State of Virginia with building and land worth ten thousand
dollars for the establishment of a high school.” In the end, that venture never occurred.)
740

MBEL, Longyear letter to Eddy, January 12, 1906. This is from one of the two letters that Longyear wrote that day. She was
also corresponding on other business matters.
741

MBEL, Eddy letter to Mary Beecher Longyear, L05380. The date of this letter is January 15, 1905, but that is clearly just a
common error of not changing in January the year to the new year. This letter was cited in the Christian Science Sentinel,
October 7, 1916, and 1905 was given as the year; however in the author’s collection are the transcripts that Gibert Carpenter, Jr.,
made of letters by Eddy that were preserved in Calvin Frye’s copybook. (This copybook was given to Eddy’s attorney Frank
Streeter during the Next Friends Suit and then given by Streeter’s son, Thomas, to Carpenter some forty years later.) The letters
were preserved in chronological order, and the numbering of the Carpenter transcripts indicates that the above letter, ostensibly
from 1905, was written after the January 11, 1906 letter. Furthermore, the Longyear letters to Eddy early in 1905 do not reflect
anything along the lines of this letter. The first reference to the issue from Longyear appeared in her letter to Eddy of January 12,
1906: “Mr Johnson has brought your letters over. I will give them earnest prayerful attention. All that you say appeals to me
strongly. The sick must first be healed.”
742

Bohemia. Philadelphia: The International League of Press Clubs, 1904. Vol. I (there were no further volumes). The book was
comprised of articles by noted figures and was designed to raise money for the publisher.
This symposium has a contribution from “Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy,” entitled "Fundamental Christian Science," pp. 117-118.
Following the article is a brief biographical sketch of Eddy on pp. 119-120, written by Hon. William G. Ewing. Accompanying
the printed text by Mrs. Eddy are two versions of an 1886 photograph of her. The article may now be found in My, pp. 347-350.
A single proof copy of the article, preserved by Calvin Frye, and now in the author’s collection, with Frye’s attestation on the
back, appears as follows:
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743

MBEL. Eddy to Abernethy, January 21, 1904. V00619.

744

In MBEL is a letter from Eddy to Abernethy, October 24, 1904 [V00592], which is greatly truncated because only certain
parts could be read from a bad copy (the location of the original is not known). The text cited comes from the transcripts made by
Gilbert Carpenter, Jr., from Calvin Frye’s copybook of Eddy letters, to which he had access. The Carpenter copy is in the
author’s collection.
745

Abernethy reminiscence in MBEL. Also quoted in Peel, Authority, p, 469. As Peel pointed out, it would prove ironic that the
Bohemia book was dedicated to Joseph Pulitzer, whose New York World would so mercilessly attack Eddy two years later.
746
747
748
749
750

MBEL, Eddy letter to Abernethy, March 11, 1905. L05407.
MBEL, Abernethy letter to Eddy, March 18, 1905.
MBEL, Eddy letter to Abernethy, March 22, 1905. L05408.
The letters of Longyear to Eddy are in MBEL.
MBEL, Eddy letter to Mary Beecher Longyear, L05389.

751

While Eddy appreciated loyalty and friendship, the fulsomeness of some of her followers in her mind led them to make
unwise decisions and recommendations. On March 19, 1906, Longyear wrote to Eddy asking to have her Virginia school project
donated in Eddy’s name, a donation worth $10,000. Eddy responded on the 22nd [L05393] with mild thanks for the offer but
asked to be left out of the matter. However to Joseph Armstrong she wrote on March 29 [L03001A] aghast at the idea, because
such an institution might bring Christian Science into a bad light. When a brochure later in the year for the “Longyear High
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School” made its way to her, and she saw that the school prided itself on the health-giving “Anti-Dispeptic and Tonic Springs” to
be found next to the school, she was convinced her intuition was correct.

A postcard of Longyear High School in the author’s collection.
752
753

See Longyear’s letters to Eddy, August 23 and 24, 1906, in MBEL.
MBEL, Eddy letter to Longyear, August 22, 1906, V03820.

754

In Minnie Weygandt’s reminiscence of her years with Eddy as her cook (in MBEL, p. 63), she recorded that the fellow
household member George Kinter fell and had a serious gash that was stitched up by a physician who was called to Pleasant
View for that service:
“One night during the early part of Mr. Kinter’s stay, think it was, when he got up to watch, he was so overcome with dizziness
that he fell and cut his nose very badly against a writing desk. I remember that Dr. [Ezekiel] Morrill was sent for at once. He
came to the house bringing his son with him, and sewed up the wound. Mr. Joseph Mann, who was with Mr. Kinter at the time,
told us that when the physician finished his work, Mr. Kinter smiled and remarked, ‘You are a pretty good seamstress.’ Mrs.
Eddy learned about the accident the next day and told her maid, who repeated it to me, that Mr. Kinter’s watch had been heavenly
that night.” The timing of the accident appears to have been sometime in the years 1901-1903.
We saw earlier this excerpt from S&H, pp. 401-402:
“Until the advancing age admits the efficacy and supremacy of Mind, it is better for Christian Scientists to leave surgery and the
adjustment of broken bones and dislocations to the fingers of a surgeon, while the mental healer confines himself chiefly to
mental reconstruction and to the prevention of inflammation.
Christian Science is always the most skillful surgeon, but surgery is the branch of healing which will be last acknowledged.
However, it is but just to say that the author has already in her possession well-authenticated records of the cure, by herself and
her students through mental surgery alone, of broken bones, dislocated joints, and spinal vertebrae.”
755

Subsequent to these letters in 1906, Eddy considered creating a charitable institution, but then instead decided to create a
trust of the benefit of her son, George, and his children. See the following letters in MBEL:
—Calvin Frye letter to Eddy, February 14, 1907 [L09725]:
“The more I think of it (when I do think of it) the more marvelous seems this latest move that you are about to inaugurate for the
good of our Cause that is so dear to your heart, the ‘Christian Science Association of Home and Foreign Missions.’ This is
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entirely unlike making a will, for after transferring whatever you decide of your property to in trust to this organization can in
reality make them have the care of it, and are free at any time to call on them for whatever money you need for your own use,
even if you should remain with us fifty years more.
—Eddy letter to her attorney, Frank Streeter, February 19, 1907 [V00753]:
“This is not like myself to trouble you so much. Since you left here, I see what I cannot express myself but will tell you the
points.
It will not be wise for me to constitute a Trusteeship outside of Christian Scientists. I can see how it would work with my Church
for me to do this. Hence the following:
Please draw outline [blank space]. This that I may put into the hands of my son George:
Mother will forward to you through the bank in Lead So. Dakota, Three thousand ($3000.00) per year to be paid semi-annually;
one thousand ($1000) to Mary, payable in the same way. Then name the education of the children and my stipulation to them
until each is 21 years of age, and give to Grershom now one thousand dollars ($1000.00) without any promise for the future.
I have a Cause to support. I want my son and his sons and daughters, who are not Christian Scientists, to learn the support
themselves. I want to build churches for the poor societies of our denomination and to make other benefactions as God directs. I
do not feel that it is best for my child or for my grandchildren for me to do otherwise.
You will remember that was started on the question of returning to me my letters and my promise of making George and Mary
valuable presents for so doing. This gave me the opportunity to say: Return my letters tome, and I will make you these valuable
presents (as aforenamed). If they do not return them then I will carry out the aforesaid gifts and write to them that these are my
present benefactions to you, -- returning good for evil. I think this may have a moral effect on George that would do him good.
George W. Jr., is to be educated under the supervision of Rev. I.C. Tomlinson as we arranged.”
—Eddy letter to Frank Streeter, February 24, 1907 [V00755]:
“This is final: make the Trust Fund one Hundred and Twenty Five Thousand Dollars.
Insert a paragraph making the Trust null and void and the Trust fund part of my estate if any of the beneficiaries contest my will,
or any of my disposition of my other property.
The Trustees shall receive five per cent of the income of Trust funds and necessary travelling expenses for their services as
Trustees, to be divided between them as they may decide.
The Trustees to be bonded; the expense for same to be paid by the proceeds of the trust funds.”
756

MBEL, Eddy to the Board of Directors [L01020], July 27, 1909. Seven years later, this was published in the Christian
Science Sentinel (October 7, 1916), with minor differences.
757
758

Original in MBEL.
MBEL, Dickey to the Board of Directors [L01457], August 11, 1909.

759

In December, 1907—in the middle of negotiations with her son and adopted son on money from her in return for a promise
not to contest her will (which negotiations broke down but were begun again and finalized in 1909)—Eddy announced the plan to
fund a charitable institution with $1,000,000 from her to help the poor. This institution was however never created. In the Dickey
reminiscence file in MBEL is a statement about that proposal from a Board of Directors memorandum, dated November 22,
1921:
“AHD [i.e., Adam Dickey] said he had a little word with Mrs. Eddy on that subject and she changed her mind and decided not to
do anything about it.” (Dickey’s comment with Eddy would have been later, since he did not start his work with her until
February, 1908.)
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There is no similar record regarding Eddy’s proposal to create an institution where surgery was taught, but as has been noted, the
letters to Longyear do not necessarily relate to Eddy’s proposal in 1909, even though the Board cited the letter to Longyear in
their annoucement in 1916.
760

Eddy article, “Wherefore,” now in My., p. 227, reproduced earlier.

761

That the editors of the Christian Science periodicals did not think the article had a time limit is seen in the fact that they
reproduced the article in its entirety in the February 4, 1911 Christian Science Sentinel., a few months after Eddy’s passing.
762

Longyear Museum, Mary Armstrong reminiscence. Armstrong was incorrect in citing the event as having come from her
one-day Normal Class with Eddy in 1889. It actually came from her Primary Class in 1887. In that class were J. C. Light and
Abbot Edes Smith.
763
764
765

I have not found any other record of her meeting directly with Farlow.
Silberger, pp. 228-229.
Chandler papers, NHHS.

766

The letter in the Chandler papers in NHHS included this alleged comment that Peabody was only too eager to pass along
regarding what happened after Mary Tomlinson, near death, was brought back to her room:
“Irving C. Tomlinson C. S. B. not only consented, but was anxious, to have a doctor immediately called and expressed regret for
not having consented to one earlier in the night. As the manager remarked, the woman’s action and condition had ‘knocked all
the Christian Science out of him.’”
Very little is known about Irving Tomlinson’s side of the event, but he certainly did not stop being a Christian Scientist.
767
768

Peabody, Religio-Medical Masquerade, pp. 192-194:
Boston American, April 21, 1907. The complete account is as follows:
“LAY SUICIDE TO EDDY SUIT
__________________

Special to the Boston American.
CONCORD, N.H., April 20.—Rev. Irving C. Tomlinson, whose sister, Miss Mary E. Tomlinson, threw herself from a window
in the Parker House, Boston, Friday morning, has received countless messages of condolence, not only from Christian Scientists,
but from others. The community has been shocked by the news of the suicide.
Edson J. Hill of this city went to Boston on the same train with Miss Tomlinson Thursday morning. He noticed that she left the
train at Manchester, Nashua and Lowell, and that her conduct was unusual.
Miss Tomlinson’s mind showed no symptoms of breaking down until Wednesday.
By friends of the family the unbalancing of Miss Tomlinson’s mind is ascribed to the Eddy litigation.”
769

Typed copy of letter from Vincent Tomlinson to William Chander, August 20, 1907, in the Chandler papers at the New
Hampshire Historical Society.
770

Typed copy of letter from Vincent Tomlinson to William Chander, April 23, 1912, in the Chandler papers.
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771
772
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774
775
776
777
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779
780
781

Fraser, pp. 137 and 490-491.
MBEL. Tomlinson reminiscence, pp 526-527.
Original letter in the author’s collection.
MBEL. Eddy to Irving and Mary Tomlinson, December 29, 1906. [F00594.]
MBEL. Eddy to Irving Tomlinson, June 1, 1906. [L03842.]
MBEL. Eddy to Irving Tomlinson, August 9, 1906. [L03845.]
MBEL. Eddy to Irving Tomlinson, August 12, 1906. [L03846.]
MBEL. Eddy to Irving and Mary Tomlinson, December 10, 1906. [L03853.]
MBEL. Eddy to Irving Tomlinson, January 3, 1907. [L03855.]
MBEL. Eddy to Irving Tomlinson, January 11, 1907. [L03857.]
MBEL. Eddy to Irving Tomlinson, February 1907. [L03861.]

782

MBEL. Mary Tomlinson to Eddy, April 14, 1907. By these years Eddy often took letters to her and edited them for possible
publication in her periodicals. Then the edited version was set in type. Eddy did that to this letter, but it never appeared in her
periodicals. Peel in Authority, p. 296, printed this beginning of this letter but for some reason duplicated the edited version of the
letter as set in type. It is possible he never saw the original letter.
783

MBEL. Eddy to Irving Tomlinson, April 15, 1907. [L03864.]

784

MBEL [L10663]. While this letter is normally believed to have been sent to Arens, the copy at MBEL has a note that it was
“written to Benjamin F. Atkinson,” who was the father-in-law of Arens.
785

This roughly translates as “truth breeds hatred.” In Eddy’s view, preaching or teaching spiritual Truth brings forth active
opposition to that Truth.
786
787
788
789

Transcript of letter in Milmine material in MBEL.
Peel, Trial, p. 353.
“J.C.” article “Mesmerism” in The Christian Science Journal, June 1885.
MBEL, Eddy letter to Helen Nixon, November 4, 1892. [V01181]

790

Annie M. Knott reminiscence, We Knew Mary Baker Eddy Expanded Edition Volume 1. Boston: The Christian Science
Publishing Society, [2011], pp. 164-165.
791

Peel, Trial, p. 287.
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MBEL, Calvin C. Hill reminiscence, p. 97.
Ibid., p. 100.
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