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INTRODUCTION.
2016 represents the 150th anniversary of the death of Phineas P. Quimby. He died on January 16,
1866, and a century and a half later religious historians will see in this book the first biography
of this early pioneer in non-medical healing and one commonly called the father of the New
Thought religious movement. More importantly, this book explores for the first time in
exhaustive detail the P. P. Quimby–Mary Baker Eddy debate, which debate examines the degree
to which Eddy was or was not influenced by Quimby in her later Christian Science.
Why does the world need such a detailed book about the controversy? That is a fair question. In
the world of religious history some 30 or more books published just since 1990 have to some
extent discussed the questions of what Quimby’s beliefs were—as a healer in Maine who
eschewed material medicine when attempting to heal his patients—and whether Eddy obtained
the key points of her religion and mental healing beliefs from him. Despite that, no book has ever
been written as an in-depth examination of that controversy—from their respective early lives;
their intermittent time together in the years 1862-1865; the years that followed up to Eddy’s
death in 1910; and finally the historical treatment of the controversy since 1910. Included with
this study, in a later Part Two, will be a look at Eddy’s “Fall on the Ice” in Lynn, Massachusetts,
on February 1, 1866, the recovery from which she would, in time, deem the “falling apple” or
critical event in her discovery (as she termed it) of the religious principles of Jesus that through
her and her church should “reinstate primitive Christianity and its lost element of healing.” The
two historical events, the Quimby-Eddy years and her fall in Lynn, I believe need to be
considered together since they so closely relate to the question of the origin of the religious
movements we know as Christian Science and New Thought.
Since the publication by Horatio W. Dresser of The Quimby Manuscripts in 1921 (henceforth
referred to as QMSS),1 religious historians have had what claimed to be a fair summary of some
of the manuscripts that the Quimby family had held since Quimby’s death in 1866 but never
published. Because the “Quimby manuscripts”—largely transcripts in the handwriting of a
coterie of Quimby acolytes and generally not in Quimby’s own handwriting—had never been
published during the lifetimes of Quimby or Eddy, a considerable controversy erupted about
even the existence of the documents and what such alleged documents would show if published.
Eventually in 1930 and later, some descendants of Quimby loaned (and eventually donated) a
significant portion of the Quimby documents to the Library of Congress,2 in addition to a later
second batch to Boston University,3 and finally a third batch was donated by Horatio Dresser’s
heirs to Harvard’s Houghton Library. Here is how the Library of Congress in part annotated its
Quimby collection (Quimby would clearly not have approved of being labeled a spiritualist):
The papers of P. P. Quimby, healer and spiritualist, were placed in deposit in the Library
of Congress by Elizabeth Quimby Pineo in 1930 and 1947 and converted to a gift in
1953. An addition was given by Elwyn Seelye in 1970.

Hard-working followers of Quimby would spend countless hours and make an extraordinary
effort to transcribe the Library of Congress and Boston University documents, and in 1988 their
three-volume work, The Quimby Writings,4 was published (henceforth referred to as Collie-
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Seale). While the compilers, Erroll Collie, Ervin Seale, along with Alan Anderson, Herman
Aaftink, and William Graham, accessed both the Library of Congress and Boston University
collections, they did not indicate which specific source was used in their book in those frequent
cases where both locations had copies of the same article; there seemed to be no use of the
material in the Houghton Library.5

The Phineas P. Quimby Collection at the Library of Congress
Twenty years after the publication of The Quimby Writings, the Phineas Parkhurst Quimby
Philosophical Society published its 622-page single volume called The Complete Collected
Works of Dr. Phineas Parkhurst Quimby In Order of Subject Matter by Dr. Phineas P. Quimby
[,] Belfast, Maine[,] as edited by the Phineas Parkhurst Quimby Philosophical Society. [N.p.]:
Seed of Life Publishing, [ca. 2008]. That volume attempted to correct some of the clerical errors
in the Collie-Seale set. The latter volume will hereafter be referred to as the Complete Collected
Works; one of its interesting features is that it draws almost exclusively (if not exclusively) from
the BU collection.6 Finally, Ronald A. Hughes brought out his book: Phineas Parkhurst Quimby:
His Complete Writings and Beyond [—] Including the Missing Works of P. P. Quimby. [Howard
City, MI]: Phineas Parkhurst Quimby Resource Center, [2009]. That book of 655 pages added
Quimby writings that had not been previously printed, and it will henceforth be referred to as
“Hughes.” Despite all of the diligent effort put forth into these books, none of them can be called
a “scholarly” edition of his writings because they all acted as editors to smooth out the language
rather than provide a verbatim text of the original writings with their concomitant errors,
iv

interlineations, misspellings, and the like. Only by providing a best-efforts verbatim transcription
of the writings is the reader able to make up his or her own mind on a number of technical issues,
such as capitalization of certain words, original intent versus later changes, degree of Quimby’s
education, etc.
Now that the above transcribed versions of the Quimby writings have been published, isn’t that
sufficient to answer all of the questions about what Quimby wrote? In a word, no. The
historiographical dictum that instructs researchers to work always with original documents
whenever possible especially applies in this case, and yet it is astonishing how very little of the
avalanche of historical writing on this question has been based on an examination of the
original documents.7 As will be seen, no adequate treatment of this subject is possible without
an in-depth review of all of the original Quimby writings (in his handwriting or otherwise) in the
Library of Congress, Boston University, and Harvard, along with the extraordinary treasure trove
of original documents and manuscripts available in The Mary Baker Eddy Library for the
Betterment of Humanity (later shortened to The Mary Baker Eddy Library, and henceforth
referred to as MBEL) in Boston. Beyond that, an adequate history should include a detailed look
at the life of Rev. Warren F. Evans, a reputed Quimby follower, and author of ten published
books. (Of the seven books that Evans published after he met Quimby, as well as an unpublished
manuscript for an eleventh book (ca. 1883), only one book mentioned Quimby.) An adequate
history should also include a history of the Dresser family—Julius and Annetta Dresser, who
were patients of Quimby, and their dutiful son Horatio. Together they acted as Quimby’s chief
publicists and historians in later years.8 Finally, in order to place the healing work of Quimby,
Eddy, and Evans in context, it is necessary to look at the vast amount of work performed by
healers in the 1850s and later who also largely eschewed medical means but who have been
almost completely ignored by historians, including a look at the most famous healer of that day,
Dr. James Rogers (“J. R.”) Newton.9
Historians are wont to remind us that subjects of history did not know what the future would
bring, so they could not know how certain actions or events might be interpreted later—or in
many cases that anyone would even care about their history. In the case of Quimby, that is an
especially important point; his death in 1866 occurred long before the controversy about him
began. Thus, he had no ability to comment on the questions the controversy raised; his purported
“side” was initially taken up by his son, George A. Quimby, and a few of his patients and
admirers: the Dressers and Emma Ware. The other “side” was taken up by Eddy and her
followers. Quimby was not around to comment on either side. To see how diametrically opposed
the two sides were on what they believed Quimby would have thought of the question of Eddy’s
alleged debt to him, the following excerpt of a letter from Quimby’s son is compared to an
extract from an unpublished article by Alfred Farlow, Eddy’s “Committee on Publication,” who
acted as a publicist and one who was chiefly responsible for responding to attacks on her in the
press:
George Quimby to Eugene Wood, October 1901:
[After thanking Wood for his anti-Eddy work:] I have no doubt but what he [Quimby] has
made arrangements with St Peter to ring him up by telephone when Mrs. Eddy arrives,
and I would give considerable to be there myself: and see her face when she meets the
10
old gentle man as she passes through the Pearly Gate.
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Alfred Farlow unpublished article “Additional Facts Relating to the Quimby Case”:
It is safe to assume that Mrs. Eddy’s experience as a patient of Mr. Quimby had some
effect upon her final discovery, since one’s failures with human agencies prepare one for
a final and full reliance upon God.
Quimby was an honest man. If he were with us to-day he would be the first to denounce
11
the effort to credit the discovery of Christian Science to him.

CONVENTIONAL WISDOM
The two sides of the debate developed their own versions of what might be called “conventional
wisdom.”12 On the George Quimby | Dresser side, the conventional wisdom can generally be
summarized as follows (without taking a position yet on whether these postulates are true or not,
and without suggesting that all on a particular side believed every one of these points):
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Quimby was unique in his day in that he was the first to heal without medicine of any
kind through mental means alone. Thus, only Quimby could later be considered the father
of mental healing in America.
Quimby was a healer/teacher who taught several followers who would later, through his
teachings, create the mental healing movement in America, specifically: Mary Baker
Eddy (then Patterson), Warren Felt Evans, and spouses Julius and Annetta Dresser.
Warren F. Evans came to see Quimby as a patient twice in 1863, was healed by him,
became a disciple of Quimby thereby, and then determined that he could heal that way.
With Quimby’s approbation, Evans became his own mental healer, but he always put
forth the teachings of Quimby.
Quimby called his system of belief alternately “Christian Science” and the “Science of
Health,” which terms closely compare to Eddy’s name for her religion (Christian
Science) and her main doctrinal work, Science and Health with Key to the Scriptures.
Quimby healed mentally and only added certain stock mesmeric practices, such as
manipulation and massage of the head, as minor add-ons to help convince the patient that
he was actually doing something. Quimby never felt such activities were otherwise
necessary or helpful.
Quimby capitalized key words such as “Science,” which closely parallels Eddy’s
capitalization schema in her own writings, where she capitalized many words that she
considered synonyms for God.
Quimby used the term “absent treatment” to represent healing at a distance, which is
where Eddy got the term and idea.
While a patient and for several years after, Eddy devotedly promoted Quimby (her
teacher), only to turn against him in years later in order to deceive the public by
promoting herself as the discoverer of the principles of mental healing.
Quimby’s actual writings are fairly represented by transcripts printed by Horatio Dresser
in 1921 in his book, The Quimby Manuscripts.13
The collected copies of documents known as the Quimby manuscripts, while almost
entirely in the handwriting of others, were almost completely copied under Quimby’s
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•
•
•
•
•

direction during his lifetime, with only a small amount, if any, copied after his death.
Nothing written by Eddy was kept in the collection from that time period, and definitely
nothing in the collected works was written by Eddy, since her handwriting appears
nowhere in the collection.
The copyists of the Quimby documents did not make any changes unless under Quimby’s
direction. Even the tiniest changes had to be approved by Quimby.
Quimby either wrote his manuscripts or dictated them to his coterie of copyists.
Eddy tried to dismiss Quimby and his potential influence on her by calling him a “mere
mesmerist.”
Reminiscences of patients of Quimby’s (other than the Dressers) were of little or no
importance, since the real Quimby was to be found in his writings.
Quimby started out as a mesmerist but left that behind. The early mesmerists that
influenced him should in no way be considered the “father” of his healing theory. In
comparison, Eddy cannot claim that she left Quimby behind to develop her own theory or
religion. Only Quimby should be allowed that right by historians.

In comparison, Eddy and her supporters (those during her lifetime as well as later), developed
their own completely different conventional wisdom:
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Eddy discovered Christian Science after she had an “immediate recovery” from the
effects of a serious fall on the ice in Lynn, Massachusetts, that had left her seriously
injured and immobile, if not terminally injured. The recovery came from her reading the
Bible, not selected notes that she had from Quimby.
Quimby was a mesmeric practitioner who never understood how he healed (he is even
reported to have said that to a patient).
Quimby was a mesmerist even though he no longer put patients into a trance.
Eddy’s religious convictions helped influence Quimby.
Some of the Quimby writings appear to be what Eddy herself wrote and gave to Quimby.
Quimby did not think of his theories as a science until Eddy made a comment one day to
that effect.
The Quimby writings may have been misdated later in order to appear to have been
written prior to Eddy’s many meetings with Quimby.
The healing methodology of Quimby had no similarity to that of Christian Science.
The numerous reminiscences of Quimby’s patients are very important to show his true
healing methodology, regardless of how his alleged writings might be interpreted.
Eddy’s later use of the term “mesmerism” or related terms was considerably different
than her use of those terms during her years with Quimby.
Even in the earliest years after Quimby died, Eddy did not manipulate her patients or use
standard mesmeric practices, as Quimby had done with his, although for a few years she
allowed her students to do so if they wanted to.
Whatever Eddy got from Quimby, she left him behind as she developed her own core set
of beliefs.

All of the above assertions will be tested based on a study of original Quimby documents,
reminiscences of early Quimby patients and contemporaneous letters, reminiscences of those
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connected with the Lynn fall in 1866, from the treating medical doctor to local friends and
acquaintances of Eddy, the early writings of Eddy after the death of Quimby, including her 630page “Genesis manuscript,” a vast collection of early letters and documents of those involved in
the debate (including Eddy, George Quimby, Emma and Sarah Ware and the Dressers), Warren
F. Evans’ private journal for the years 1850-1865 and the texts of all ten of his published books
(and the manuscript for an eleventh book never published), early newspaper advertisements and
articles, and many other sources. In short, this study is designed to look at the issue of the
Quimby-Eddy debate at a level that has never before been possible, nor even attempted.
Much of this debate will necessarily focus on historical records, linguistic analysis, a review of
original documents, computer-aided analysis (see below), etc. However, what should not be lost
sight of is a common sense look at the differences between Quimby’s mode of healing, as
explained by him, and Eddy’s later method, as outlined in her writings and documents. Whether
or not Eddy’s later method was simply Quimby’s method, with religion added as a gloss, as
some allege, or was instead a fundamentally different means of healing, as Eddy’s supporters
maintain, is to be discussed later; but it is not getting ahead of ourselves at this point to see just
how Quimby and Eddy wrote to their patients or followers. Here are two examples from Quimby
and one from Eddy:
Quimby to a Mrs. Aukee, dated January 16, 1861:
I sit down by you, although much hurried, thinking that your face would grow rather long
and you would look downhearted. It is Wednesday 7-1-2 evening, so please give me your
attention. I will relieve the pressure across the chest, this will relax the stomach and you
will hear these devils roar up out of your mouth. Don[’]t cough when it starts. As I am so
far away, by your unbelief, I do not know as you will feel my influence till you receive
this. If not, when you receive this letter, seat yourself at evening, take a tumbler of water
and as you read this, take a little & you will feel my influence on you, be about as long as
when I was with you and after you have read this, I will scratch your head as I used to,
but you won't have to comb your hair, for it is a spiritual scratch. You will feel a glow all
over you. This creates a circulation & you will clear your head easier & speak better. As
14
you read this remember me and I shall be with you till your voice comes.

Quimby to a Mr. Sprague, dated February 9, 1861:
15

. . . the winds or chills strike the earth or surface of the body[;] a cold clammy
sensation passes over you. This changes the heat into a sort of watery substance which
works its way to the channels & pours to the head & stomach. Now listen & you will hear
a voice in the clouds of error saying, ‘the truth hath prevailed to open the pores & let
nature rid itself of the evil that I loaded you down with in a belief.’ This is [the] way the
God of wisdom takes to get rid of a false belief. The belief is made in the heavens or your
mind. It then becomes more & more condensed till it takes the form of matter or truth.
Then wisdom dissolves it & it passes through the pores & the effort of coughing is one of
truth's servants, not error[’]s; but error would try to make you look upon it as an enemy.
Remember it is for your good till the storm is over or the error is destroyed. So hoping
that you may soon rid yourself of all worldly opinions & stand firm in the truth that will
set you free, I remain your friend & protector till the storm is over & the waters of your
16
belief are still.
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Eddy to Ann Otis, April 12, 1893 (on how Otis should and should not treat her patients):
Never address the person who errs by treatting[sic] them mentally, or treating yourself
[words erased] against it[.] Never recognize the person in your argument for you must
not. But take it up the error, only, and never doctor the error much but make yourself so
conscious of the opposite Truth that the error disappears e.g. know that nothing can come
to you, or go from you but what God sends, and therefore, that no mortal mind can
influence you; for only one Mind exists and this is Immortal Love. Overcome the evil
mind with good. Never talk to it, or of it, but hold steadfastly to Good, Love, and do not
feel that any other power exists.— This will deliver you. If you dwell in thought on any
person it will hinder you from overcoming personality in your healing and casting out
17
sin.

The differences are obvious and significant.
This study will attempt to answer the question raised above about whether Eddy’s later healing
method was fundamentally her own or instead a sleight-of-hand means to put a religious face on
what she had learned from Quimby.
This work has been greatly helped by the technological and other tools that have only become
available in the last fifteen years or so. One such tool is the website (www.ppquimby.com) run
by Ron Hughes, which allows one to create in digital format the transcribed texts of the Quimby
papers (which thereby makes word or phrase searches possible).18 The Hughes website texts are
certainly not perfect (as will be seen later); nonetheless, they proved invaluable for this study.
The Hughes texts have been supplemented by the texts in Complete Collected Works, which is
available in pdf format and is thereby searchable. Another critical tool has been the ability to
transfer the microfilm copies of the Quimby papers in the Library of Congress and the Houghton
Library at Harvard into digitized files that can be easily viewed, enlarged, and copied at will.
Finally, the opening of the Mary Baker Eddy Library in Boston in 2002 has opened up vast
historical resources that are critical to this study, since they own a huge collection of early letters
and documents from those on both sides of the debate. No serious study of Quimby can be made
without accessing the documents in MBEL.
The need for a study of this type is overdue. As far back as 1991, eminent historian of alternative
American religions, J. Gordon Melton, wrote his groundbreaking article, “The Case of Edward J.
Arens and the Distortion of the History of New Thought.”19 In his article, Melton was primarily
focusing on the history of New Thought and calling for a more balanced look at the early New
Thought figures outside of the Quimby-Dresser orbit. In so doing he made the following
important assertion about what he considered the mythologizing of New Thought history around
Quimby:
[That the myth making] has been allowed to stand so long is in part due to the dogged
determination of Horatio Dresser to promote the Quimby cause coupled with the
concurrent lack of attention of historians to the two movements [i.e., Christian Science
and New Thought] so directly involved in what turned into a continuing theological
controversy. Christian Scientists, attempting to defend Mary Baker Eddy’s role as the
bearer of a new unique revelation, strove to make a case that Quimby had had no effect
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upon the development of Christian Science. On the other side, New Thought leaders tried
to distance themselves from the controversial and publicly-scorned movement by
covering-up their roots in Christian Science. Thus they readily accepted Quimby as a
means of ridding themselves of Eddy. Since historians have until recently shown little
interest in New Thought and have yet [as of 1991] to show any interest in the history of
Christian Science beyond continual reexaminations of the biography of Mary Baker
Eddy, the questions dominating Eddy’s relation to Quimby and the latter’s subsequent
relation to New Thought have been largely determined by the theological agendas and
institutional affiliations of the several writers. . . . Christian Science historian Robert Peel
is quite correct to characterize Dresser’s effort as turning Quimby into an “Ur-Christian
20
Scientist.”

In the Dresser template of New Thought history, it all started with Quimby, moved through the
Dresser family and Warren F. Evans, and then only secondarily to other later figures. In
comparison, Melton the following year outlined a New Thought history that effectively bypassed
Quimby and the Dressers and started with Emma Hopkins after she had left Eddy and gone out
on her own:
New Thought arose in the 1880s as a schism from Christian Science. . . .
It emerged as a new religious tradition in North America and England in the late 1800s,
though it had its intellectual roots in some popular movements (such as
Swedenborgianism and Transcendentalism) from earlier in the century. Its beginning can
be traced to Emma Curtis Hopkins who, in 1885, separated herself from Mary Baker
Eddy and moved to Chicago where, in 1886, she founded a school that eventually became
known as the Christian Science Theological Seminary. Like its parent body it placed its
major emphasis on spiritual healing, was organized around practitioners, and trained its
students through the Christian Science “class” structure.
During the decade from 1886 through 1895, Hopkins trained a number of students who
went on to found those “denominations” which today [1992] constitute the core of the
New Thought tradition. Among her students were Malinda Cramer (founder of Divine
Science), Myrtle and Charles Fillmore (founders of the Unity School of Christianity),
Annie Rix Militz (founder of the Homes of Truth), and Kate Bingham (who in turn
trained Nona Brooks, who founded Divine Science in Denver, Colorado). In the years
after leaving Chicago and settling in New York City, Hopkins taught Clara Stocker (who
in turn would teach Albert Grier, the founder of the Church of Truth), and Ernest Holmes
21
(who founded Religious Science).

Some support at least for a less Quimby-centric history of New Thought comes from this
example, an 1888 account of an early pre-New Thought writer in the publication, The
International Magazine of Christian Science, run by Mary Plunkett, with contributions of Emma
Hopkins and other early New Thought writers:
There has been a great hue and cry of plagiarism [i.e., that Eddy got Christian Science
from Quimby] on the part of the author of the same “Science and Health,” but it is very
strange that until that appeared the people at large had no literature that gave a formulated
plan for spiritual healing, or a reasonable explanation of Jesus’ miracles. If there was,
where is it? It is true that in the Bible, most of the ancient religions and philosophies, and
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the works of modern metaphysics, there are, here and there, these same statements. But
we read them and nobody (except in isolated cases) thought of applying this glorious
knowledge to every-day pains while engaged in the various callings. Until Christian
Science was given to the world in the pages of “Science and Health,” where were the
schools, the practitioners, the literature that taught it in a tangible way? Dr. Quimby of
Maine, understood much of the doctrine without naming it, and did a noble work in
healing and living a pure life. But I, for instance, could not have been healed and had my
every hour gladdened by Dr. Quimby, because I never heard of him until long after he
had passed on. . . .
Mrs. Gestefeld’s [a former Eddy pupil] lectures I prefer to any statement of the Science
that has yet been made, although Mrs. Hopkins’ are very fine and helpful. How thankful
22
we should be for all of them.

The writer, using the pseudonym Hector Vyr, was neither an Eddy acolyte or an enemy but
nonetheless acknowledged the source of what he or she believed.
Another noted healer, speaker, and author of the day, William Juvenal “W. J.” Colville (ca.
1856-1917)—who was a younger generation than Quimby and Eddy—wrote of finding his way
to metaphysical healing as a young man. Born about 1856 (his published information on his life
including his date of birth, was frequently altered by him), and with both parents deceased, he
found spiritualism through attending a presentation of Cora Richmond in his native England. He
became a confirmed spiritualist after that meeting and later moved to America, at least by 1879.
He wrote in 1887 of himself in the third person:
When about sixteen years of age, he become closely connected with a young gentleman
who had studied Theosophy and whose natural healing gifts were truly marvelous, and at
that time he gained a pretty thorough initiation into various occult systems of medicine.
Noting, however, that mesmerism is a dangerous power, his mind reverted to what is now
called Metaphysical healing and though he does not accept all the theories of the
Christian Scientists, and positively opposes Mrs. Eddy’s views on spiritualism, as set
forth in her remarkable work, Science and Health, he found so much in the metaphysical
23
theory in harmony with his own intuitive knowledge and actual experience. . . .

One of the most recent looks at the Quimby-Eddy connection, and one that is outside of the
conventional wisdom of either side, is seen in this 2011 history by Religious Science historian,
Arthur Vergara:
Phineas Parkhurst Quimby, stripped of legend and myth, comes down to us in solely two
guises: (1) his public, known activities; and (2) his writings. Note that a third, vital,
element is missing: his direct, lineal descent into the history of New Thought in the sense
of connected and continuing pupilage, organization, and tutelage. It is missing because,
effectively speaking, it does not exist. . . .
Quimby’s own written record—a mass of manuscripts about which varying accounts
have swarmed and debates raged. Certain of these exist in Quimby’s own hand. Others
were dictated to a handful of people, whence the question of these persons’ possible
input. For example, Mary Baker Eddy asserted that often, after discussion with Quimby,
she would be offered them for study and input of her own. She was also inspired to write
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her own. The then Mrs. Patterson possessed the makings of spiritual genius—with
Quimby himself a genius of a different order. Both were “diamonds in the rough”; unlike
Quimby, Mrs. Eddy would become a polished one.
Nevertheless, the Quimby/Eddy relationship cannot be reduced to the simplistic one of
“influence”; we have to plumb just who these people were in themselves. Mrs. Eddy’s
incessant search, and well as her many personal problems prior to meeting Quimby,
weigh in the balance. Either something big was already at work in her, however much
Quimby may have been the circumstance of its coming to maturity, or else she caught
something of Quimby’s light and this expanded into the “breakthrough” that yielded her
own insights—for hers they were. Her route, always via a personal crisis and drama,
would bypass Quimby’s discovery of the subconscious, ending in a brilliant formulated
24
metaphysical theology.

While the later history of New Thought is outside the scope of this study, to the extent that the
recounting of that history impacts the history of the Quimby-Eddy debate, it will be considered
open for exploration in this study.

FIVE DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES
The Quimby-Eddy debate has been discussed at great length since it began, when Julius Dresser
sent a letter to the editor of the Boston Post early in 1883. Since then the debate has been seen
through the eyes of writers, religionists, devout followers, and pundits who generally may be
found to fall into one of the following five categories:
1. Followers of Eddy who wished to defend her against the charges that she learned
Christian Science from Quimby;
2. Followers of Quimby who were devoted to maintaining what they believed was his
proper role in the history of American religion and alternative medicine;
3. Unfriendly biographers (or other critics) of Eddy who used Quimby as an easy and
convenient means to attack her;
4. Friendly biographers of Eddy (not all of whom were Christian Scientists) who defended
her against the conventional wisdom of the Quimby supporters and their attacks; and,
5. Religious historians who have been largely concerned with much broader histories than
Quimby and Eddy and are thereby susceptible to accepting at face value established
conventional wisdoms from the past simply because of a lack of time or interest in
exploring this specific subject in the much greater detail that is deserves.
All of these five categories combined create the tapestry of the debate as it has thus far played
out. It is the goal of this study to use the aforementioned tools to advance the debate a quantum
leap forward. To use a hackneyed but apt analogy, just as an expert fine arts restorer removes
from an original work of art the grime and sometimes purposeful distortion added over a great
many years to reveal its original glory, so this study wishes to show Quimby and Eddy as they
really were at different times of their lives, by peeling away the distortions that can come from
outspoken critics, ardent followers, superficial historians or even promoters of a theological or
historical agenda. I should emphasize that this is not to suggest that all previous writers have
merely added distortion to the subject or to say that works on this subject cannot be written in the
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future to surpass this one, but rather to reiterate that tools and source material exist today that can
and should revolutionize the study of the debate.25
The public Quimby-Eddy debate began in 1883, and to analyze the more than 125 years of that
debate requires a look at the major figures in that debate, both at the time when Eddy was still
alive as well as the writings of historians after her death in 1910. Those individuals include in
roughly chronological order:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mary Baker Eddy
Julius Dresser
Annetta Dresser
George Quimby
Alfred Farlow
Judge Septimus Hanna
Horatio Dresser
Georgine Milmine [Welles]
Willa Sibert Cather
Sibyl Wilbur [O’Brien]
Lyman Powell
Edwin Franden Dakin

Ernest S. Bates | John V. Dittemore
Erroll Collie | Ervin Seale
Charles Braden
Robert Peel26
J. Stillson Judah
Stephen Gottschalk
Alan Anderson
J. Gordon Melton
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This book will look at the influence of the above individuals and how they have helped shape the
debate. To be sure, the number of historians who have written about the debate far exceeds the
above list, and many other historians have written important histories of mental healing in
America, but the above list is based on those who, in the author’s opinion, had the most historical
importance in influencing the debate.
This book will begin by providing a history of animal magnetism and mesmerism up through the
career in America of Charles Poyen, next the book will look at the most famous public healer in
the 1860s and 1870s, Dr. James Rogers “J.R.” Newton, and other spiritualist healers of the midnineteenth century; then the book will look closely at the lives of Quimby, Eddy, and Warren
Evans during the years prior to October 1862, which is the month that Eddy first met Quimby.
Next the book will focus on the time period when Quimby and Eddy had personal contact, which
is roughly late 1862 through 1865. In 1866 Quimby died and two weeks later Eddy fell in Lynn,
Massachusetts, from which accident she said she was healed and through that healing glimpsed
spiritual truths that led to her religion, Christian Science. The narrative will then continue on to
later years, especially the year 1883, in which the public Quimby-Eddy debate began. The book
will continue all the way up to the present time, looking at how the debate has evolved through
all of these years. The book will be broken up into two parts; the first part will cover the time
period up to the death of Quimby in 1866. The second part (to be written at a later date) will
cover Eddy’s fall in Lynn, Massachusetts, and the history after that point.
Note: Mary Baker Eddy (1821-1910) went through several names during her long life: Mary
Baker as a girl, then Mary Glover after her marriage in 1843 (her husband died of illness just six
months later), then Mary Patterson in 1853, after she wed Daniel Patterson, finally back to
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Glover after the dissolution of their marriage (she reverted to that name about the end of the
1860s), and then finally to Mary Baker Eddy in 1877 after her marriage to Asa Gilbert Eddy.
Tradition and societal custom gave her the common name of “Mrs. Eddy” but in recent years
scholarly writing has shortened that to the more utilitarian and perhaps less felicitous “Eddy.” I
will use that in the book throughout, for the most part, to avoid having to switch among the
various names.

HISTORICAL WRITING ON MENTAL HEALING
The historical writing on this subject thus far has been heavily influenced by the widely accepted
axiom that physical healing can only occur within the framework of established physical laws of
medicine and matter.27 When seen through that prism, non-medical treatment of the type we will
discuss in this history can only help in cases of psychosomatic28 illness, not “real” illness. In
addition, animal magnetism and mesmerism are seen today merely to be what we call hypnotism.
While hypnotism in our era is believed to have some limited use in the field of medicine, its
stated healing abilities today are only a fraction of what were promulgated as its healing powers
by the early mesmeric practitioners.
Beyond healing, these early practitioners of animal magnetism and mesmerism routinely
promoted their reputed ability to read the thoughts of others, mentally travel to remote sites
through clairvoyance to see instantaneously what was happening perhaps a thousand or more
miles away without regard to the laws of physics and matter, and diagnose illness from a
distance. None of these abilities are possible based on the known physical laws that are accepted
by most of the writers on the history of this debate and the wider history of metaphysical religion
and mental healing in America. Thus when seen through this prism, Quimby and Eddy are
usually relegated to interesting historical figures who in their own unlearned ways helped in the
development of the “real” scientific disciplines of psychology and psychiatry. This is because
modern historians have generally not been inclined to accept as real “miraculous” events,
including mental healing, if the event was not possible outside of the realm of established
medical or physical science. An example of this is seen in Michael Grant’s book Saint Peter: A
Biography, where he wrote of his historiographical approach to determining the real facts of
Saint Peter’s life:
Even if some of the miracles attributed to the lives of Jesus and Peter are exorcisms and
healings which could, by some stretch of the imagination, be regarded as historical, based
on the two men’s exceptional curative powers (which were also attributable to other
Jews, notably Pharisees and Essenes), most still remain acts of super-natural agency,
‘against nature’ in so far as we comprehend its manifestations, so they are outside the
historical picture. Peter’s ‘escape’ from imprisonment is a conspicuous example. Students
of history, therefore, are not able to take these miraculous happenings into consideration.
They can believe in such stories, if they wish, but they do so as a matter of faith, and not
as historians. Or they can disbelieve in them, if they prefer. In either case, it is their duty
to attempt to find out what happened, within the realms of historical fact and possibility.29

According to Grant, recounting, as potentially real, alleged miracles—outside the parameters of
established physical science—is nor permissible for a historian. Grant and most others appear to
represent the modern historical approach to the alleged healings and the like of Quimby, Eddy,
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and others: they could not have happened as described or were just psychosomatic or from the
placebo effect. This history is not bound by those intellectual blinders, but its purpose is not to
accept uncritically all of the claims and testimonials that are put forth as a part of the historical
record. Healthy skepticism is a good thing for a historian, especially when the claims go against
generally accepted scientific principles. Thus, this history will put forth the testimonials and
claims of Quimby, Eddy, and others, but where conflicting information is available, it will
attempt to present that information; it will leave it to the reader to evaluate the veracity of the
claims made.
For the purposes of this study, “mental healing” is defined as healing without the use of
traditional material means through, at least in part, the mental activity of the healer beyond mere
intellectual reasoning—whether that activity is en rapport intuition, intercessory prayer,
affirmation or realization. This definition is in comparison to the work of a psychiatrist who
attempts to change the mind of a patient who believes he is being harmed by imaginary unicorns.
In this fanciful example, the psychiatrist is not engaging in mental healing based on the above
definition, because the psychiatrist is simply using logic based on human studies that are in
keeping with generally accepted physical laws. This distinction is important, because, as stated
above, the theories and practices of Quimby and Eddy are often viewed merely as examples of
backwoods psychiatry, and thus the concept of mental healing devolved from their lofty claims
into merely being the changing of the mind of a patient with a psychosomatic illness. Beyond
that, some in the natural science field posit that religion and spirituality themselves can both be
reduced to genetically produced actions in the brain.30 Both Quimby and Eddy would have
strongly disagreed with that latter assessment.

WHAT TO CALL THE HEALING THEORIES, ETC.
Both Quimby and Eddy developed theories regarding healing, and followers and detractors used
different words or phrases to describe those theories. This book will use the terms most
commonly used by Quimby and Eddy themselves. In the case of Quimby, he most commonly
called it his “theory” so that term will be used. Eddy eventually called her theory “Christian
Science,” so that term will be used here. Concocted terms such as “Quimbyism” and “Eddyism”
will be avoided.
Along the same lines, Quimby maintained a group of interested family members and patients
around him during his six years in Portland, Maine. For lack of a better term, that group of
followers shall be referred to as the Quimby “coterie,” without any connotation, pro or con,
attached to that word.

EDITORIAL NOTES
This book will make extensive use of original manuscripts of Quimby, Eddy, Evans, and others.
It will attempt to provide verbatim transcripts of the texts whenever possible, thereby attempting
to avoid any bias (intentional or not) of those who have attempted to transcribe such material in
the past. While at times this may lead the reader to believe such efforts are pedantic, the goal is
to provide the reader with the clearest possible means to see the writings in an unfiltered manner.
The job of transcribing texts that are often interlineated and difficult to read can be daunting at
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times, and no claim to perfection is made here; nonetheless every effort has been made to
provide a bias-free transcription. In some cases, judgment calls have been necessary on reading
the handwriting of the writer or copyist with which someone else might not agree; that is fine,
since a goal of this book is to get future researchers and historians to examine the original
sources for themselves and make up their own minds.
In the case of Quimby texts where words have been added later (by copyists in the 1860s or
possibly George Quimby or the Dressers later),31 where a word is struck through and
replaced by an interlineated alternative, I have used the format of showing the original
word struck through (if that word is readable), with the replacement word then shown by
being highlighted in bold. On the other hand, on occasion I will provide emphasis by
placing certain words in bold, but in such cases the use of bold to provide emphasis will
either be stated or should be obvious by the context. (At some other times, emphasis is
shown by converting certain text to italics. Again, the context should make that clear.) The
Quimby papers were, in a general rule, not set up in standard paragraphs. In many cases,
paragraphs have been added by me simply to ease in the reading of the lengthy material.
Quimby did not always give titles to his articles, but Emma Ware evidently gave titles to most of
them, which were in turn often retitled by Collie-Seale and the editors of the Complete Collected
Works; I will use the Collie-Seale titles in this book.
To reiterate, unless otherwise stated, the Quimby texts quoted are my own transcriptions from
the Quimby writings (generally from the Library of Congress or BU collections), not from
Dresser, Collie-Seale, Hughes or any other transcription.
Most historical writing, as a matter of style, is largely the author presenting a picture of the past,
with just a limited number of references cited to support the author’s thesis. While this may help
greatly in the readability of the historical texts, it places the reader in the position of having to
trust the author. The style in this book generally differs from that norm for two reasons. The first
is that I do not want the reader to have to trust me; I want to provide enough primary source
material to let the reader make an informed decision on whether I am right, while at the same
time opening up avenues for further research. The second is that much of what this book has
attempted to provide—such as verbatim transcripts of the Quimby texts, the Warren F. Evans
“spiritual journal,” and many unpublished Eddy texts, along with the use of many other
previously untapped resources, such as the mental healing magazines of the 1880s, the virtually
ignored histories of the healing mediums of the 1850s and later, and a wide range of other early
source material—yields an opportunity here to provide large amounts of source material in one
place for future historical work. Thus, for those reasons, I have published much longer excerpts
of source material than is the norm. My hope is that whatever that does to limit the readability of
the text will be more than made up by the accomplishment of my two objectives outlined above.
In other ways, the style used in the work in some cases also differs from what might be
considered the norm. For example, brackets are used to indicate only what has been added by me
editorially. Thus in the limited number of cases where parenthetical information in contained
within parenthetical text, I have used the parentheses in both cases and not brackets. The reason
for this is to not confuse the reader when I have added my own editorial text. In addition,
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because some of the material within the brackets is quite long, I have as a matter of style
italicized my text within the brackets to make it easier to differentiate my added text from the
surrounding text.
When books are cited, I have cited the publication dates and page numbers only when so stated.
Otherwise I have used brackets. Thus “p. [5]” means what is known to be the fifth page but is not
so stated on the page. The publication date is given only when it is stated on the title-page or
copyright page. It is not taken from the copyright date itself, which can differ from the
publication date.
When text is quoted from newspapers, I have surrounded the text with a border. (I have used a
thick border for letters from Eddy and her husband to Quimby or those around him.)

TEXTUAL FIDELITY AND THE QUIMBY WRITINGS
Before discussing the life of Phineas P. Quimby, it is necessary to point out just what source
material is available for his early years. The overwhelming majority of biographical information
available today comes from either the collected papers of Quimby, as transcribed by his copyists,
the newspaper clippings that Quimby and his family preserved, and further newspaper articles
that appear in various Maine newspapers. The newspaper clippings provide a wealth of
contemporary information that helps the biographer greatly; it is the other material that presents
somewhat of a problem. George Quimby’s biographical article about his father in 1888
mentioned his father’s lack of a formal education, and while the Quimby followers have not
made that a secret, in their transcripts of his original writings (from the Ware sisters and other
early copyists to Horatio Dresser to even Collie-Seale) they have effectively shielded the public
from the degree of Quimby’s poor education.32
Before getting to the Quimby documents themselves, we should first look at the issue of properly
reading and transcribing Quimby’s handwriting:

QUIMBY’S HANDWRITING TRANSCRIBED
In general Quimby’s handwriting can be difficult to read, and it is especially difficult at times to
determine whether he wrote an “e” or “i,” so the transcriptions made by me are made on a best
efforts basis. In my transcriptions I have generally maintained Quimby’s common custom of
writing an “n” even when the context suggests he meant an “m.” (It is, I hope, supererogatory to
state that Quimby’s lack of formal education does not denote a lack of intelligence, and by all
accounts he had a quick, inventive, and forceful mind, but original Quimby documents compared
to the sanitized and cleaned up versions by the copyists and later supporters make clear the desire
that the supporters generally have had to redefine him for public consumption.) The final word
on Quimby’s education might be Quimby himself, who wrote in a proposed introduction for the
book he wished to publish in the 1860s: “So far as my education is concerned, I need make no
apology. If I have learning enough to explain my theory, it is all I want.”33 See also his comment
in an article written the month after he met Eddy (although there is no reason to tie this comment
to her): “Some persons naturally suppose from my remarks to them, that I am ignorant of the
English language. To this charge I plead guilty, as far as education goes. . . .”34
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As an example of what Quimby wrote in his own handwriting compared to later transcriptions by
his coterie of followers, here is how Emma Ware (according to Horatio Dresser in QMSS 35—in
this book the pages for QMSS will be from the first edition unless otherwise noted) transcribed
one of the manuscripts that exist today in Quimby’s handwriting compared to my effort to
provide a verbatim transcription. Dresser was quick to point out that the article was printed
without any changes from the Ware version.
Now as the tree of knowledge of good and evil was an idea of happiness and misery, it is
easy to detect its fruits. All other ideas are spiritual, and the fruits or thoughts are spiritual
and are not perceived till they come within our senses. We are very apt to get deceived by
them, for they come like a thief in the night when man is off his guard. Now as health and
happiness is the greatest blessing that can be bestowed on man, and this was the original
fruit of the tree, it can be very easily detected from the grafted fruit or ideas. The original
fruit is spiritual and cannot be detected by the eye, for it does not contain even spiritual
matter. Its qualities are sympathy, harmony and peace; the fruit of evil contains matter,
and has form and can be seen and felt.

Here is a transcript of this from one of the notebooks in the BU collection (copied by Mrs.
Sabine, formerly Miss S. M. Deering):
Now as the tree of knowledge of good & evil was an idea of happiness & misery, it is
easy to detect its fruits. All other ideas are spiritual, & are not the fruits or thoughts are
spiritual, and are not perceived till they come within our senses. We are very apt to get
decieved by them, for they come like a thief in the night when man is off his guard. Now
as health & happiness is the greatest blessing that can be bestowed on man, and this was
the original fruit of the tree, it can be very easily detected from the grafted fruit or ideas.
The original fruit is spiritual & cannot be detected by the eye, for it does not contain even
spiritual matter. Its qualities are sympathy, harmony & peace; the fruit of the evil
contains matter, and has form & can be seen & felt.

QUIMBY’S ACTUAL HANDWRITTEN VERSION
Now as the tree of Nollidg of Good and Eavel was an idea of hapiness and misery its
easey to detect it froots. All other ideas are sperelas [?] and the froots or thought are
spiretal and air not preseive till they Com within our senses. we air very apt to get decive
by them, thy come like a thief in the nite, while man is oft of his gard. Now as helth &
Hapines is the Grates blessing that can be bistow on man and this was the orignal froot of
the tree it Can be very Easily detected from the Grafted froot or ideas. The orrignal froot
is speretal and cannot be detected by the Eye for it dus not Contain eaven speretal matter.
Its quallites are simpathy & harmon you [?] peas, the froot of the Eavel Contains matter,
36
and has forn and Can be sean and felt.

Emma Ware and her younger sister Sarah37 were the daughters of Ashur Ware, a noted Federal
District Court judge—not of the United States Supreme Court, as Horatio Dresser mistakenly
reported, which has led many later historians to the same mistaken belief. Before his years as a
judge and businessman he was a professor at Harvard University. Both of the sisters were
copyists and devoted followers of Quimby, who was fortunate indeed to have had such educated
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acolytes who could edit and “clean up” his articles and dictated statements. That was their job
with Quimby—to edit and clean up his articles and statements, and it certainly was with his
approval.38 What is more difficult for historians is the tendency of Horatio Dresser and even
Collie-Seale, the editors of Complete Collected Writings, and Hughes to “clean up” Quimby39 as
well, both in actually changing the manuscripts copied by the Ware sisters, et al., in some cases,
in addition to ignoring any significance in the difference between the original Quimby
handwritten manuscripts and the later cleaned up version from the coterie. Even if one accepts
the argument that Quimby authorized the changes, so that the later version necessarily
supplanted the earlier original version, it would at least be instructive to show the reader
transcripts of both versions in order to trace the changes. In some cases I have tried to do that in
this work.40 Beyond that, there are some original letters in Quimby’s handwriting for which I
have been unable to find any transcripts by the Quimby coterie and do not believe that such exist.
These letters were not reproduced by Dresser in QMSS; however in Collie-Seale, Complete
Collected Writings, and Hughes, completely cleaned up versions were given. If indeed CollieSeale and these later chroniclers had only the original Quimby version to work from, that
would certainly belie their generally stated goal of letting “Quimby be Quimby” by their
having completely edited and cleaned up the original and sole manuscript. An example of
this is a letter now in the Library of Congress, written almost certainly to Joseph Ware, the
brother of Emma and Sarah (although the transcription in Collie-Seale, matched in the later
Complete Collected Writings and Hughes, says “Watts” rather than Ware, and for some reason
Collie-Seale, in their transcription below, mistakenly say that letter is undated). I have been
unable to find a transcribed copy of this letter from the coterie in any of the Quimby collections.
The letter is in fact dated May 25, 1861, and is collected in a batch of documents recorded by
Horatio Dresser or another later chronicler as being uncopied in the notebooks. (See Chapter
Four for more on this letter in its historical context.) In the letter as transcribed in Collie-Seale,41
Quimby says that his “wisdom”:
has no character but is a sort of power or gift. Here is where I stand; the people will give
me all the power but they won't the wisdom. You know, to establish a standard like the
one I am trying requires more wisdom than Jeff Davis; one is based on one man's opinion
and the other is based on the fact that his opinion is faith.
The medical faculty's opinion is based on the opinion of what they see of effect, they
know not the cause; mine is based on what I know of the cause, like action and reaction.
You know if you throw a ball in the air it will return with just as much force as it
received, so the answer was in the action. So it is with all my practice.
The medical practice admits the ball comes down but can't say but what it was in the air
from the beginning. Here is the difference: the medical profession sees an eruption on the
skin, here is the reaction. Now to account for it is the point in dispute.
I feel the causes and effect in my own person and the doctors don't feel either, but the
effect on the sufferers they see with their eyes to account for it in various ways, but all
admit that is nothing very marvelous, but it is still a mystery. So their version reminds me
of a story I will relate here. In a town called Berklay in Massachusetts, a sea captain
knew that the inhabitants were very superstitious, so he went to the barn and found an
egg and took his pencil and wrote, "Woe unto you Berklay folks." The egg was found by
a child and a church meeting was called; so the parson opened the case by expressing his
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opinion, and the deacon was called to give his version on the phenomenon. He took the
egg and examined it very minutely, looked very wise and made this remark, that he had
no doubt it was the Lord's doing but that he had observed one very important fact which
was this: the Lord did not spell Berklay right!
The doctors are making just such observations all the time, never accounting for any
phenomena, but giving their opinion like the deacon, and there is just about as much
wisdom in one as the other.
Now all I do is to show the sick the absurdity of both; this explains the cause and the
effect being in the cause, the wisdom regulates both.
P. P. Quimby

Here is the beginning of the letter from the Quimby papers:

The above excerpt starts on page two of the copied letter:
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A closer look at the handwritten addressee shows that it is more likely “Ware” than “Watts” (the
“Esq” would be in keeping with Joseph Ware’s occupation as an attorney):

Here is what Quimby actually wrote in his own handwriting, as transcribed by me (he did not
always cross his “t’s” as can be seen, and determining when he meant to capitalize letters is not
clear):
[Quimby’s wisdom:] “has no Carreler [i.e., “Carreter”] but is a sort of Power or Gift[;]
hear is whair I stand[:] the peopl[e] will give me all the Power but they wont the
wisdom. you [k]no[w] that to Eslablish [i.e., “Establish”] a standerd like the one that I
am trying requir[e]s more wisdon than Jef[f] Davis, one is Based on ones mans opinion
the other is based on the fact that his opinion is fa[i]th, the medical Factetly [i.e., faculty]
thearry is all based on the opinions of what they sea [word struck through] of affect, that
they [k]no[w] not the Caus[e] Mine is based on what I [k]no[w] of the Caus[e], not the
affect for the affect is in the Caus[e] Like action & reaction you [k]no[w] if you throw a
ball in to the air it will return with just as much fors as it received, so the answer was in
the action so it is with all my Practes. The Medical Practes admits the Ball Coms Down
but Cant say but what it was in the air from the Begin[n]ing. hear is the Difference the
Medical profession sea an Eruption on the skin, her[e] is the reaction [word cross
through] now to account for it is the point in Dispule [i.e, Dispute] I feel the Caus[e] &
Effect in my one person. The Doctor Dont feel Eather but the Effect on the surfus [;] they
sea with the[i]r Eyes & account for it in various wayes but all admit it is notnthing very
marvelous but it is a mistry. So[?] the[i]r [indecipherable] reminds me of a store I will
relale [i.e, relate][.] Ther[e] is a town Cald Barkly in masschuset a sea Capt[a]in [k]new
the inhabinen ware very supostious so he went in the Barn an[d] found an Eg[g] and took
his penacl [i.e., pencil] and wrot[e] wo[e] unto you Barkly folks the Egg was found by a
Child and a Church meeting was Call[e]d so the parson open[e]d the case by Expresons
his opinion. So the Deacon was Cald to give his veres on the phenoneme so he took the
Egg & examend it very mynutely and look ver[y] wise and maid this remark that he had
no doubt it was the Lords doing but he had Discover[e]d one very important fact whith
was this The Lord Did not spell Barkly write. So the Doctors are making just such
Descoveri[e]s all the time none accounting for any phenomenon but Giving the[i]r
opinions Like the Deacon and have just a bout as much wisdon in one as the other now
all I d[o] is to show the sick the absurdt of Both this Explains the Caus[e] & the affect
beaning in the Caus[e] the wisdom regulates Both[.]

Despite the above, here is what Ervin Seale wrote in Collie-Seale about their strong adherence to
textual fidelity to the “original text” (emphasis added in bold):
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Throughout our text, however, we have maintained the integrity of the original text to
avoid introducing our thought as an “interpretation” of what Quimby intended to say.
It has been our editorial intent from the beginning to put down the words of
Quimby just as he said or wrote them, never to change, modify or embellish in any
way. We have considered it an insult to him and a presumption on our part to attempt to
suggest what his meaning is by inserting or deleting words. Even a comma can change
the meaning of a phrase or sentence. We want the reader to have the unadorned
opportunity of reading Quimby in the original and making his own interpretation.
42
Quimby in his own words and, by sympathy, each one may discern the meaning.

Hughes wrote in his later book of the importance of not altering what Quimby wrote, “It is my
personal position that the unedited Quimby writings constitutes a level playing field for anyone
to use for study, interpretation and challenge of Quimby’s ideas.”43
The Collie-Seale three-volume production, and the later Complete Collected Works and the
Hughes book, were major efforts, and for the most part, those behind them did a good job under
difficult circumstances; however, despite the above protestations, they also manipulated some of
the capitalization of key words to conform with the later effort to “explain” Quimby (although
certainly less than Horatio Dresser had done)—but that issue will be discussed later.44
Ultimately, I believe the effort to present only the “cleaned up” versions of the Quimby writings
represents to some extent the replacement of scholarship with homiletics.45 None of the editors
of Quimby’s collected works made any effort to accurately transcribe any of Quimby’s
handwritten original manuscripts (of which there are many at the Library of Congress),
which transcriptions I believe should in fact be the starting point for any scholarly edition
of his writings.
In the case of Horatio Dresser, here is how he discussed an original Quimby manuscript in
Quimby’s own handwriting, a facsimile copy of which is in the Appendix of his book (Quimby
in this manuscript was writing in the third person):
Dresser in QMSS wrote (emphasis added in bold):
These three pages reproduce the original notes of one of the earliest articles, written prior
to those included in the list of the Quimby Manuscripts. The date is 1856. Here Dr.
Quimby, writing impersonally about his "new theory," states his opinion that it “could be
reduced to a science as correcting the error of any other science.” He declares that
“all knowledge of disease is in the mind,” that is, in the “feeling,” not in the body.
Using the general term “fluids” to cover not only the bodily fluids but the nervous
activities, he speaks of the mind as “spiritual matter” using this term interchangeably as
if it stood for mind or the matter which is nearest mind. The disease is due to a
“combination of this matter,” and the cure is accomplished by establishing a different
combination. In the last of these three pages Quimby says that “truth restores the mind
and changes the fluids.”
These pages are without revisions save by the author himself. No corrections have been
46
made in the spelling. Dr. Quimby's statements show that even in this crude early
47
formulation of his theory he already possessed the elements of his “Science.”
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QUIMBY ACTUAL HANDWRITING (REPRODUCED IN QMSS, APPENDIX XIX - XXI):
A New thiarey in the Cure of Deciases
A gentleman of Belfast by the Name of P. P. Quimby ha who has bin for the Last sixteen
years bin ingaged in investagation of the siance of Mesmersn so far as it relates to the
Cure of deces to seay of it Could be reduced to a siance and after Carfful investagation
has Can to this result that the Cure of Decias is as much a siance as Correcting the eror
of any other siance his Ground is that all the knowledge of diceas is in the Mind he
calls hour our feeling, the decias; the Mind Changes the flewids therfor to Correct the
Mind you Correct the flewids he beleaves is Matter spiretal Matter and by Changing the
Combination of this Matter it is shown in the form if decias. . . . Even that Changes
48
the Mind truth restors the Mind and changes the flewids[.]

Dresser left out Quimby’s reference to the “siance of Mesmerisn” which he had been studying in
his paraphrase of the document. To Dresser’s credit, it is important to note that he reproduced a
facsimile of the above original document in Quimby’s handwriting for the reader to see, but the
above illustrates his obvious willingness to make textual changes in order to, in his mind,
“clarify” Quimby. Such changes appear throughout Dresser’s QMSS.
Here are further examples, which even illustrate Dresser’s tampering with the texts of the
copyists (usually Emma Ware). We saw earlier an example of this. Here are other examples
(emphasis added):
DRESSER (P. 228):
Animal life is in flesh and blood, so flesh and blood is not Science, but Science controls
it. What are Wisdom's attributes? Has it an identity? The wisdom of man has an identity
in a living form.

QUIMBY COPYIST TEXT:
[VERSION #1: LC 1:75-76]
Animal life is in flesh & blood, so flesh & blood is not science, but science controls it. If
science is wisdom, what are wisdom's attributes? Has it an identity? The wisdom of man
has an identity of matter in a living form.

[VERSION #2: BU 99:13]
Animal life is in flesh & blood. So flesh & blood is not science, but science controls it.
So if science is wisdom, what are wisdom[’]s attributes? Has it an identity? The wisdom
of man has an identity of matter in a living form.

And yet another example:
DRESSER (P. 389):
He [Quimby] also refers to the “Principle that never moves, the foundation of all things.”
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QUIMBY COPYIST TEXT:
[VERSION #1: LC 6:136]
Does the principle change or our belief? The fact that we are aware of the change shows
the change must be in that which can change & this must be matter. Then what is it that
does not change. It is that principle in matter that never moves, or the foundation of all
things. It is that which says when we have found out something new as we think. . . .

[VERSION #2: BU 90:1]
Does the principle change or our belief? The fact that we are aware of the change shows
the change must be in that which can change & this must be matter. Then what is it that
does not change? It is that principle in matter that never moves, or the foundation of all
things. It is that which says when we have found out some new thing as we think. . . .

QUIMBY’S ACTUAL HANDWRITTEN VERSION:
Now dus the principal Chang[e] or our Beliaf, the the fact that we air a ware of the
Chaing shoses that[?] the Chaing must be in that that which Can Chaing & this [word
crossed out] must be matter. Then what is it that chainges & that don[’]t Chaing, it is that
principal that in matter that neve[r] mooves or the foundation of all thing[s], it is that that
which ses when we find out som[e] new therry. . . .

These are also clear examples of Dresser purposely deleting references to “matter” by Quimby,
in an effort to “spiritualize” Quimby’s text. In the last example, Quimby directly relates the
“principle” of this theory to matter in that it changes matter. Thus matter is not ultimately unreal
(an Eddy premise) but rather merely changed. The issue for now is not the implications of either
position, but rather Horatio Dresser’s mishandling of the original texts in order to further a point
of view.49
An agenda-free verbatim transcription of the Quimby texts is critical to understanding the
writings in the Quimby papers as a whole—both writings that we have every reason to believe he
personally wrote and then submitted to copyists for editing, as well as the main corpus of his
early writings, evidently written about 1844, which writings were later called Lecture Notes and
are now preserved at Boston University (in the Howard Gotlieb Archival Research Center).
Lecture Notes is our main source for what we know of Quimby’s early years. The style and
erudition of those notes show that Quimby had expert help in writing them for a desired
publication that never took place. The text from those early, important notes is heavily edited on
Quimby’s behalf, if not partially ghost written. Here is what Ervin Seale said about these notes:50
At first there was some disagreement among our group of editors about whether these
pieces were by Quimby. They are markedly different in form and language from his later
writings, especially the first part of them.
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Why Horatio W. Dresser in The Quimby Manuscripts called them Lecture Notes we don’t
know. Perhaps he knew something from his father and mother who were closely
connected with Quimby. . . . The language is rather expansive and flowery. One guess is
that some scholarly mind tried to help him express his ideas and became grandiose and
verbose and succeeded more in demonstrating “learned learnedness” than in expressing
the main thrust of Quimby’s thought. . . . The thoughts contained in the Lecture Notes are
very clearly those of Quimby. However, the possibility that some hand other than his
participated in their written composition leads us to place them among the preliminary
material of this volume, and not in the main body of articles considered his “writings.”

A further problem in relying on Dresser’s transcriptions in QMSS is seen in the 1944 article by
Stewart W. Holmes, “Phineas Parkhurst Quimby: Scientist of Transcendentalism.” Holmes cited
QMSS (p. 319), when he wrote this of what he believed was Quimby’s writing:
The basis of Dr. Quimby’s theory is that there is no intelligence, no power or action in
matter itself, that the spiritual world to which our eyes are closed by ignorance or
unbelief is the real world, that in it lie all the causes for every effect visible in the natural
world, and that this spiritual life can be revealed to us, in other words if we understand
ourselves, we shall then have our happiness or misery in our own hands.51

Holmes then stated in his footnote to the above: “This passage is probably the source for Mrs.
Eddy’s famous ‘scientific statement of being.’ She has omitted the two words ‘of itself’ and so
changed the idea completely.”52 What Holmes did not know, having relied on Dresser’s much
edited transcription, is that this passage was not written by Quimby. That is why it did not appear
in Collie-Seale. In its fuller context it is clear that it came from a letter by one of Quimby’s
coterie members, apparently Sarah Ware. Ron Hughes amply illustrated that in his book, pp. 1415. There is no reason to believe that Eddy ever had access to that letter or transcription.
A scholarly edition of the Quimby writings has never been produced, and while that is beyond
the scope of this book, every effort will be made in this book to make a verbatim reproduction of
the cited Quimby writings (whether in his handwriting or as rewritten and edited by the copyists)
without reliance on prior published transcriptions.53

IMPORTANT HORATIO DRESSER STATEMENT
It is important to note that Horatio Dresser did not claim that the capitalization schema in the
QMSS came from Quimby or the coterie. He openly wrote in the Preface to QMSS of his
personal effort to explain Quimby through this capitalization schema:
The terms Science, Truth, Wisdom, have been capitalized throughout in conformity with
the usage in some of the articles in which these words are synonyms for Christ, or God.
The same is true of the general terms for Quimby’s theory, the Science of Health, the
Science of Life and Happiness. The term Christian Science is used with reference to the
54
growth of the original teaching of Jesus.

This important issue will be covered in greater detail in Chapter Four, but for now it is sufficient
to note that the way that words (or even just capitalization) have been used to shape the debate
has been significant. Noted classical translator, Willis Barnstone, has attempted to rewrite the
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New Testament to remove Westernized words and names (derived from the earliest Greek
translation of the New Testament—which were necessarily removed from the original Aramaic
language) and return them to what he estimated were the most likely Hebrew names and words.
In so citing Barnstone, I give no opinion on his translation compared to other translations, but
rather focus solely on his effort to strip away words or names that can give the wrong impression
in the mind of the reader. Here for example, is a passage from the book of John as seen in the
KJV, Chapter One:
43 The day following Jesus would go forth into Galilee, and findeth Philip, and
saith unto him, Follow me.
44 Now Philip was of Bethsaida, the city of Andrew and Peter.
45 Philip findeth Nathanael, and saith unto him, We have found him, of whom
Moses in the law, and the prophets, did write, Jesus of Nazareth, the son of
Joseph.
46 And Nathanael said unto him, Can there any good thing come out of Nazareth?
Philip saith unto him, Come and see.
Philip, Andrew, Peter, Nathanael—these are names that could be found in any Western city. The
result for many was a subtle (or not so subtle) Westernized interpretation that, for example, led
European painters through the centuries to depict Jesus as a white European far removed in
appearance (and possibly thought) from the true Semitic background of Jesus and his followers.
In comparison Barnstone translated the same verses as follows:
43 The next day Yeshua wished to go to Galil. He found Filippos and said to him,
Follow me.
44 Now Filippos was from Beit Tzaida, the city of Andreas and Shimon Kefa.
45 Filippos found Natanel and said to him, “The one whom Moshe wrote about in
the Torah and whom the prophets describe, we have found, Yeshua, son of Yosef,
from Natzeret.”
46 And Natanel said to him, “Can anything good come out of Natzeret?” “Come
and see!” Filippos replied.55
This work will in like fashion attempt to strip away the false capitalization schema attributed to
the Quimby manuscripts that has led many readers to a false understanding of the original
writings and beliefs.

ORIGINAL QUIMBY WRITINGS IN HIS HANDWRITING
We have seen above that original documents in Quimby’s handwriting are included in the
Quimby papers in the Library of Congress. Most chroniclers of the Quimby debate have started
xxvi

from the premise that almost no original Quimby writings in his handwriting exist today,
because after copying the text the coterie would discard the original. Many statements to this
effect could be cited from all sides of the debate. While it is true that many Quimby writings
were undoubtedly discarded after “copies” were made, it is quite surprising just how much
original Quimby material in his handwriting still exists. This material is almost completely
among the notebooks at the Library of Congress, known as Volume 12. Ron Hughes in his book
recorded that he counted 211 original Quimby pages, and that seems to be about right. The
significance of this material has been almost completely ignored, even by Ron Hughes, because
these writings allow the historian to actually compare the Quimby writings to the “copies”
recorded by the copyists. We saw earlier how the original Quimby version compared to a version
reproduced by Dresser as it had been transcribed, he said, by Emma Ware. It is worth pointing
out that in the back of Volume 3 of Collie-Seale, where the sources in the Library of Congress
and BU are listed next to each article, only the cleaned up articles from the coterie are listed—the
over two hundred pages of original Quimby writings are completely ignored as source material.
The comparison of the original material to the later versions of the copyists could be attacked on
the ground that the Quimby original writings were not meant to be published and thus were not
“finished” products. Hughes hinted at this in his book: “Due to his [Quimby’s] lack of formal
institutional education, Quimby developed his own unique phonetic ‘shorthand’ writing style.
There is an all-too-human urge to ‘fix’ Quimby’s writings. Spelling, capitalization, and
punctuation protocols are largely ignored by Quimby, and this tends to make grammarians
cringe.”56
A possible inference from Hughes’ comment is that Quimby, to save time or for some other
reason, wrote in “shorthand” and not in his normal writing style. I have found absolutely no
evidence to support that possible view. The extant Quimby writings exhibit a commonality of
misspellings and other errors that would seem to have nothing to do with the truncated words and
abbreviations that would be expected in a “shorthand” version of writing. The extant Quimby
writings are not merely his writings from the early days prior to his move to Portland but extend
all the way to 1865. Here, for example, is what he wrote in his own hand near the end of his life
(emphasis added in bold):
. . . for the Last 25 years I have be[e]n trying to find out what man is & at last Came to
this Conclusion what man is not[;] to [k]no[w] that you Exist is Nothing but to [k]no[w]
what disturbs you is of grate valu[e][?] to Every person. . . but thru ignorant of wisdom
have mad[e] a man of straw & gave him Life & Enlect [intellect] and a he[a]d in the
image of our own Creation. So to this image we have given the Idea man & certain
Capasites [capacities] such as life & death & made him subject to Eavils such as disease
& death & to this man of straw, the words I have quoted are applied, so this man of straw
has be[e]n trying to find out him self & in doing this has nearly distroyed or Blotted out it
real Existence. So I in looking for this man I found was like the old Lady Looking for hur
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Comb she found it on hur he[a]d. So I found I wa[s] the very Idea I was Looking for,
then I [k]new my self & found what we Call man is not man but a shadow of Error.

Here is how the above text was cleaned up by the coterie and preserved in the Library of
Congress collection:58
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For the last twenty five years I have been trying to find out what man is & at last have
come to know what he is not. To know that you exist is nothing, but to know what
disturbs you is of great value to every one. . . . Through our ignorance of wisdom, we
have made a man of straw & have given him life, intellect & a head in the image of our
own creation. To this image we have given the idea man & certain capacities such as life
& death & have made hims subject to evils such as disease & death. To this man of straw,
the words I have quoted are applied. This man of straw has been trying to find out
himself & in doing this has nearly destroyed or blotted out its real existence. So in
looking for this man I found was like the old lady looking for her comb & finding it on
her head. I found I was the very Iidea I was looking for. Then I knew myself & found that
what we call man is not man but merely a shadow of error.

PERSONAL HISTORY
The year 1974 saw the start of my overriding interest in the history of Mary Baker Eddy and
Christian Science, which included the history of mental healing in America. The following year I
became a collector of all aspects of that history, from standard fare books to rare privately
printed books, copies of early manuscripts, original letters by Eddy and others, etc. As a member
of The First Church of Christ, Scientist, in Boston, my main interest initially was of course the
history of Eddy and the Christian Science movement, but in time that interest broadened into a
history of mental healing in America, including the history of New Thought.
A third of a century later, the collection has grown to encompass several rooms of material; I was
privileged to be able to purchase two important Christian Science collections: those of Prof. John
H. Birss (a close friend of the author’s) and James Worley. The latter collection includes the
library of Judge Septimus J. Hanna, who published a historical pamphlet on the Quimby-Eddy
question on Eddy’s behalf in 1899, while the Birss collection comprised a half century of
collecting and methodical research by Prof. Birss, a Herman Melville scholar of some note
before he turned his extraordinary scholarly skills towards researching the life of Eddy. His
collection in turned included an important collection of material by William Lyman Johnson,
who was not only a part of the early history of Christian Science in his own right, but was also an
important early historian of Eddy, including her connection to Quimby; the Birss collection also
included copies of materials previously owned by John V. Dittemore and Allan Beauchamp, who
both had early access to important source material. (Dittemore had an interesting and littleknown connection to Quimby’s family in later years.) I am also grateful beyond measure for the
assistance and support of friends and fellow Christian Science and Eddy collectors, Craig
Beardsley and Ralph Byron Copper. Their support over the years has been invaluable, and I
thank them. This book would not be possible in its present form without access to the holdings of
MBEL, and of the always helpful staff there I would especially like to single out the assistance of
lead researcher, Judy Huenneke. For a study of Eddy’s early years especially, the same can be
said of the staff at the Longyear Museum outside of Boston. I also am grateful for the assistance,
support, and kind words of author and historian Mitch Horowitz, who has written important
histories of the study of the occult and positive thinking. In addition, Jesse Dehnert has provided
a valuable and much appreciated service in putting the finishing touches on this manuscript.
Beyond the author’s personal holdings and the collections at MBEL and Longyear, extensive
research for this book has included an in-depth examination of the mental healing, Eddy,
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Quimby, Evans, and related collections of the Library of Congress, Boston University, Bridwell
Library at SMU, Houghton Library at Harvard, the National Library of Medicine at Bethesda,
Maryland, the New Hampshire Historical Society, Maine Historical Society, the Belfast
Historical Society, the Belfast Free Library, the Addington International New Thought Alliance
(INTA) archives, and other institutions.
The letters of Mary Baker Eddy and some of the reminiscences quoted are copyrighted by The
Mary Baker Eddy Collection and are used by permission. Other items may be sourced from and
are used courtesy of The Mary Baker Eddy Collection, The Mary Baker Eddy Library, and
Longyear Museum. Opinions expressed in this book are those of the author and not necessarily
approved or endorsed by The Mary Baker Eddy Collection, The Mary Baker Eddy Library,
Longyear Museum, or any other institution.
To use an Eddy expression, I am “bankrupt in thanks” to the above institutions for their
assistance and permissions.
This work would not be possible without the support and assistance of a great many other
people, but I am of course especially grateful to my wife, Deborah, for her support of this
massive project.

WRITING BIOGRAPHICAL HISTORY
As mentioned elsewhere, Eddy’s life has been prolifically covered, from three-volume
biographies to scores of books and other biographical treatments. Eddy herself less than a year
before her passing, wrote this:
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
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years.

Some Christian Scientists might find the methodology used in this book—with its microscopic
analysis of many of the controversies that have been a part of her biographies, especially the
critical ones—to be unsettling. Many of these controversies have largely been ignored by
Christian Scientists, but Eddy above did not say that her life could only be fairly and adequately
examined and understood if certain issues and allegations about her were ignored or swept under
the rug. The intent of this book is to “correctly narrate” her life so that it is understood, using the
widest range of biographical material and records available.
In like fashion, some of the followers of Quimby may find my analysis equally unsettling, since
it does not seek to simply promote a conventional wisdom that was largely established by the
Dresser family, starting as far back as the 1880s.
This book does not exist to promote conventional wisdom, but on the other hand it is not written
from an iconoclastic standpoint. If, in the end, it accomplishes the goal of “correctly narrating”
the lives of Quimby, Eddy, Evans, et al., it will have achieved what it set out to do. With that
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said, some reviewers of certain Eddy biographies over the years have complained that the
biography in question did not give the reader a sense of how Eddy could have attracted so many
followers if she had the flaws that the biographer said she had, or the biography so ignored what
the reviewer believed was the spiritual element of Eddy’s teachings and life that, again, one
could not determine what led so many to follow her and believe in her personally. See, for
example, this review by Richard Bergenheim, a member of the Christian Science Church’s
Board of Directors, of the Gillian Gill biography, in the October 29, 1998, Christian Science
Monitor:
What the reader lacks is an insight into what made Eddy so compelling to many people.
We never really learn what she taught, or what it was that inspired people to take an
interest in her cause. Why was she so loved? What made her so effective? Incongruously,
Eddy’s interest in Christian healing is rarely mentioned. It was Eddy’s success as a
religious figure that energized her critics.

This work will attempt to provide a balanced view of Eddy, as seen by friends and critics,
including the Eddy that attracted and maintained so many devoted followers. (This issue will be
more relevant in Part II of this work, which has not yet been written but will cover the years
when Eddy established her movement.)

FINAL THOUGHT
The issues brought up in this history are important and certainly timely. In an era that worships
the technology of modern scientific medicine, an alternative look at non-medical healing, with
its many reported healings—which, if completely accurate, lie well outside the limiting
parameters of psychosomatic medicine (where such healings are commonly relegated)—
becomes not just a study in history but rather a reminder of a scientific debate that is largely
forgotten. Just what are the limits of non-medical healing, if ultimately there are any limits at all?
It is perhaps ironic that the squabbling wars between the mental healing groups were largely
internecine and futile because the real opponent of these groups was a relentless push to quash
anything that suggested there was a healing or spiritual reality outside of the five physical senses.
In Samuel Clemens’ 1907 work Christian Science, through his alter ego, Mark Twain, he wrote
of the potential for a latter-day Christian healing that followed the works of Jesus as portrayed in
the Bible and promoted by Eddy:
For the thing back of it is wholly gracious and beautiful: the power, through loving
mercifulness and compassion, to heal fleshly ills and pains and griefs—all—with a word,
with a touch of the hand! This power was given by the Saviour to the Disciples, and to all
the converted. All—every one. It was exercised for generations afterwards. Any Christian
who was in earnest and not a make-believe, not a policy-Christian, not a Christian for
revenue only, had that healing power, and could cure with it any disease or any hurt or
damage possible to human flesh and bone. These things are true, or they are not. If they
were true seventeen and eighteen and nineteen centuries ago it would be difficult to
satisfactorily explain why or how or by what argument that power should be non-existent
60
in Christians now.
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Some in the nineteenth century were convinced this vision was a present reality.
Keith McNeil
January 16, 2016
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Introduction: Appendix A
Mary Baker Eddy and Samuel L. Clemens (“Mark Twain”)
“In several ways she [Eddy] is the most interesting woman that ever
lived, and the most extraordinary. . . . Figuratively speaking, Mrs. Eddy
is already as tall as the Eiffel tower. She is adding surprisingly to her
stature every day. It is quite within the probabilities that a century
hence she will be the most imposing figure that has cast its shadow
across the globe since the inauguration of our era.”
Mark Twain, Christian Science, pp. 102-103.
In a spirited debate between Eddy biographers Gillian Gill and Caroline Fraser in the New York
Review of Books (June 29, 2000), the question was raised as to whether this passage (previously
cited) by Clemens directly related to Christian Science:61
For the thing back of it is wholly gracious and beautiful: the power, through loving
mercifulness and compassion, to heal fleshly ills and pains and griefs—all—with a word,
with a touch of the hand! This power was given by the Saviour to the Disciples, and to all
the converted. All—every one. It was exercised for generations afterwards. Any Christian
who was in earnest and not a make-believe, not a policy-Christian, not a Christian for
revenue only, had that healing power, and could cure with it any disease or any hurt or
damage possible to human flesh and bone. These things are true, or they are not. If they
were true seventeen and eighteen and nineteen centuries ago it would be difficult to
satisfactorily explain why or how or by what argument that power should be non-existent
in Christians now.

Gill maintained that it did, while Fraser said it related only to the “healing power of the early
Christians.” In Christian Science Clemens addresses the subject of whether Eddy got her idea
from Quimby or came to it herself. He asked, “Did she hit upon the Great Idea herself? By the
Great Idea I mean, of course, the conviction that the Force involved was still existent, and could
be applied now just as it was applied by Christ’s Disciples and their converts, and as
successfully.”62
What is clear is that Clemens at least at times believed that Jesus and his disciples healed “with a
word, with a touch of the hand!”63 Beyond that, he reveled in poking fun at Eddy—early in his
treatment of the subject and, with his trademark love of distinctive vernacular, in a letter on
February 27, 1899 to Frank Bliss, he wrote somewhat supportively of Christian Scientists in
general but against Eddy: “I have written 4 magazine articles on Christian Science. Tell me
whether to suppress them or not. They contain nothing offensive against lay Christian Scientists,
& they confess that he [i.e., the lay Christian Scientist] is probably going to do much good; but
they make remorseless fun of his pudd’nheaded little Goddlemighty, Mrs. Eddy, & her jackass
‘Key” to the Scriptures. . . .”64—but he did not discount the possibility that she had stumbled on
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the “Great Idea” that others had missed. Earlier in the book (p. 53), Clemens stated that perhaps
four-fifths of the world’s pain and disease was due to the human imagination; he believed that
Christian Science could help solve those pains and diseases from imagination and said he knew
of no other organized force that could do the same. Thus, while it appears that Clemens believed
on the one hand that Christian Science at the least was a form of mind cure that could be helpful
in psychosomatic illness caused by the imagination, he also seemed to believe in a higher form
of healing from Jesus and his disciples that was not limited to “imaginary” illnesses; it was this
higher form of healing that drew his interest and hope.
His interest in “mind cure” dated back to the 1880s, if not before. His daughter Susy had written
a biography of sorts of the family and noted this on March 14, 1886:
Papa has been very much interested of late, in the “Mind Cure” theory. And in fact so
have we all. A young lady in town has worked wonders, by using the
“Mind Cure” upon people; she is constantly busy now curing peoples[’] diseases in this
way—and curing her won even, which to me seems the most remarkable of all.
A little while past, papa was delighted with the knowledge of what he thought the best
way of curing a cold, which was by starving it. This starving did work beautifully, and
freed him from a great many colds. Now he says it wasn’t the starving that helped his
colds, but the trust in the starving, the mind cure connected with the starving.
I shouldn’t wonder if we finally became firm believers in Mind Cure. The next time papa
has a cold, I haven’t a doubt, he will send for Miss H— the young lady who is doctoring
in the “Mind Cure” theory, to cure him of it.
Mamma was over at Mrs. George Warner[’]s to lunch the other day, and Miss H— was
there too. Mamma asked if anything as natural as near sightedness could be cured[;] she
said [“]oh yes just as well as other diseases.[”]

The family tried the mind cure but as Clemens noted later, “It was a disappointment; her nearsightedness remained with her to the end.”65
Before focusing on Clemens’ view of Christian Science and Eddy, it is worth noting that he was
interested in many subjects outside the norm of materiality. As Cleveland Rogers later noted of
Clemens:
He was always a mystic and was, at different times, absorbed in mesmerism, a system of
mind cure, Christian Science, palmistry, and osteopathy. . . . In his later years he attacked
Mrs. Eddy, the founder of Christian Science, and argued with the fervor of a crusader that
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Bacon wrote the Shakespeare plays.

On the subject of Christian Science in his book, Clemens wrote with a great deal of bombast,67 as
when he added later in the book: “Inasmuch as—in my belief—the very first editions of the book
Science and Health were far above the reach of Mrs. Eddy’s mental and literary abilities, I think
she has from the very beginning been claiming as her own another person’s book, and wearing as
her own property laurels rightfully belonging to that person—the real author of Science and
Health.”68 Despite Clemens’ preoccupation with his fantasy that Eddy was not able to write even
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the earliest editions of Science and Health, he did appear to believe that the healing in the early
Christian era was real and could be duplicated eighteen centuries later. It was this degree of wide
variance that led Hamlin Hill to write in the later Oxford edition of the book, page [1] of the
Afterword, “Christian Science is undoubtedly the most curious of Mark Twain’s full-length
works, and quite possibly the one that reveals him most intimately to his audience. Written in
several stints over a period of years (like many of his other works), the book offers a variety of
tones and moods, suggests the pitfalls of being an author of humor, and reflects a man whose
ambivalence to his subject mirrored his own personal anguish.”
Hamlin pointed out that the book was written over time. The Clemens book had begun as a series
of magazine articles in 1899 and 1902-1903, with the intent of revising them and expanding on
them for a book on Christian Science.69 Magazine advertisements were even run in 1903
announcing the upcoming book, but the actual publication was put off until 1907.
A bibliography of these early writings by Clemens on Eddy and Christian Science, and of some
important related publications, is listed here:
—Mark Twain, Cosmopolitan (October, 1899), “Christian Science and the Book of Mrs. Eddy.”
(Even as early as this article, Clemens was planning for a book on Christian Science. To his
friend Henry Huttleston Rogers, he wrote on August 3, 1899:
“[I’ve sent my Christian Science] article to the Cosmopolitan and told Walker to send it to you
if he doesn’t want it. I shan’t print the rest of the series till I issue a book. The first article
merely makes fun of Christian Science and Mrs. Eddy and her book, and stops there.”70)
—Mark Twain, The Man That Corrupted Hadleyburg and Other Stories and Sketches. London:
Chatto & Windus, 1900.
(The English edition, and not the American edition, of this book by Clemens includes the first
printing in a book of Clemens’ writings on Mrs. Eddy. Chapter 7 is entitled, “Christian Science
and the Book of Mrs. Eddy,” pp. 92-143. This first appeared in Cosmopolitan article above and
was later included in Clemens’ book, Christian Science in 1907.)
—Mark Twain, North American Review (December, 1902), “Christian Science.”
—Mark Twain, North American Review (January, 1903), “Christian Science–II.”
—Mark Twain, North American Review (February, 1903), “Christian Science–III.”
—Mark Twain, North American Review (April, 1903), “Mrs. Eddy in Error.”
The March issue of North American Review was taken up by W[illiam] D. McCrackan, with his
defense of Eddy, entitled “Mrs. Eddy’s Relation to Christian Science.” This article was
separately printed in red wraps as follows:
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—W. D. McCrackan, Mrs. Eddy’s Relation to Christian Science: A Reply to Mark Twain. New
York: The North American Review Publishing Company, [1903]. (This pamphlet represents the
first recorded separate printing, p. [9], of Mrs. Eddy’s reply to Clemens. That reply first appeared
in the Christian Science Sentinel, January 22, 1903, and is now in My., pp. 302-303.)
—————————
On December 15, 1902, at a point when Clemens was ready to allow Christian Scientist
spokesman in New York, William D. McCrackan, to write a rejoinder to his articles, to be
published in his proposed book, Clemens wrote to Percy Spalding (emphasis added):
I am preparing a book which partly pokes fun at Christian Science & partly doesn’t.
The chief writer of the cult [McCrackan] wants to write a Rejoinder & have me put it in
the book & I have said all right, I’ll do it, & he can have half of the book to himself.
It will issue the end of March or mid-April. So you can tell the Harpers to send you early
proofs.
Mrs. Clemens will not be out of bed for a long time yet, but she sat up three quarters of
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an hour yesterday which is a splendid advance.

The partly poking fun at Christian Science and partly praising it is seen throughout the book,
which is ultimately more an attack on the person of Eddy and less an attack on her religion. His
wife’s long-term illness and the death of Susy, back in 1896, certainly added to Clemens’
sensitivity to the question of healing.
For an example of Clemens’ openness to the possibility that Christian Science in fact represented
the “Great Idea,” and possibly was beyond the mental healing that would merely help with
“imaginary” illnesses, see this conclusion by him: “It is apparent, then, that in Christian Science
it is not one man’s mind acting upon another man’s mind that heals; that it is solely the Spirit of
God that heals; that the healer’s mind performs no office but to convey that force to the patient;
that it is merely the wire which carries the electric fluid, so to speak, and delivers the message.
Therefore, if these things be true, mental-healing and Science-healing are separate and distinct
processes, and no kinship exists between them. . . . But there is a mightier benefaction than the
healing of the body, and that is the healing of the spirit—which is Christian Science’s other
claim. So far as I know, so far as I can find out, it makes it good. Personally I have not known a
Scientist who did not seem serene, contented, unharassed.”72 (It was comments by Clemens
along these lines that caused the January, 1903, Philadelphia Medical Journal73 to write after his
article appeared in the North American Review the month before: “Mark Twain is already fourfifths Eddyite, and of all the blatherskite he has ever written his latest is a little the most senile.”)
Cf. Eddy’s comment in a letter to Alfred Farlow about this time regarding a specific article by
Clemens, where she found “an undertone in it that is very complimentary to Christian Science.”74
Peel stated75 that Clemens had visited an Eddy pupil, Laura Lathrop of New York City, for
Christian Science treatment. The source for this is an article by that pupil in the Christian
Science Sentinel, March 21, 1908, in which she simply referred to having treated some years
earlier a man who was “known on both sides of the Atlantic” and who was “supposed to be very
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antagonistic to Christian Science.” The man could not sleep, could eat very little, and “believed
that his work for humanity was finished.” He told Lathrop that he did not believe in the Bible or
God. The man told Lathrop after eleven visits he was healed. Peel did not cite any other evidence
that the man was Clemens, although the context makes that a distinct possibility. Clemens, in
Christian Science, appears to state that he tried Christian Science but was not helped: “The
Christian Scientist was not able to cure my stomach-ache and my cold; but the horse doctor did
it.”76 This was after Clemens aligned Christian Science with other forms of mind-cure that all
relied on the patient’s imagination. However, in his book Clemens added a footnote in 1903, pp.
37-38, that said the above had been written about three years earlier and that he understood that
Christian Scientists claimed that it was radically different from other methods, and he would
discuss that later in the book, which appears to be Chapter X of the second part of the book, with
selections cited elsewhere in this book.
That Clemens at least countenanced mental healing for others (and even for himself in a earlier
experiment with mind cure) is seen by his biographer Fred Kaplan’s account of Clemens’ effort
to cure an on-going bad cough in 1893: “By the end of the year, when the cough persisted with
‘little or no relief from medicines,’ Twain went to see a Madison Avenue doctor for a ‘mind
cure.’ ‘He sat with his face to the wall & I walked the floor for ½ hour.’ That midnight he
remarked, ‘Don’t know if he is the reason, but I haven’t coughed since.”77 The following year,
with Clemens in Paris desperately trying to raise money for his failed business ventures and with
Livy back home, he was also trying to get help for Susy’s health problems. “Twain urged that she
try the Parisian version of mind cure. Elinor Howells had convinced him that ‘hypnotism & mind
cure are the same.’ William James, whom he had met in Nauheim and saw recently in New York
or Boston, also equated hypnotism with mind-cure. Twain found it infuriating that there was ‘no
mind-curist’ to be found in Paris. ‘Now the minute I get my matters here in safe shape & rake in
some money for your [Livy’s] use, I mean to rush over & get Susy & fetch her to Hartford &
board her with Lilly Warner, & let her have mind cure from the same person who cured Lilly
Foote.’ Alice Day, sending pamphlets to a skeptical Livy, recommended Christian Science. The
way they speak of Mrs. Eddy, the founder of the movement, ‘gives me a sense of bad taste,’ Livy
responded.”78
Later, Clemens was delighted that Susy had taken up some form of mind cure for herself, as he
wrote to her from India in February, 1896: “I am perfectly certain that the exasperating colds and
carbuncles [from which he had been suffering], came from a diseased mind, and that your mental
science could drive them away. . . . I have no language to say how glad and grateful I am that
you are a convert to that rational and noble philosophy. Stick to it; don’t let anybody talk you out
of it. Of all earthly fortune it is the best, and most enriches the possessor. I always believed, in
Paris, that if you could only get back to America and examine that system with your clear
intellect you would see its truth and be saved—permanently saved from the ills which persecute
life and make it a burden.”79 (Again, it is not clear from this whether Clemens was referring to
Eddy’s Christian Science or a more generic mind cure for his daughter.)
After hypothesizing that Eddy started with mental healing but was pushed farther by her
followers, Clemens made this comment: “It is conceivable that the persuasive influences around
her and within her would give a new and powerful impulse to her philosophizings, and that from
this, in time, would result that great birth, the healing of body and mind by the inpouring of the
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Spirit of God—the central and dominant idea of Christian Science—and that when this idea
came she would not doubt that it was an inspiration direct from Heaven.”80 Much of the first part
of Clemens’ book centered around his finding fault with Eddy, with her lack of education and her
alleged vanity and arrogance. As a writer, he took particular delight in taking jabs at her writing
style. This was not new to Clemens, as we see in his earlier critique, “Fenimore Cooper’s
Literary Offenses”: “Cooper’s art has some defects. In one place in Deerslayer, and in the
restricted space of two-thirds of a page, Cooper has scored 114 offences against literary art out of
a possible 115. It breaks the record.”81 Far beyond his criticism of Cooper was his aversion to the
writings of Jane Austen. To his friend Joe Twichell, Clemens wrote famously on September 13,
1898: “I haven’t any right to criticise books, and I don’t do it except when I hate them. I often
want to criticise Jane Austen, but her books madden me so that I can’t conceal my frenzy from
the reader; and therefore I have to stop every time I begin. Every time I read ‘Pride and
Prejudice’ I want to dig her up and beat her over the skull with her own shin-bone!”82
Clemens also marveled at what he thought was Eddy’s money-making machine, a concept that
haunted him due to his own failed money ventures. In his personal copy of the 1899 book The
Pen and the Book by Sir William Besant, Clemens noted in the margins the general cost of book
production, including his own, and then compared that to what he envisioned Eddy’s costs and
profits were. Author Claire Hoertz Badaracco tracked down this book and wrote of it in
Prescribing Faith: Medicine, Media, and Religion in American Culture:
In the Besant chapter titled “Costs of Production,” Twain responded to Besant’s cost
estimates with this comment [in marginalia]: “Mrs. Eddy’s 1,000 would cost $400 and
sell for $4,375—just about ten times the cost.” And in the section of that book where
Besant advised about methods of publication, he again compared his own poor profits
against his imagination of what Mrs. Eddy’s were: “When 28,000 of MSS had been
bound and delivered, (at 60 off to Gen Agents. Paid the pub 3 percent . . . I got $1.37 ½ a
copy & out of it paid 60 and 68 for manufacture, which was robbery. I cleared about 65c
on 10,000 copies.” Where Besant estimates applied to second and third printing of the
same edition, Twain wrote, “This would make the Eddy book cost $3,250 (say 32c a
copy) & sell for $43,750—something above 1,000 per cent profit.” Where Besant
estimated costs of types of book covers, Twain wrote, “Double this for Eddy,’ ‘$900 for
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2,000 copies cloth say 45c per copy or 550 per cent above costs.”

The research work-ethic of Clemens is seen in these comments by Alan Gribben in describing a
copy of a bound volume of the 1895-1896 Christian Science Journal owned by Clemens and
annotated by him in 1902 and 1903:
The front pastedown endpaper is filled with Clemens’ record of approximately sixty
pages that he has annotated. There are numerous computations of the sales for Mrs.
Eddy’s Science and Health and the growth of her churches and their membership.
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Clemens’ comments on Mrs. Eddy are as caustic as one might expect.

A helpful summary of Clemens’ view of Christian Science and Eddy might be found in a letter
from Clemens’ biographer and confidante, Albert Bigelow Paine, to a Mrs. Bunner, July 23,
1933:
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Mark Twain, like any other man of genius, had many views on many subjects, and they
were not always consistent. The gods, you know are seldom that. . . . When he was about
fifty. . . [he] became much interested in mental healing, an interest . . . throughout his life.
. . the harmony of mind over discords of matter would about express his idea. . . his
quarrel was not with Christian Science itself, but with Mrs. Eddy’s exploitation of it. He
thought her greedy, self-seeking, and several other unpleasant things. He never changed
his views, as to that, though once he did say to me: “Mrs. Eddy deserves a place in the
Trinity, for formulating and organizing a force that benefits a large number of human
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beings.” . . . he never accepted Mrs. Eddy as his own guide. . . .

This letter seconded the recollection of Paine in his three-volume book, Mark Twain: A
Biography, issued in 1912:
I was at this period interested a good deal in mental healing, and had been treated for
neurasthenia with gratifying results. Like most of the world, I had assumed, from his
[Clemens’] published articles, that he condemned Christian Science and its related
practices out of hand. When I confessed, rather reluctantly, one day, the benefit I had
received, he surprised me by answering:
“Of course you have been benefited. Christian Science is humanity’s boon. Mother Eddy
deserves a place in the Trinity as much as any member of it. She has organized and made
available a healing principle that for two thousand years has never been employed, except
as the merest kind of guesswork. She is the benefactor of the age.”
It seemed strange, at that time, to hear him speak in this way concerning a practice of
which he was generally regarded as the chief public antagonist. It was another angle of
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his many-sided character.

Paine’s observation that Clemens was not always consistent is borne out by a look at excerpts
from two letters that Clemens wrote. Returning to late 1902, Clemens wrote to implacable Eddy
foe, Frederick Peabody, on December 5 with considerable sardonic wit and darkness:
Have I given you the impression that I was combating Xn Science? or that I am caring
how the Xn Scientists ‘hail’ my articles? Relieve yourself of those errors. I wrote the
articles to please myself; & it had not occurred to me to care what the Scientists might
think of them. I am not combating Xn Science—I haven’t a thing in the world against it.
Making fun of that shameless old swindler, Mother Eddy, is the only thing about it I take
any interest in. At bottom I suppose I take a private delight in seeing the human race
making an ass of itself again—which it has always done whenever it had a chance. That’s
its affair—it has the right—& it will sweat blood for it a century hence, & for many
centuries thereafter.
It distresses me a little to hear you talk about “sanity in the affairs of men.” So far as I
know, men have never shown any noticeable degree of sanity in their affairs, & to me it
seems rather large flattery to intimate that they are capable of it. See them get down &
worship that old creature! A century hence they’ll all be at it. Sanity — in the human
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race! This is really fulsome.

Without the approval of Clemens,88 Peabody surreptitiously printed an excerpt of this letter (see
below) which he reportedly inserted into copies of his anti-Eddy pamphlet (third edition) in
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1906, and not after Clemens died, as is sometimes reported. Peabody likely added the note that
the single leaf was for private circulation only because of his run-in with Clemens over the very
issue of publishing the letter. Peabody wrote to Clemens on December 10, 1902:
. . . . I[’]m going to publish your letter, if I can procure[?] its unexpurgated publication.
Don’t forbid it, for I consider the interests of the public too great for much consideration
of personal feelings. . . .

Clemens responded post haste the next day:
Do you mean to tell me that my private letters are not safe in your hands?
You want to go pretty carefully, now, & not make any mistakes. Your mere private
confession that you are proposing to steal the letter—which is my property, not yours.—”
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On December 10, 1902, Clemens with considerable equanimity toward McCrackan, and perhaps
piqued at Peabody, wrote this manuscript, with a header notation, “To follow Xn Science in
February N. A. Review.”
Mr. McCracken[sic], Christian Science’s chief writer, is going to answer me, or correct
me, in the March number of this Review. The Harpers will issue these articles of mine in
book form about the end of March or in April, and Mr. McCrackan asks that his
Rejoinder shall appear in that book. That hospitality he can have. It is not likely that the
March Review can give him all the space he needs, and he can finish in the book; he can
have half the room between the covers if he desires it. He is a straight and sincere man
and a profoundly convinced and reverent Christian Scientist, and it may be that between
us we can settle the Science question with the pen; though I doubt it, for the reason that
we have orally tried it by the hour in my house and did not succeed. We finished where
we began: he finding a meaning in the phrase “mortal mind,” I only a fog; he believing
that the mind, with Christian Science, can cure all ills, mental and physical, I believing
that the mind can cure only half of them, and that it is able to do this powerful and
beneficent work without being obliged to call in the help of Christian Science; he
believing Mrs. Eddy discovered something, I believing she did not; he holding her in
reverence, I holding her in irreverence. Times have changed, and for the worse. Three
centuries ago these points of difference could have been settled with a shotgun; now one
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must resort to ink, and ink settles nothing.

On December 15, he wrote to McCrackan after reading his pro-Eddy, pro-Christian Science
articles:
I thank you ever so much for your N. A. Review articles. I read them last night, with
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admiration & with profit.

The next day, McCrackan sent a lengthy letter to Clemens which included the following:
Your little note of December 15th, thanking me for my North American Review articles,
has made me very happy. In those articles I was not able to do more than touch upon the
infinite theme of Christian Science, and to set aside some of the false concepts of it,
which a certain clergyman had been assiduously trying to impose upon it. It is a curious
phase of modern religious life that gentlemen, who protest vigorously that they do not
believe in Christian Science, and could not be induced under any circumstances, to study
it seriously, much less to practice it, should consider themselves eminently qualified to
get up in pulpits, and tell all the world, including Christian Scientists, what Christian
Science is and is not. I have heard such gentlemen, who had large libraries of expensive
books, sometimes whole shelves devoted to one subject, metaphorically raising their
hands in horror, because people, who have been saved from a deathbed by Christian
Science, were willing to buy the Christian Science text-book, whose teachings had
brought them this priceless relief. I have also heard them inveigh eloquently against the
practice of healing by other than material means, although the Founder of Christianity,
whose commands they have promised to follow, healed spiritually, taught his disciples
and apostles to do the same, and sent them out into the world to preach the Gospel and
“heal the sick.” There is something magnificent about a woman, standing alone in the
world, and rebuking such hypocricy[sic].No one can adequately measure the obstacles
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which have been thrown in the way of the preservation of Christian Science from
systematic efforts to decry and pervert it. . . .

Clemens wrote on the envelope, “Very nice letter.”
It was about this time that Clemens wrote a manuscript, “Mrs. Eddy, as Portrayed by Herself,”
which outlined, as he saw it, the three ways that Eddy was seen in the world:
There are three portraits of Mrs. Eddy: one by her bitter enemies, one by her worshiping
friends, and one by herself. The first-mentioned is done with black paint, the second with
white paint and gilding, the third with what Mrs. Eddy intended for white. As a result, in
the first we have the greediest and wickedest Christian since Judas, in the second we have
a duplicate of the Savior, and in the third we have Jesus and Judas most naïvely and
complacently mixed. If one wishes to prove to himself (or must I use the tiresome
idiotism oneself?) that human estimates of human beings are of slight value and entitled
to small respect, let him examine these portraits.
As a sample of the hostile portrait, I refer him to a pamphlet by Mr. Frederick W.
Peabody of 15 Court Square, Boston, partly entitled “A Complete Exposé.” The rest of
title engulfs 21 words; and as I am paid by the word I should consider it dishonorable in
me to shovel those in and put that unearned $4.20 in my pocket. I should regard it as
blood-money. The main part of the pamphlet is inside the covers; it is bitter, unsparing,
fiendishly interesting, and would be worth the pamphlet’s price—25 cents—just by itself,
without the prodigal title. Samples of the friendly portrait are procurable at the C. S.
Publishing Society’s offices, 95 Falmouth street, Boston. They are to be had there in a
variety of forms, the work of many eager and affectionate hands. For samples of Mrs.
Eddy’s portrait of herself, the reader is referred to her voluminous writings, which are
likewise procurable at No. 95. Her features are scattered here and there through them, and
have to be searched out; but they are all there, and collectible. I desire to plaster these
three portraits together, one on top of another, in the composite-photograph style, and
shall hope that the real Mrs. Eddy will develop from the combination. I shall expect to
cull freely from Mr. Peabody, for when it comes to handling the controversial brush with
true vindictiveness and charm, I regard him as the gayest of the gay. I shall cull as freely
from Mrs. Eddy, likewise, for when it comes to putting 2 and 2 together and getting 46
out of it she is a solitaire, she is without peer, and unapproachably fascinating.
I am not writing about her because I believe in her—for I don’t; I am only writing about
her because she is the most interesting figure in the world to-day. She is a portent. By and
by there will hardly be room enough between the horizons for her name; and her shadow
will fall across the whole earth. Fifty years from now I shall be spending the most of my
holidays looking down over the balusters watching her cult spread about the earth, and
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thirty centuries from now I shall be at it still.

By January, 1903, Clemens determined that he no longer found Eddy’s Science and Health
difficult to understand. In his later published book, Christian Science (p. 32), he wrote a
footnote, dated January, 1903, which explained his progress in understanding Eddy’s writing:
The first reading of any book whose terminology is new and strange is nearly sure to
leave the reader in a bewildered and sarcastic state of mind. But now that, during the past
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two months, I have, by diligence, gained a fair acquaintanceship with Science and Health
technicalities, I no longer find the bulk of that work hard to understand.

The above compares to an undated manuscript by Clemens, presumably written about this
general time, in which he wrote:
The Christian Scientist is surprised and affronted because people laugh at “Science and
Health.” People always laugh at what they do not understand, if it seems grotesque. . . .
Custom—not common sense, not fairness—permits us to laugh at the verbal costume of
Science and Health: it is odd to us, and that is sufficient. Every disciple laughed at it at
first; and continued to laugh until he believed he had discovered that there was a living
and rational and respectworthy being inside of it. He did not arrive at his belief until he
had mastered the book’s specialized vocabulary—it was that that turned on the light for
him. I do not know that vocabulary, therefore I laugh at the book by the privilege of
ignorance, while quite well understanding that men with better heads than mine have
learned it and stopped laughing. There is one German author whose books I feed upon
with contentment and delight because they rest me and because I do not understand them.
He uses the usual German words, but saddles them with meanings of his own that are not
in the dictionary. I do not study him, I only just read him for the restfulness of it. I am
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reading Science and Health again, these days, and find it restful.

It was also sometime in January, 1903, that Clemens, again in a dark mood,93 wrote two biting
letters to McCrackan, followed by an apology. One point was that Clemens wanted a copy of one
of Eddy’s books, a copy he could easily have obtained at a Christian Science Reading Room or
other bookseller, but McCrackan (evidently not wishing to give Clemens ammunition for further
articles) was not willing to oblige him,94 so Clemens went so far as to run this advertisement in
Harper’s on January 24 and 31, 1903:
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With Clemens’ apology, McCrackan responded on February 7, 1903:
I am very much touched by your note of yesterday just arrived. I cannot show myself
worthy in a measure of your conduct without returning at once the two letters, which I
enclose. Perhaps you will allow me to treat this as a demonstration of Love on your part,
and ask you to remember of these letters that “they never happened.”

McCrackan followed up with a letter on March 2, 1903:
It has occurred to me that our little ‘episode of the letters’ cannot be considered quite
closed, until I have returned to you your own magnificent letter. I have treasured it for
awhile so one of the (to me) noblest bits of writing in my possession. At any rate I have
never had anything to equal it dedicated to me before. So it is now out of my hands,
unrecorded and forgotten among the never-have-beens, so far as I am concerned. It never
had any cause for being written, this is all I will allow myself to remember in regard to it.
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I know you better than some other men, and know how to value you.

McCrackan later wrote a nine-page history of his experience with Clemens (now in MBEL),
entitled “My Interviews with Mark Twain,” in which he gave a behind-the-scenes look at his
four interviews with him, from December 3, 1902 to March 23, 1903. This interesting account
included the warm side of Clemens as well as the dark side, and illustrated how McCrackan
attempted to cultivate the former. McCrackan recalled seeing Clemens “sitting in a box in
Carnegie Hall at one of our Christian Science lectures when I myself had introduced the lecturer.
He railed on the subject, but could not let go of it. He was too honest to discard it, yet he could
not understand it.”
At one of the interviews, as McCrackan recalled it, Clemens “referred to some impelling force
which would rouse him at night out of a sound sleep and send him down stairs into his library to
pen abusive letters to the woman in Concord. ‘I generally tear them up, but something forces me
to write them,’ he said ruefully. ‘I don’t know what it is. It comes to me at night.’”
To show that McCrackan failed at least to win Clemens over to his view of Eddy is seen in a
letter that Clemens wrote to Edward Day on March 21, 1903. While he told Day that he had ‘no
strong feelings about it [i.e., the Christian Science movement], hostile or otherwise,” he did add
regarding Eddy: “She has a powerful fascination for me, because I think that in one or two ways
she is the most extraordinary woman whom Accident & Circumstance have thus far vomited into
the world.”96
The dark side of Clemens brought his wife to despair at time, as we see in this letter she wrote to
him in 1902:
I am absolutely wretched to-day on account of your state of mind—your state of
intellect—why don’t you let the better side of you work? Your present attitude will do
more harm than good. You go too far, much too far in all you say, and if you write in the
same way as you have in this letter people forget the cause for it and remember on the
hateful manner in which it is said. Do darling change your mental attitude, try to change
it. The trouble is you don’t want to. When you asked me to try Mental Science I tried it
and keep trying it. Where is the mind that wrote the Prince & P. Jeanne d’Arc, The
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Yankee, &c, &c,&c Bring it back! You can if you will—if you wish to. Think of the side I
know; the sweet, dear, tender side—that I love so. Why not show this more to the world.
Does it help the world to always rail at it? There is a noble Work being done. Why not
sometimes recognize that? You always dwell on the evil until those who live beside you
are crushed to the earth and you seem almost like a monomaniac. Oh! I love you so &
wish you would listen & take heed.
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Yours Livy

Paine above recorded this inconsistency of Clemens on many issues, especially when he was in
one of his dark periods. In comparison, after the death of Clemens, his friend William Dean
Howells published his book, My Mark Twain: Reminiscences and Criticisms, in which he
portrayed Clemens religious views as being a fairly consistent non-believer:
I should say he [Clemens] never went back to anything like faith in the Christian
theology, or in the notion of life after death, or in a conscious divinity. . . . At one point he
argued there must have been a cause, a conscious source of things; that the universe could
not have come by chance. I have heard that in his last hours or moments he said, or his
dearest ones hoped he had said, something about meeting again. But the expression, of
which they could not be certain, was of the vaguest, and it was perhaps addressed to their
tenderness out of his tenderness. All his expressions to me were of courageous
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renunciation of any hope of living again, or elsewhere seeing those he had lost.

Nonetheless, Howells noted later regarding Christian Science, the willingness of Clemens “to
allow the miracles of its healers to be tried in his friends and family, if they wished it.”99
To Howells, Clemens said on June 17, 1906, as he was dictating his autobiography: “To-morrow
I mean to dictate a chapter which will get my heirs & assigns burnt alive if they venture to print
it this side of 2006 A.D.—which I judge they won’t. They’ll be lots of such chapters if I live, 3 o
4 years longer. The edition of A.D. 2006 will make them stir when it comes out.”100 Clemens had
stipulated that at least certain sections of his autobiography not be published until 100 years after
his death; Volume One of a projected three volume critical edition finally appeared in 2010
(Volume Two in 2013)101, one hundred years after Clemens’ death—and perhaps in keeping with
Clemens’ prediction it became a best seller immediately upon its release. The anti-Christian
chapters generally appear in Volume Two of his Autobiography (pp. 121-143), dictated June 18
– 25, 1906). While Clemens dictated an introductory comment on June 18 that he thought the
specific comments should be delayed until after the year 2400, the following example from June
22, 1906, dictation, was actually published in 1972:
There had been millions of gods before ours was invented. Swarms of them are dead and
forgotten long ago. . . . I think that Christianity, and its God, must follow the rule. They
must pass on, in their turn, and make room for another God and a stupider religion. A
better than this? No. That is not likely. History shows that in the matter of religions, we
progress backwards. . . . At this very day there are thousands upon thousands of
Americans of average intelligence who fully believe in “Science and Health,” although
they can’t understand a line of it, and who also worship the sordid and ignorant old
purloiner of that gospel—Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy, whom they absolutely believe to be
a member, by adoption, of the Holy Family, and on the way to push the Savior to third
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place and assume occupancy of His present place, and continue that occupancy during the
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rest of eternity.

On May 27, 1907, not long after the publication of his book, Clemens continued his love of
spirited vernacular in his letter to a Florence Duncan Jones, “I have no reverence for theologies
and I take no interest in them. I take a strong and indestructible interest in Mrs. Eddy. But this is
merely because she is picturesque and unusual. I take the same interest in Satan.”103
Clemens’ biographer, Michael Shelden, in Mark Twain: Man in White, cited Clemens’ letter to
his friend, Joseph Twichell—after he had unloaded on Twichell on just his latest pet peeve—in
which Clemens wrote: “I have written you to-day, not to do you a service, but to do myself one.
There was bile in me. I had to empty it. . . . I have used you as an equilibrium-restorer more than
once in my time, & shall continue, I guess.”104 With the despair Clemens had in his life with the
deaths of his wife and some of his children, he felt he had good reason to strike out at God.
When a woman stated to Clemens how much God must love him, Clemens quipped after the
lady left, “I guess she hasn’t heard of our strained relations.”105 Despite the private war that
Clemens had with God at times, as Shelden pointed out, Clemens made a four-hundred-mile
round-trip in 1907 to help raise money for the First Presbyterian Church in Annapolis, Maryland,
even though he had virtually no connection to that church. As Shelden wrote: “The failings of
Christianity always made his blood boil, but he still felt a sentimental attachment to the church of
his youth and was inclined to help it. He could view such generosity as a public duty, whereas his
feud with God was mostly a private affair. At any rate, even his fiercest tirades against
Christianity couldn’t manage to loosen bonds that went back to his earliest days. His mother had
been an active member of the First Presbyterian Church of Hannibal, and he had attended its
Sunday School, whose traditions he gently mocked in Tom Sawyer.”106
The book by Clemens, Christian Science, was supposed to have been published in 1903, but it
was not in fact published until 1907.107 In the Preface to the book, dated January, 1907, Clemens
announced that the Book I of the two-part book contained material written four years before (he
appeared to mean four years before 1903) that “contained errors of judgment and of fact. I have
now corrected these, to the best of my ability and later knowledge.” Book II was written in 1903,
and it is not clear whether Clemens referred to corrections made in 1903 or 1907. McCrackan in
his reminiscence said that as a representative of the Church he had asked the publisher, Harper’s,
in 1903 not to publish the book which he felt was so biased and unfair. The reply was that other
complaints (presumably from Christian Scientists) had been received and Harper’s would agree
not to publish it if he could get Clemens to agree to it. McCrackan immediately went to see
Clemens and recounted what he had been told. McCrackan recalled, “Mark Twain was ready
with his answer. There was a new kindliness in his voice as he said, “Well, if you feel that way
about it, you can tell them I am willing to stop it.” McCrackan was very touched and thanked
him, and he and Clemens sat down for a nice conversation, speaking on a myriad of subjects.
When Clemens spoke of his ill wife, Livy, McCrackan offered to pray for her in Christian
Science, to which Clemens replied, “I would be very glad to have you treat her, but my, she’s
such a good Presbyterian she’d rather die than have it.” Another view of the cancellation of the
book’s planned publication in 1903 is seen in this letter from Clemens in the middle of April of
that year:
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The Harpers considered the publication inexpedient, as it might injure the house with the
Christian Scientists. . . .
The form agreed upon with Mr. [Frederick] Duneka was carefully chosen—and of course
departed from. It was,’too late, now, for a spring book, therefore postponed until autumn.’
This was done to save my face, and was my suggestion: I did not want the fact exposed
that a book of mine had been (in effect) declined.
The situation is not barren of humor: I had been doing my very best to show in print that
the Xn Scientist cult was become a power in the land—well, here was proof: it had scared
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the biggest publisher in the Union!

That Clemens was not so generous and lenient in later years is seen from his autobiographical
dictation, July 17, 1906, where it is clear he blamed Frederick Duneka at Harper & Brothers for
caving to the fear of antagonizing the Christian Scientists by cancelling the publication of the
book in 1903.109
Later, when the book had actually come out, Lyman Powell sent a letter to Clemens asking for
his comment on charges that he had simply written the book for the money. Clemens responded
that such an allegation was completely false:
I do not mind revealing to you that ten years ago when I was penniless & owed a fortune
I wrote a book purposely to get money where with to reduce that burden; but all my other
books were written mainly & primarily to get pleasure out of writing them. When I
carried the X [i.e., Christian] Science book to the Harpers, five years ago, they asked me
not to insist upon its publication, they being afraid it could hurt their house by
antagonizing the Scientists. I did not insist, but left them to choose their own time—
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which they did. They have issued it now, without any urgencies from me.

Despite the fact that Clemens was known as a humorist, when Harpers finally published the book
in 1907, it advertised the book on the dust-jacket as if Clemens were a trained investigative
reporter: “This book is the result of years of careful investigation of Mrs. Eddy’s cult and
writings and of the church which she has founded.”
That Clemens had not experienced an end of life conversion regarding Eddy and Christian
Science is seen at least by this letter from August 7, 1909, less than a year before his death, to
one J. Wylie Smith of Scotland:
My view of the matter has not changed. To wit, that Christian Science is valuable; that it
has just the same value now that it had when Mrs. Eddy stole it from Quimby; that its
healing principle (its most valuable asset) possesses the same force now that it possessed
a million years ago before Quimby was born; that Mrs. Eddy . . . organized that force,
and is entitled to high credit for that. Then, with a splendid sagacity she hitched it to . . . a
religion, the surest of all ways to secure friends for it, and a support. In a fine and lofty
way—figuratively speaking—and it was a tramp stealing a ride on the lightening express.
Ah, how did that ignorant village-born peasant woman know the human being so well?
She has no more intelligent than a tadpole—until it comes to business—then she is a
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marvel!
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It is ironic indeed then that Clemens’ daughter, Clara, would in later years become a Christian
Scientist. In the author’s collection is an unpublished lengthy manuscript that Clara wrote circa
1951 about how her father might have reacted to Christian Science several decades later if he had
lived that long. She started out the manuscript in the following manner:
The memory I hold of my father is so vivid that although he passed out of visible being
many years ago, he has never been absent from my life. It has been my natural habit to
consider what his opinion would be of occurrences in the world at large, as well as of
may personal experiences.
Thus when I undertook the study of Christian Science, I felt the accompaniment of his
thought and his inevitable interest. So strong was this impression that I could hear his
using the same old familiar expressions as of long ago. I could see him emphasize his
meaning with characteristic gestures. (It was under this influence that I was moved to
write these pages, convinced that I was acting with his approval.) His was a mind and
heart ‘easy to be entreated”. He never remained in a fixed mental groove. He would, I
believe, have altered his attitude of fifty years ago in the face of present developments.
My father’s most outstanding characteristic was the urge to offer a fighting hand in aid of
the injured. He used his pen whenever the occasion prompted.
If today he were convinced, as he could not fail to be, that Christian Science was bringing
strength to multitudes of suffering human beings, he would contribute all within his
power to the Cause.

As we see, the subject of Samuel Clemens and Christian Science is complex, but leaving his
view of Eddy aside, his belief in the possibility of a spiritual healing method available to all,
beyond psychosomatic healing, was enough to earn him a charge of being “four-fifths Eddyite.”
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Introduction: Appendix B
Why the Dressers Returned to Boston in 1882
The Quimby debate began when Julius Dresser wrote a letter to the Boston Post early in 1883,
which was only a few months after he and his family arrived back in Boston from Northern
California. The question has been asked why the Dressers returned to Boston. Had they heard of
what Eddy was doing in Boston? The best source for why they returned, I believe, is found in
Milmine’s notes in MBEL on her interview with Annetta and Horatio Dresser. Here are those
notes in their entirety:
Mrs. Dresser says that after Quimby’s death, Mr. Dresser wanted to continue the work [of
Quimby], but that she could not bring herself to consent to it. Both of of them were
extremely sensitive and retiring. She knew what he would have to meet—public criticism
and the [word struck through replaced by:] opposition from the church & medical men
that Quimby endured, & with Dresser’s delicate organization she felt he could not endure
it. Her own inclinations were not for a public life. Both Mr. & Mrs. Dresser had,
practically been invalids for years, and it left them without even the ordinary [words
struck through] courage to meet hard situations or to come in unpleasant contact with
people.
The Dressers went to Webster, Mass., & Mr. Dresser edited a paper there (the Webster
Times)[.] They continued to practise Quimbyism in their own cases, and to live by his
philosophy. Mrs. D. says [words struck through] that they talked Quimbyism to their
friends, read the mss. much, & let others read them, and in this [word struck through]
personal way did what they could to let others share in what they she & her husband felt
was the greatest blessing of their lives.

After writing that the Dressers were effectively invalids, Milmine wrote that they moved to
Webster, Massachusetts, which was about the time that Quimby died. It is not clear if the
Dressers meant to say that they were invalids during the time they knew Quimby or if that
referred to a later time period.
In spite of all they could do for themselves, Mr. Dresser again began to fail in health.
They went to California and remained there until 1882. What, in the end, determined
their action in coming back to Boston and taking up the Quimby work, was his weakened
state of health. He had overworked, and Mrs. D. thought that in deferring to her feelings
in the Quimby matter he perhaps was going against his own judgment and conscience—
which might react upon his health.

(The ill health of Julius Dresser is recorded in this news item from the Salem (MA) Register,
February 23, 1874:
The retirement of Mr. J. A. Dresser from the Webster Times, the readers of that paper
will lose an able and accomplished journalist, and the Massachusetts Press Association a
genial companion and faithful officer. We hope that Brother Dresser will find the
restoration to health he proposes to seek in another climate, and that ere long we may
welcome him back to our State and fraternity this vigorous intellect in a sound tabernacle.
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That article was followed up five days later with this news item in the Worcester (MA) National
Aegis: “Mr J. A. Dresser has sold the Times to Mr. C. R. Stobbs, who has for some time owned
its job printing department. Mr. Dresser retires on account of ill health.” However, some good
news appeared in the press the following year; the Lowell (MA) Daily Citizen and News reported
April 3, 1875: “We are glad to learn that our old friend, J. A. Dresser, formerly of the Webster
Times, is recovering his health, and hopes soon to be fit for active service.” The same paper
reported the following July 2 of a press excursion to Niagara and back, which report included
this: “Here our friend J. A. Dresser, late of the Webster Times, joined our party, and was
welcomed with cheers. He has been recuperating for a year at the neighboring springs.”
According to a one-page history of his life written by Horatio Dresser and preserved by his son,
Malcolm Dresser, in the Addington INTA archives, the Dressers moved to Webster in the
autumn of 1866. Julius Dresser’s health broke down, so he left the Webster Times in April, 1874,
and moved to Dansville, N.Y., but then evidently moved to Denver, Colorado in July of that
year. The Dresser family must have traveled East in 1876, for Dresser mentioned in his
pamphlet, True History of Mental Science, that he met Warren F. Evans in East Salisbury,
Massachusetts, in 1876. In March, 1877, the family moved to California. Horatio Dresser there at
about age 12 started his first job for money: “selling lampshades and distributing physician’s
cards from door to door.” While in California, Horatio Dresser “Began to learn railroad and
telegraph business from father [i.e., Julius Dresser] and his assistant, the operator.” After living
in Oakland, Napa, Willows, and Pinole, California, the family took a vacation to Southern
California in February, 1882, and then left for Boston on May 11, 1882, and arrived there six
days later. Before leaving California, Julius Dresser, according to his son, “was too ill to work
and could not telegraph [for the Central Pacific railroad].”)112
The Dressers decided that they needed to move from California to Boston.
Horatio D. says quotes his father as saying that he had got to the point where he must
“either get more understanding, or go under.” Mrs. D., when she realized this, gave up all
scruples and was at once eager as her husband to enter the work. They had heard what
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was going on in Boston. They believed the time was now ripe for action.
When they arrived in Boston they found Mrs. Eddy’s pupils and were practising mental
healing. Al Arens was teaching and practising.

According to the family history notes above written by Horatio Dresser, his father did not jump
into mental healing immediately, for he was in the “water business” in Boston the summer of
1882. In 1895, Horatio Dresser wrote, “Adverse circumstances long prevented my father from
entering the public work [of healing]. . . .”114 Eventually that year the Dressers met Edward
Arens, by then a disaffected follower of Eddy, who was teaching his own classes:
They entered his class, and learning [word struck through] his method explained, and
observing it in practice, they realized that it was not true Quimbyism, but [word struck
through] much inferior to it. This was in the fall of 1882. Arens sent Dresser a few
patients, and “very soon,” says Horatio D., “my parents were not only actively engaged in
teaching, but in healing.”
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Julius Dresser believed that he needed to get more understanding—evidently indicating his years
with Quimby, and access to at least some of this manuscripts during those and subsequent years,
were not enough understanding for him—and when he got to Boston he quickly signed up for a
class with Arens. This I think is an interesting point. There is no reason to think that he was not
sincere in his effort when taking the class, and he went to Arens as a teacher, not a healer.115
What was he expecting to get out of the class if, in his mind, he had sat at the feet of the master,
Quimby? It is fine to say that he in time found the Arens teaching inferior to Quimby, but what
would have led him to believe that Arens teaching would have been superior to the very writings
of Quimby that he had had all those years? Is it possible that Dresser signed up quickly with
Arens because he was not as enamored with his Quimby experience as he later let on? I believe it
is at least a point to note that the person who would soon champion Quimby in the eyes of the
world would have felt the need to take class from one who had been associated with Eddy.116
The Dressers lived then in Columbus ave, & began their work there. From the Dressers,
who taught from the Quimby mss., and practiced according to Quimby’s theory, it
became known that Mrs. E. had been a patient of Quimby. Arens, became a then out with
Mrs. E. circulated it, & soon it was generally known in Boston that Mrs. E. had been
healed & taught by Quimby.
Urged by his friends, and believing it to be his duty, Dresser wrote his long
communication to the Post, 1883. Mrs. E. replied sharply & the controversy was on. By
request, Dresser made a public address in 1887, and later published the address—True
History of Mental Healing[sic].
Mrs. Dresser was associated with her husband in his work, both teaching & in practice.
They were very successful, & soon moved to better quarters. They were among those
who were first identified with what grew into the New Thought school.
The Wrinkleys were probably the strongest in that early group.
(Julius Dresser died May 10, 1893. He was born Feb. 12, 1838.)
(His family was consumptive.)

This explanation by the Dressers, mother and son, decades later, needs to be compared to the
decidedly less enthusiastic letter that Julius Dresser wrote to Eddy on March 2, 1866, after Eddy
asked him to take over the mantle of Quimby due to his death six weeks earlier (this letter is
covered in depth in later chapters):
As to turning Dr. myself, & undertaking to fill 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 truth.
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Despite their apparent public silence on Quimby for the prior seventeen years, during which time
they evidently did nothing to further the Quimby name or theory, the Dressers had no problem
taking on the mantle of Quimby in the 1880s in Boston—and the mind cure and budding New
Thought writers of the day did not appear to press them on why they had waited so long.
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Introduction: Appendix C
The Julius Dresser-Mary Baker Eddy Interchange in the
Boston Post That Started the Quimby-Eddy Debate
FEBRUARY 8, 1883:
The Founder of the Mental Method of Treating Disease.
To the Editor of the Boston Post.
Many will remember, with interest, the late Dr. P. P. Quimby of Portland, Me., who so
successfully practiced for about 20 years the mental method of treating disease, which is
now claiming so much attention from all classes and is so widely accepted as the surest
and best method of eradicating disease. At the time Dr. Quimby was practicing, this
method was new to the world, and although he did a vast amount of good, he had, like all
minds that take the lead, to bow to the judgment of smaller minds and meekly accept the
title of humbug, which ignorance always bestows on wisdom that it cannot understand.
In speaking with a gentleman on this a short time since, I was surprised and pleased to
learn that he owed his life to the wisdom of that good man, that he had been a member of
the same household for a length of time; and also a student of Dr. Quimby. He related to
me many interesting incidents that occurred in the doctor’s practice, and which came
under his own observation, and gave a short sketch of Dr. Quimby’s life and
characteristics. Among other things he said that at one time having occasion to go to a
closet connecting with the doctor’s office, he found there an armful of crutches and canes
that had been left by patients, who, after being treated by the doctor, had no further use
for them. This gentleman informs me that Dr. Quimby did a great amount of writing on
the subject of mental healing, or his theory, which he termed “Science of Health.”
He always claimed it was a science which could be taught and demonstrated, and that the
demonstration was clear and sure as that of mathematics. The writings are all preserved,
and will soon be published, those having them in charge have only been waiting for the
general thought to progress before placing them before the public. Some parties healing
through a mental method, which they claimed to have discovered did, in reality, obtain
their first thoughts of this truth from Dr. Quimby, and have added their own opinions to
the grain of wisdom thus obtained, presenting to the people a small amount of wheat
mixed with a great quantity of chaff. Dr. Quimby never had what he called classes or
students, but to such of his patients as were interested to investigate the matter, he loaned
his writings and also gave them such explanations as would enable them to do the work
he did if they wished to enter the field, but the method was not popular, as I have before
said, and few felt any interest beyond being restored to health and happiness; therefore
even those who might have carried the good work on feared to battle so powerful an
enemy as the opinions of the world. Dr. Quimby was, in many respects, a wonderful man;
he feared nothing, and he dared to do anything that his wisdom taught him was right. He
was no respecter of persons, and upheld only truth, without regard to whence it came.
The opinions of the people, with regard to himself and his ideas, were of no importance
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in his eyes. When we see a few like him in the same field of actions, who, while they are
in the world are yet not of it, we shall see sin and sickness decreasing, instead of
increasing.
A.O.

FEBRUARY 19, 1883:
The Founder of the Mental Method of Treating Diseases.
To the Editor of the Boston Post,
We were interested in your late article on mental healing, having been acquainted with
the late Dr. Phineas P. Quimby, who died many years ago, and whom we regarded
highly. He was a contemporary of the noted mesmerist, Dr. Newton, and often amused us
with his unique descriptions of their mesmeric performances. He, Dr. Quimby, told us
one evening, on our way to a lecture at the city hall in Portland, that he would exhibit
some of his power to us in the hall. Accordingly, after we were seated, he said to us I
shall set them coughing, and immediately one after another commenced coughing until
the assembly in general joined in chorus, longer or shorter, according to directions. Then
all of a sudden the coughing stopped, but our laughter was not over, for immediately the
people commenced sneezing as if a sudden choryza had seized them, and pocket
handkerchiefs were in quick requisition.
Dr. Quimby’s method of treating the sick was manipulation; after immersing his hands in
water he rubbed the head, etc. He never called his practice a mental method of treating
disease to our knowledge, and we knew him and his history. He was very successful in
many cases of lameness. We asked him several times if he had any system, aside from
manipulation and mesmerism of treating disease, and he always evaded the subject. We
were his patient, but he never gave us any further information relating to his practice, but
always said it is a secret of my own, and I have thought it best not to divulge it. After
treating the sick he would retire to a side room and note with pen the especial case with
such other paraphrase as he thought best. This copy he gave to certain individuals to
bring out, or, as he said “put into shape.” His scribblings were fragmentary, but
sometimes very interesting. He requested us to transform them frequently and to give
them different meanings, which we did. He never took a student, to our knowledge, or
gave information that was practical, of his healing. He called his scribblings, essays, but
never the “Science of Health.” “Science and Health” is a work of Mrs. Mary B. G. Eddy,
issued in 1875. She discovered the science of healing embodied in that work, after years
of practical proof through homoeopathy, that mind instead of matter is the principle of
pathology, and finally sealed her proof by a severe casualty, from which she recovered
through her exercise of mental power over the body, after the regular physicians had
pronounced her case incurable. For some 18 years [i.e. ca. 1865] she has been toiling
with pen and tongue to explain her discovery of the science of mental healing, and
thousands owe their recovery from hopeless suffering and their knowledge of mental
healing to her unselfish labors. Her books have been widely circulated. “Science and
Health” is in the fifth edition, and the first edition was 1,000 copies. A grateful multitude
acknowledge the blessings of her mental system of treating disease. Perhaps the
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following, in the words of her husband, the late Dr. Asa G. Eddy, best express it: “Mrs.
Eddy’s works are the outgrowths of her life. I never knew so unselfish an individual.”
The last time Mrs. Eddy saw Dr. Quimby, and a short time before his death, he said to
her: “I owe to you all the popularity I have in Portland.” She had sent some leading
articles through the press that helped destroy the prejudice against Dr. Quimby; and
announced his practice an improvement on animal magnetism. Mrs. Eddy has established
a metaphysical college in Boston, chartered by the commonwealth in 1881, where the
mental treatment of disease is taught on the strict principle of Christian science.
E.G.

FEBRUARY 24, 1883:
The Founder of the Mental Method of Treating Diseases.
To the Editor of the Boston Post,
In Monday’s POST “E.G.” tells what she would have the public believe of the late Dr. P.
P. Quimby, viz: That he was only a mesmerizer, or, at best, his practice was only “an
improvement on animal magnetism.” And then “E.G.” undertakes to raise Mrs. Eddy into
further prominence, and establish her claim as the founder of the mental method of
treating disease.
If “E.G.” was ever a patient of Dr. Quimby’s, as she claims, and “knew him and his
history,” she knows that her article above referred to is false from beginning to end. The
undersigned is a quiet, humble citizen of Boston, who seeks no controversy with
anybody. But when he knows positively that truth is being outraged and dragged in the
dirt, he will step forward and uphold truth and let error become, as it always does, its own
destroyer. As “E.G.” has maligned and belittled a good man, who gave up his life for the
cause of truth, and actually died for sick people, I will call as a witness the same Mrs.
Eddy whom “E.G.” speaks of. This lady was a patient and a student of the late Dr. P. P.
Quimby of Portland, Me., in the winter of 1862 and ’63. She was then known as Mrs.
Patterson, wife of Dr. Patterson, dentist. The writer of this communication was a patient
and student of Dr. Quimby’s at different times from the hear [i.e., year] 1860 to 1865,
including the period when Mrs. Patterson-Eddy was acting in the same capacity. There
are others now in Boston who were likewise patients of Dr. Quimby at the same time, and
who understand all the facts herein related.
Now Mrs. Patterson-Eddy knows positively that the assertions of “E.G.” in last Monday’s
POST are a tissue of falsehoods. There are only some shades of truth on mere minor
points contained in “E.G.’s” article. Mrs. Patterson-Eddy knows that the late Dr. P. P.
Quimby of Portland, Me., was actually and solely originator and founder of a mental
method of treating diseases, which method recognized diseases as an error of mortal
mind, and the explanation of God’s truth as its cure. Not that Dr. Quimby claimed any
authorship of that which is eternal, never, but simply the discovery that disease was an
error or belief of mind, and that it could be eradicated through the mind, and the
explanation of eternal truth was its cure. And he proves his doctrine by his works.
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Mrs. Patterson-Eddy knows, or has reason to believe, that Dr. Quimby was a mesmerist
in his young days, but that he ceased to be such when he became a healer of diseases by
the application of truth, and that at the time she knew him he never used mesmerism at all
in healing the sick. She knows also that he called his peculiar theory the science of health,
and that from him she got the name of the doctrine incorporated in her books. Dr.
Quimby never had regular students, but to such of his patients, as could understand him
he freely explained his life-giving doctrine, for it was no secret, and such ones had access
also to a portion of his writings, and copied them, as did Mrs. Patterson-Eddy. Such
persons as herself and others of an enquiring mind were therefore in a sense students of
the doctor, and they made the most of their opportunities.
At the time of the “severe casualty” stated by “E.G.” has having happened to Mrs.
Patterson-Eddy, the latter wrote to the undersigned a letter, dated at Lynn, Mass., Feb. 15,
1866, from which the following is a verbatim extract: ‘I am constantly wishing that you
would step forward into the place he (Dr. Quimby) has vacated. I believe you would do a
vast amount of good, and are more capable of occupying his place than any other I know
of. 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, chloroform, ether,
camphor, etc., but to find myself the helpless cripple I was before I saw Dr. Quimby. The
physician attending said I had taken the last step I ever should. But in two days I got out
of my bed alone, and will walk. But yet I confess I am frightened, and out of that nervous
heat my friends are forming, spite of me, the terrible spinal affection from which I have
suffered so long and hopelessly. Now can’t you help me? I believe you can. I write this
with this feeling. I think I could help another in my condition, if they had not placed their
intelligence in matter. This I have not done, and yet I am slowly failing.’
This letter is in the handwriting of Mrs. Patterson-Eddy, and can be seen by the truthloving readers of the POST by calling at my office at No. 14 Chester square, Boston. At
the same place other papers and persons can be consulted to prove the statements above
made. Do not take my word as evidence, reader, nor that of anybody else. Talk is too
cheap. Call and get the facts. When Dr. Quimby’s writing shall be given to the world in
print it will then be seen whether “E.G” has correctly called them “mere scribblings,” or
whether truly they are master delineations of a science of truth and health that shall
become the healing of the nations.
J. A. Dresser.
Boston, Feb. 23, 1883.

MARCH 9, 1883:
A Reply to a Recent Letter in the Boston Post.
(By Mrs. Mary B. G. Eddy.)
To the Editor of the Boston Post,
We give our first leisure time to reply to the false allegations appearing in a letter of J. A.
Dresser in your issue of the 24th ult., and are able to prove the statements relative to those
allegations hereinafter made. While founding what is new and abstract, such as Christian
science, truths revolutionary in character blessing mankind, but not understood at the
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period in which they appear, ignorance and malice have thrown in our way impediments
of their own calculated to retard our work. Notwithstanding all this, since 1866 we have
advanced steadily in introducing into Massachusetts the science of mental healing.
We had laid the foundations of mental healing before we ever saw Dr. Quimby; were an
homeopathist without a diploma, owing to our aversion to the dissecting room. We made
our first experiments in mental healing about 1853, where we were convinced that mind
had a science which, if understood, would heal all diseases; we were then investigating
that science, but never saw Dr. Q. until 1862. Mr. Dresser’s statement that “Mrs. Eddy
knows positively that the assertions of E.G. in last Monday’s POST are a tissue of
falsehoods,” is untrue; we answer for all times that those assertions were strictly true.
We never were a student of Dr. Quimby’s, and Mr. Dresser knows that. Dr. Q. never had
students to our knowledge. He was a humanitarian, but a very unlearned man; he never
published a work in his life, was not a lecturer or teacher. He was somewhat of a
remarkable healer, and at the time we knew him he was known as a mesmerist. We were
one of his patients. He manipulated his patients, but possibly back of his practice he had a
theory in advance of his method and, as we now understand it, and have since discovered,
he mingled that theory with mesmerism. We knew him about 20 years ago, and aimed to
help him. We saw he was looking in our directions and asked him to write his thoughts
out. He did so, and then we would take that copy to correct, and, sometimes, so transform
it that he would say it was our composition, which it virtually was, but we always gave
him back the copy and, sometimes, wrote his name on the back of it. We defended Dr. Q.
from unmerited scorn, asserted in public that his practice was not mesmerism, for we so
believed it, then, being utterly ignorant of the nature, theory or practice of mesmerism.
Since then the sin and subtlety of a student, who departed from our teachings and became
a malpractitioner, caused us to investigate the subject of mesmerism, when we learned
that manipulation includes animal magnetism; and if one manipulates the sick, no matter
what his theory is, it precludes the possibility of his practice being mental science, and if
he understands mental healing and its science he will see that manipulation retards
healing instead of helps it. We have no doubt that Dr. Q’s motives were good, for we
understood him to be a moral man.
The malpractitioners, whose hidden crimes we have endeavored to expose, may put the
burden of introducing plagiarisms to stop the circulation of our books, on the shoulders of
the new party, viz.: J. A. Dresser, but they cannot hide the malice aforethought through
which they are seeking to wrest from us the public confidence and so disarm our ability
to warn and forearm the people against what we have seen of their crimes, the danger of
mesmerism and its power to kill some individuals. Nor can they silence many witnesses
to some of their mental murders, which the general ignorance of this subject has hitherto
prevented being duly investigated. It is not many years since one of these
malpractitioners prosecuted another one for attempting, through mesmerism, to destroy
the life of a lady in Ipswich. But the plantiff in that case, since accused of the same crime,
now avoids the question of mesmerism and malpractice. Stop Into Mr. Aren’s office, on
Chester park, and you can obtain some advertising pamphlets gratuitously which, by
comparison, are found to contain verbatim paragraphs from our work, published in 1870,
and he studied for the first time mental healing of my husband in 1879. The private letter
from a lady which the gentleman (?), Mr. Dresser, has on exhibition, was written under
the following circumstances.
At Swampscott, Mass., in 1866, we recovered in a moment of time from a severe
accident, considered fatal by the regular physicians, and regained the internal action that
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had stopped, and the use of our limbs that were palsied. To us the demonstration was the
opening of the new era of Christian science. We then gained a proof that the principle or
life of man is a divine intelligence and power which, understood, can heal all disease, and
reveals the basis of man’s immortality. But the minds around us at that time were
unacquainted with our mental theory. One individual of strong intellectual power, and
little spirituality even occasioned us many momentary fears of our ability to hold on to
this wonderful discovery. In one of these moments of fear we wrote Mr. Dresser, but we
wrote him after we had proven our ability to work out the problem of mental healing. The
failing state referred to was a state of mind, and there are living witnesses to our health at
that time—we were never as well before in our life; it was but a timid hope that we
referred to; a trembling explorer in the great realm of mental causation, where evil is
more apparent, and good more divine. We sought for once the encouragement of one we
believed friendly, also with whom we had conversed on Dr. Q’s method of healing, and
when we had said to him, “it is a mystery,” he replied to the effect that he believed no
one but the Doctor himself knew how he healed. But lo! After we have founded mental
healing and nearly 20 years have elapsed, during which we have taught some 600
students and published five or six thousand volumes on this subject, already circulated in
the United States and Europe, the aforesaid gentleman announces to the public, Dr.
Quimby, the founder of mental healing.
In 1862 my name was Patterson, my husband, Dr. Patterson, a distinguished dentist. After
our marriage I was confined to my bed with a severe illness, and seldom left bed or room
for seven years, and when I was taken to Dr. Quimby and partially restored, I returned
home hoping once more to make that home happy, but only returned to a new agony to
find my husband had eloped with a married woman from one of the wealthy families of
that city, leaving no trace save his last letter to us, wherein he wrote: “I hope sometime to
be worthy so good a wife.” I have a bill of divorce from him, obtained in the county of
Essex. My first husband was Col. Glover of Charleston, S.C. Six months after our
marriage he died of scarlet fever. Our only child was born six months after his death. To
our brief happy union and the noble character of my husband there are tender testimonials
and resolutions, passed by the brother Masons of St. Andrew’s lodge, in which he had
taken the degree of “royal arch Mason,” which articles were published in The
Freemasons’ Magazine, edited at that time by Charles Moore of Massachusetts.
We shall not descend to notice any further falsehoods through the press, since there is so
much good we can do, we cannot afford to sacrifice our time.
No. 569 Columbus avenue, March 7, 1883.”

We will see in the footnotes of Chapter Four that one of the notebooks from the Quimby copyists
has eleven pages of Quimby text in blue ink marked with the notation, “Washington March
1883.” It would seem that the above letters to the Post for whatever reason led to renewed
interest in copying the Quimby texts.
1
2

Citations from QMSS will be from the first edition unless otherwise stated.
Cf. the letter of Quimby’s granddaughter, Elizabeth Q. Pineo, to Gilbert C. Carpenter, Jr., in July 1950:

“. . . since 1930, I have added another group of my grandfather[’]s papers to the collection at the Library of Congress so that the
remaining papers are only copies of those you have already seen—
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I believe that this last group was deposited in 1948 and should be [the] same interest. Of these[?] papers we have no copies.
A Mr Ervin Seale of New York City has recently made a complete copy of all our papers. . . .”
That letter is in The Mary Baker Eddy Library (MBEL) in Boston.
3

On the website of the Howard Gottlieb Archival Research Center at Boston University is this reference to its Quimby holdings:

“On deposit from Mrs. Charles C. Pineo is a group of papers by and about her grandfather Phineas Parkhurst Quimby (1802–
1866), a mental healer whose most noteworthy patient was Mary Baker Eddy, founder of the Christian Science movement.”
According to Quimby historian, Ron Hughes, at his website, www.ppquimby.com, this transfer took place in 1962. This
important website for promoting what might be called the Quimby side of the Quimby-Eddy debate, is henceforth called the
“Hughes website.”
4

Ervin Seale, editor, Phineas Parkhurst Quimby: The Complete Writings. Marina Del Ray, CA: DeVorss & Company, [ca.
1988]. Three vols. While Ervin Seale was listed as the editor, Erroll S. Collie was listed as the “Originating Editor” and
Contributing Editors were Alan Anderson, Herman Aaftink, Elva Seale, Isabel Price, and W.B. Wier. The Associate Editor
Kathryn Wier. Thus while in this book this three-volume set is referred to as Collie-Seale, many others were involved as well.
5

Eva Moskowitz, in her book In Therapy we Trust: America’s Obsession with Self-Fulfillment (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2001), p. 11, wrote of “Quimby’s four-hundred-page tome Science of Health and Happiness. . . .” She was not
referring to either QMSS or Collie-Seale (which latter book she surprisingly did not cite in her book) but rather to a rare
mimeographed compilation of Quimby writings produced by Erroll Collie. Quimby never wrote such a book; the title was
Collie’s own, of selected writings from Quimby’s papers in the Library of Congress.
In the author’s collection are two variant versions of the Collie compilation as described below:
—The Science of Health and Happiness by Phineas Parkhurst Quimby [.] (The Unpublished Writings of Dr. P. P. Quimby[.])
Copied from the original Quimby Manuscripts in the Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., by Erroll S. Collie, 30 Rockefeller
Plaza, Room 1642, New York City, and Ellen Fassett, 20235 Redwood Road, Hayward, California. [This is a bound photocopy of
a typed or mimeographed compilation that was given to the Minneapolis Library by Collie in 1943. The Foreword for this work
was dated 1942.]
—The Science of Health and Happiness by P. P. Quimby [.] Copied from the original Quimby Manuscripts in the Library of
Congress, Washington, D.C., by E. S. Collie, 155 Henry Street, Brooklyn, N.Y. [This is a mimeographed compilation in three
volumes, each held together by three brads.]
Evidently the version used by Moskowitz was the first version cited above, but her bibliographical description of the book, p.
313, did not include the parentheses, and it was dated 1939.
The description by Moskowtiz, p. 11, of the articles collected by Collie in his compilation is a good one to illustrate the range of
subjects one finds in the Quimby papers: “[The Quimby compilation] explores a wide range of topics, including language, mind,
patriotism, the cause of man’s troubles, the rich and the poor, music, parables, death, imagination, the efficacy of prayer, shadow
and substance, superstitious beliefs, the identity of man and God, right and wrong, the senses, knowledge and wisdom, odor, the
standard of law, character, happiness, conservatism, intelligence, aristocracy and democracy, and false reasoning.”
The world of Quimby published writings includes a book, Healing: Collected Writings of Phineas Parkhurst Quimby. [N. p.]:
Murine Press, [ca. 2007]. The writings were edited by Andras Nagy, but they appear to be the same text that is given in the
Hughes website.
6

The editors in the “Forward” [i.e., “Foreword”], p. v., mistakenly referred to BU as the “University of Boston.” Ervin Seale is
referred to as “Ervine” Seale and Ann Bellew Hawkins is listed as Ann “Bellow” Hawkins. These kinds of errors, all on just one
page, do not inspire confidence in the scholarship of the book. The editors, while disclaiming any altering of Quimby’s words,
did reportedly clean up some of the punctuation and capitalization to conform to their desire to promote what they thought
Quimby meant. In the above Foreword, the editors added the following:
“The editors of this publication of The Complete Collected Works have carefully inspected and compared the material content of
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Quimby's previously published writings and have corrected any misspelled words and clerical errors, as well as inserted
punctuation and paragraph stylization, where appropriate. Duplicate articles have been excluded. Parentheses have been used
around words appearing in consecutive order within the text, only in those places where Dr. Quimby intended them to be used
either synonymously or interchangeably. We did this in order to facilitate a smoother reading experience and to assist in the
reader's understanding of the writings. In no case were the actual words of Dr. Quimby altered, not even for grammatical reasons.
Dr. Quimby used many quotes from the Bible, very often paraphrased in his own style. Although we are very well aware that he
does not always quote the Bible verses verbatim, we have here included his interpolations within quotation marks, for editorial
purposes. Sometimes Quimby chose to capitalize certain words, and in other places did not capitalize the same words, such as
Science, Wisdom, Truth, etc. In this publication, for the most part, we have capitalized words as is commonly customary. In
addition, the Lecture Notes, which were originally written in a form entitled Booklets 1-7, are here presented under fourteen
descriptive subtitles, appearing in the same order of the original lecture material. Other than these few exceptions, all of the text
is recorded exactly as Quimby wrote it, to the best of our knowledge. For convenience, we have numbered the articles.”
7

Despite the abundance of historical writing on Quimby and Eddy from mainstream religious historians, the scholarship is all
too often based on simply repackaging what others have written, variations on a theme all too often conventional. The amount of
research based on the original documents is actually paltry, which this late in the game, with so much original material available,
is its own academic scandal. Pre-eminent Melville scholar, Hershel Parker, lamented this sort of lazy scholarship in his
historiographical tour de force, Melville Biography: An Inside Narrative (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 2012),
including where he wrote succinctly (p. 305) of one particular critic of his work (but the same could have been written of a legion
of historical writers): “he wrote his biography from other books, not from documents.” Too many academic scholars seem more
interested in quoting each other’s books and articles from obscure journals than doing new research from the original documents.
8

Horatio Dresser in his works on mental healing and philosophy would alternate between a paean of praise to Quimby in some
books while barely mentioning him in other books. For example, in his 1899 book, Methods and Problems of Spiritual Healing
(New York: G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 1899), he only mentioned Quimby once (p. 38), in a book that covers a topic seemingly well
suited to mention Quimby at length, based on Dresser’s stated views elsewhere (including his article the same year on Quimby in
Arena magazine).
Dresser wrote, p. [3]: “The author is not in the practice of mental healing, nor does he deem himself competent to give advice
concerning specific application of the mental cure. He is not a follower of any sect, and does not subscribe to the full creed of
those who advocate mental remedies in the cure of disease. He is simply a truth-seeker; and the following pages contain the
results of fifteen years of observation, during which it has been his privilege to witness the successful application of the
principles he advocates.”
In order not to be confused with being a follower of Christian Science, Dresser went out of this way to disabuse that possible
notion from any of his readers, as he added in a footnote on p. [34]: “The author wishes it distinctly understood that he does not
in any way subscribe to the creed of Christian Scientists.” Nonetheless, it is worth noting that the fifteen years of observation
noted above by Dresser were for the years 1884-1899, which is roughly the time period after his parents had returned to Boston
and taken a course in mental healing from Edward Arens, a former follower of Eddy, and been publicly practicing mental healing
in Boston. It would appear then that the years prior to the return of the Dressers to Boston did not include family
experiences in the application of mental healing worthy of note by Dresser. This is possibly an important point since the
years prior to the return of the Dressers to Boston were years in which the Dresser family had the knowledge and experience (and
manuscripts?) from the Quimby years in Portland but no other instruction, while the later Boston years included the personal
instruction of a former Eddy follower.
Dresser described his own dedication to the Quimby story in 1909 in his article “Mr. Quimby and the Emmanuel Movement,”
Practical Ideals, January, 1909, pp. 3-4 (emphasis added):
“My own work for over twenty-five years [i.e., dating back to when he was 17] in this field has been to win recognition for
the essentially spiritual phases of Quimby’s work. Hence I have frequently written from the point of view of an adverse critic
of all mental therapy. I welcome any one who can relieve human ills, and would like to see mental healing flourish as extensively
as possible. But no one can follow the various phases of mental therapeutics, as they appear from time to time, without learning
that in each case there are problems that are handed over unsolved. I am concerned to further the development of a doctrine and
a method which shall be able to hold out in the face of the most searching inquiry. The end is not yet. We have done little more
than make a beginning. At the present stage of development it is of as much consequence to raise objections as to further the
growth of relatively effective methods. Mr. Quimby took his stand on the basis of truth, that ‘the truth is the cure,’ and I believe
that his type of therapy will in the end prevail. In contrast with his method many mental healers make idealizing statements which
gloss over the facts and accomplish only temporary good. In contrast with denials and affirmations of the general mind-cure type,
Quimby believed in going behind the scenes of mental life and discovering the actual condition of the sick.”
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Three months later in the same magazine, in his article, “A Word about Christian Science,” Dresser wrote, p. 17:
“ . . . copies of the [Quimby] articles were in my house from my youth up. In 1884 [at age 18] I made a nearly complete copy of
all the articles from the manuscript books now in Mr. George Quimby’s possession.” (It is not clear if he meant he had the
articles very early in his life or just when his family moved to Boston when he was sixteen and possibly reconnected with George
Quimby.) In the Quimby papers in the Library of Congress is this note by Horatio: “In the manuscript book from which I copied
this article [in which Quimby had written “Christian Science”] in 1884, Mr. Geo. A. Q. has written: ‘This was written in
February 1863. Mrs. Eddy did not see Dr. Quimby until Oct. 1863”* p. 94[.]
* He meant 1862.”
According to a history of Horatio Dresser prepared by Horatio and preserved by his son Malcolm, a copy of which is in the
Addington INTA [International New Thought Alliance] archives in Mesa, Arizona, Horatio “Practised mental healing in cooperation with parents, beginning in 1884.” However, Dresser in later years would make clear that he was not a mental healer
himself.
Horatio’s fealty to Quimby has led one extreme later Quimby acolyte to proffer that Quimby was actually reincarnated as Horatio
Dresser, the one day difference in birth of Horatio (i.e., Horatio was born the day before Quimby died) being an error in
recording the correct dates at the Vital Records Bureau. See Albert Amao, The Renaissance of Mind Healing in America: How
Millions of People were Healed Without Medicine. Mustang, OK: Tate Publishing & Enterprises, [ca. 2011], p. 75.
9

While not attempting to equate this book with Henri F. Ellenberger’s groundbreaking history of psychiatry, The Discovery of
the Unconscious: The History and Evolution of Dynamic Psychiatry (New York: Basic Books, Inc., [ca. 1970]), what he wrote in
his Introduction, pp. v-vi, applies to this book as well, word for word, with the exception of the specific dozen-year time
reference (but even that is actually close to the time span spent on the research and writing of this book):
“The relevant methodology can be summed up in four principles: (1) Never take anything for granted. (2) Check everything. (3)
Replace everything in its context. (4) Draw a sharp line of distinction between the facts and the interpretation of facts. Whenever
possible, I resorted to primary sources, such as archives, specialized libraries, and the testimony of trustworthy witnesses.
Secondary sources have been assessed in regard to their reliability. By means of extensive research pursued for a dozen years
with this critical method, I was able to collect a great number of new facts, while many facts already known are placed in a new
light. Many legends that have been repeated from author to author are shown to be erroneous.”
10

Photostat in the author’s collection of copy made by Quimby. He noted that the letter was “copied from memory.”

That George Quimby seemed to relish this idea is seen in his similar letter to Minot J. Savage, August 19, 1904:
“She [Eddy] claims she owes nothing to Dr. Quimby; that she never got any of her ideas from him, but that it was revealed to her
by God, but when a future day she stands in the presence of both, and looks them squarely in the face, in my opinion, when she
catches father’s eye, she will blush! I always appreciate a thrilling climax to a story or a play, and I think my cup will run over if
I could be present at the meeting I have described.”
11

Farlow material on Quimby in MBEL. Cf. Eddy’s own comment about how she believed her opponents had redefined
Quimby to be something he was not, in a letter to Carol Norton, March 16, 1894: “About Quimby, I pity the man’s memory. He
was as good a man as a mesmerist can be, but is dishonor[e]d by the distinguishment my envious foes have tried to give him.”
[L02358.] The issue of whether Quimby was a “mesmerist” in later years will be discussed later.
12

Part of conventional wisdom as it relates to the history of famous people is the tendency to smooth the edges of individuals to
make them more palatable to others on the one hand or demonize them on the other. Christian Science historian Stephen
Gottschalk wrote of this in his book The Emergence of Christian Science in American Religious Life (Berkeley, CA: University
of California Press, [ca. 1973]) , pp. 162 and 164:
“Still, one cannot hope to understand Mrs. Eddy’s character simply by modifying and combining what has been said about her
by critics and by partisans. Her picture cannot be painted in gray. She was too definite, too complex, and altogether too
interesting for such colorless treatment. Her life had a central dynamic that must be grasped if it is to make any sense at all. For
Mrs. Eddy was, in the final analysis, a woman of religious vision. In evaluating her character and life-work, one must take
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seriously her belief that she had discovered basic religious truth and had a divinely-appointed mission to expound it. Her own
zeal, the demands that she made upon herself and others, the vigor with which she defended her teaching from perversion and
attack, her apparent arbitrariness in decision-making, even the excesses and irregularities of her highly-charged temperament—all
these phenomena come into perspective when seen from this standpoint. Much of the material that friendly biographers have softpedaled or eliminated from their accounts becomes relevant to an understanding of her character, while many elements of her life
that hostile commentators have dwelt upon become of less importance or begin to make a different kind of sense. . . .
In The Varieties of Religious Experience, William James points out, ‘There can be no doubt that as a matter of fact a religious
life, exclusively pursued, does tend to make the person exceptional and eccentric.’”
13

Horatio W. Dresser, editor, The Quimby Manuscripts Showing the Discovery of Spiritual Healing and the Origin of Christian
Science. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company, [1921].
14

BU 18.

15

As is explained latter, when quoting the Quimby writings, because later changes were made of unknown date, when
interlineated words are included, they are shown in bold unless otherwise stated. I do not believe any of the changes were made at
a much later date to attempt to influence the Quimby-Eddy debate, but many of the Quimby writings were copied by the copyists
after Quimby’s death, and there are much later notes dated 1900. Thus to clarify what is known of the earliest versions, I have
adopted this format.
16

LC 9:333-334. The statement that coughing is one of “truth’s servants” is one of the reasons cited by R. Marie Griffith that
led her to this observation:
“Yet matter and the body were very real for Quimby, in ways that perhaps contributed to the disavowals made by his one-time
patient Eddy (then Mrs. Patterson) about the degree of his influence upon her. In point of fact, Quimby’s writings are highly
ambiguous on these themes, and it is fair to conclude that his own views of the causative workings of the mind and matter were
not fixed with the precision of a mathematical theorem. Enough of mesmerism remained integral to Quimby’s position, long after
he had officially discarded it, to prevent him from denying the weight of material substance altogether. . . . More consistently,
Quimby represented mind as ‘spiritual matter,’ an expression interpreted (and perhaps distorted) by his posthumous editor,
Horatio Dresser, as meaning ‘subconscious mind.’ Quimby appears to have intended it as a mediating term between more static
notions of mind and matter that he believed most people to hold.” See R. Marie Griffith, Born Again Bodies: Flesh and Spirit in
American Christianity. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 2004, pp. 72-73.
17
18

MBEL, L05468.
The texts in the Hughes website are not necessarily the texts in his later book.

19

The author’s copy came from Dr. Melton and is under the letterhead of The Institute for the Study of American Religion. It
was delivered at a meeting of the Society for the Study of Metaphysical Religions in Tampa, Florida, July 20, 1991. It was also
published by the SSMR in their periodical in Spring, 1996, pp. 13-29.
20

Melton’s view was that Quimby’s role in the history of New Thought was much overstated by Horatio Dresser: “What little
was known of Quimby’s writings did not resonate with the movement. His language and concepts were both quite foreign. The
only use anyone [in the early New Thought movement] had for Quimby’s ideas was as a club to attack Eddy.”
Melton added the following conclusion (the bracketed material is original to Melton): “In the end the Dressers historical work
emerges as almost a classical example of a religious history [i.e., a history distorted to served[sic] a theological polemical
purpose], and the treatment of Quimby as hagiography.”
Melton also published, in the SSMR Journal, Spring, 1995, pp. 5-39, another iconoclastic piece that promoted Emma Hopkins as
a “Forgotten Founder” of New Thought. See Melton’s article, “New Thought’s Hidden History: Emma Curtis Hopkins, Forgotten
Founder.” Such iconoclasm on the part of Melton could not go unchallenged, as C. Alan Anderson, noted Quimby champion,
responded with a talk and later article, “Quimby as Founder of New Thought,” Journal of the Society for the Study of
Metaphysical Religion, Spring, 1997, pp. 5-22.
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In the Addington INTA archives are notes taken by 1887 pupils of Julius and Annetta Dresser. While leeway must be given for
transcribed notes of what the individual remembered the teacher to have said, the following language of what the Dressers were
teaching in the mid-1880s appears to me much closer to Eddy than Quimby. In 1960, Raymond Charles Barker of the First
Church of Religious Science in New York City turned over to Decherd Turner at SMU a notebook kept by early Dresser pupil
Mrs. Harriett Hemmenway, who had died at age 105.
The notes in the scrapbook are her own notes, followed by her transcripts of notes from another pupil of the Dressers, Abby
Perry. The notes below are from the copied Perry notes; she attended classes with Annetta Dresser in 1887 and 1888:
“In what part of us, where in us is God? Now let us turn a moment & see what He is, who lives in us —& in whom we live. Now
to start with we must cast off all limitations of form, for He is Infinite. Take the different attributes & remember that each one is
Infinite—Infinite goodness which combines Infinite Wisdom, Justice, Love, Truth, etc. . . .
There is no rule as to length of silent treatment[.] The average could be about fifteen minutes.
No matter who your patients may be, or if you have never seen them before you sit down beside them with a longing to help
them, which is the truest love[.]
You know that in this Wisdom you can help them & then you see them as they really are in their spiritual identity, a perfect
thought of a perfect Being, you think of & see them as they would be if they realized it all — if they were consciously filled with
God—
Before that thought of Wisdom all error must disappear & with it its expression - or the illness & suffering. To be consciously
filled with God is to be filled with Peace — the ‘peace which passeth understanding’ to those who look at it from outside — &
into that soul you feel the peace slowly but surely doing its harmonizing work, until all discord ends.”
Quimby did not use the phrase “silent treatment,” and he did not link the word “infinite” to nouns such as Wisdom,
Justice, Love, Truth, etc. While not identical to Christian Science, the phraseology and concepts used by the Dressers
were clearly influenced by the mental healing world of Boston in the 1880s, especially Eddy’s Christian Science.
It is worth noting that in all of the fairly extensive Hemmenway and Perry notes, the name Quimby did not appear once,
which is at least surprising since the Dressers said they taught the Quimby system of healing.
21

J. Gordon Melton, “New Thought and New Age,” in James R. Lewis and J. Gordon Melton, editors, Perspectives on the New
Age. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1992, pp. 16-17.
See also ten years later Catherine Tumber, American Feminism and the Birth of New Age Spirituality: Searching for the Higher
Self, 1875-1915 (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc, [ca. 2002], p. 44:
“Until recently, historians of New Thought followed the narrative laid down by Horatio Dresser, outlined previously, in part
because it accorded with standard approaches to intellectual and institutionaly history, and in part because it complemented
accounts provided by the Church of Christ, Scientist—which later became integrated into the twentieth-century religious
establishment. But Mary Baker Eddy had more threatening foes closer to home, and their stories capture the soul of the New
Thought movement. All of these rivals were women, and many were former students who had commenced healing ministries of
their own.”
22

Hector Vyr, “A Metaphysical Drummer,” The International Magazine of Christian Science, December, 1888. The name
Hector Vyr was from a character with the same name in a book then out, A Demigod, anonymously written by Edward Payson
Jackson. “Vyr” wrote several articles in the International Magazine called “A Metaphysical Drummer,” almost as a later writer
would have a column in a monthly periodical. “Vyr” later wrote in the International Magazine of meeting Eddy briefly for the
first time, evidently when Eddy lectured in New York City in February, 1889.
23

W. J. Colville, The Spiritual Science of Health and Healing; Condensed in Twelve Lectures, Delivered Inspirationally.
Chicago: Garden City Publishing Co., 1887, pp. 10-11.
In this pamphlet he gave his year of birth at 1859, but his early life is a series of mysteries based on misstatements later made by
Colville himself. Some researchers on Colville’s life have outlined their findings on a blog at:
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http://ehbritten.blogspot.com/2013/02/stories-within-stories-childhoods-of-w.html
That includes an illustration of Colville, whose full name was apparently William Wilburforce Juvenal Colville.
24

Arthur Vergara, “New Thought’s Mysterious Manuscripts,” Creative Thought, April, 2011.

One of the more ignored biographies of Eddy is Fleta Campbell Springer’s According to the Flesh. New York: Coward-McCann,
Inc., 1930. (This is the book version of a biographical series which appeared first in the magazine, The Outlook and Independent,
from November 6, 1929-January 15, 1930.) Springer wrote in the Milmine-Dakin vein with little new added, but occasionally
she made observations of note, as when she wrote, p. 136: “If it be true that but for Phineas P. Quimby the name of Mary Baker
Eddy would be unknown today, it is equally true that but for Mary Baker Eddy the name of Phineas P. Quimby would be
unknown. For she alone of his disciples possessed the qualities of the crusader, the fierce and zealous faith that forsakes all to
follow a Cause.” The “qualities of the crusader” are missed by some of Eddy’s biographers.
25

The difficulty in exploring the history of Christian Science is due to the highly polarized views that are often found in even
what is supposed to be scholarly writing. See for example, the following two comments by religious historians about this
difficulty and the need to analyze not just the history in question but also the historians who told the history:

—Paul K. Conkin: “The Church of Christ, Scientist, presents more problems for the historian of Christianity in America than any
other denomination. Its beliefs are very elusive. Its records are secret. The scholarship about it is deeply polarized between the
apologists within the church and the critics without. . . . Above all, almost every critical judgment about its prophet and founder,
Mary Baker Eddy, remains controversial.” (American Originals [:] Homemade Varieties of Christianity. Chapel Hill, NC: The
University of North Carolina Press, 1997, p. [226].)

—Roy M. Anker: “It is important, then, in surveying the history of Mary Baker Eddy and Christian Science, to know the voices
partaking in the discussion and to assess their trustworthiness given the perspective they bring to the scholar’s writing desk.”
(Self-Help and Popular Religion in Modern Culture [:] An Interpretive Guide. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1999, p. 17.)
Beyond the issue of how difficult it has been to write a bias-free history of Christian Science and New Thought, the influence of
early authors on the Quimby-Eddy debate must be noted. See, for example, the comment by Catherine Albanese, in Republic of
Mind and Spirit, p. 315, on the biased impact that Horatio Dresser had on the history of New Thought (and this debate): “From its
early beginnings, however, the emerging New Thought movement was national in scope—a reality obscured by the East Coast
orientation of Horatio Dresser’s pioneering history [of the New Thought movement] (with its preoccupation with the QuimbyEddy controversy) and its shaping influence on subsequent scholarship.”
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Robert Peel’s three volume biography of Eddy appeared as follows:

—Mary Baker Eddy: The Years of Discovery. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, [1966] (hereafter “Discovery”).
—Mary Baker Eddy: The Years of Trial. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, [1971] (hereafter “Trial”).
—Mary Baker Eddy: The Years of Authority. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, [1977] (hereafter “Authority”).
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William James in a memorable letter to his friend Dr. J.J. Garth Wilkinson, wrote of coming to believe that there was a “range
of truths” beyond the physical senses: “I have hitherto felt as if the wonder-mongers and magnetic physicians and seventh sons of
seventh daughters and those who gravitated towards them by mental affinity were a sort of intellectual vermin. I now begin to
believe that that type of mind takes hold of a range of truths to which the other kind is stone blind. The consequence is that I am
at sea, with my old compass lost, and no new one, and the stars invisible through the fog.” (Quoted in Robert D. Richardson,
William James: In the Maelstrom of American Modernism. A Biography. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 2007, p. 263.)
For a very helpful look at the issues surrounding the mind and health, forms of mental healing, and how science might approach
the reasons behind the “placebo effect,” see Irreducible Mind: Toward a Psychology for the 21st Century, by Edward F. Kelly,
Emily Williams Kelly, Adam Crabtree, Alan Gould, Michael Grosso & Bruce Greyson. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield
Publishers, Inc., [ca. 2007], pp. 129-148.
The Summary section of Irreducible Mind, p. 639, begins with this statement by the authors, “For an enlarged scientific picture
of human mind and personality to emerge, two things need to happen: First, it must be demonstrated that the currently dominant
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physicalist theories of mind-brain relations are inadequate in principle; and second, an alternative theory must be found that
remedies these defects.
The present volume has sought mainly to address the first of these tasks, by assembling in one place large amounts of credible
evidence for a wide variety of empirical phenomena that appear difficult or impossible to explain in conventional physicalist
terms. We find this evidence cumulatively overwhelming, and expect to have persuaded many open-minded readers that this is
the case. At the same time, we are also acutely aware that the continuing scientific resistance to many of these phenomena
derives in large part from their apparent conflict with current physicalist orthodoxy.”
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One brief history of Quimby by Virginia Stumbough in Fate Magazine (October, 1957) on p. 78 even referred to Quimby as
“the father of American psychosomatics.”
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Michael Grant, Saint Peter: A Biography. New York: Scribner, 1995, pp. 4-5.

30

See, for example, Robert C. Fuller, Spirituality in the Flesh: Bodily Sources of Religious Experience. New York: Oxford
University Press, 2008, pp. 4 and 6:
“Natural scientists have proposed entirely new sets of critical terms for understanding the origin and function of religion in
human life. The highly regarded biologist Edward O. Wilson was at the forefront of this trend, when thirty years ago, he
pronounced that ‘we have come to the crucial stage in the history of biology when religion itself is subject to the explanations of
the natural sciences.’ Wilson argues that religion—like all cultural phenomena—can be profitably explained by the principle of
natural selection acting on the genetically evolving material structure of the human brain. . . .
Modern sciences are laden with their own ontological and epistemological biases. This is, in fact, one of the reasons that most
scientists who study religion overlook those aspects of spirituality that don’t conform to their theoretical assumptions.”
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Many of the Quimby documents have later dates such as 1901 written on them, with changes in various handwritings. Thus it
is not clear when certain changes were made, so the effort has been made to show the earliest written version if possible. I do not
think these changes were designed to mislead the reader (certainly not the ones changed in the 1860s), but I believe it is
preferable to use the earliest version to avoid questions of who made later changes and why.
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This becomes important as one sees how many reminiscences of Quimby by former patients reference his lack of education,
comments that have largely been ignored by historians whose primary source of information has been the cleaned up manuscripts
of the Ware sisters, et al., as reproduced by Horatio Dresser.
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LC 6:162.
BU 34.
Dresser, QMSS, p, 68.
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Gillian Gill in her biography pointed out the extreme lack of education evident in Quimby’s holograph manuscripts, which led
her to realize how much he relied on others to edit and clean up his writings. This charge of being unable to properly put words to
paper was one commonly made by Eddy’s critics of Eddy. Caroline Fraser attempted to equate the two in her book God’s Perfect
Child: Living and Dying in the Christian Science Church (New York: Henry Holt and Company, 2000), p 474, note 100. This is
the revised paperback edition of 2000 and is henceforth referred to as Fraser:
“Gillian Gill has argued that Quimby could not be the author of his own writings because his "personal letters or drafts. . .
eloquently testify to his incapacity to spell simple words or write a simple, declarative sentence." The problem with this argument
is that the same could be said of Eddy herself. One has only to read her letters or the first edition of Science and Health to find
that, although her spelling may have been better than Quimby's, her grammar, word usage, and sentence construction were every
bit as idiosyncratic as his.”
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This issue of Quimby’s writing ability and what his “copyists” did for him will be discussed later, but the Fraser comment,
following the lead of other Eddy critics, in attempting to equate their levels of education is not even remotely accurate. There are
certainly examples of Eddy’s writings that were marred by a limited education, were stilted and even at times affected (however,
the example given by Fraser of the writing by Eddy in the first edition of Science and Health is an exaggerated problem that in
part comes from some faulty writing on Eddy’s part mixed with atrocious editing that even led to errors in the errata slip—errors
evidently due largely to the typesetter’s inability to read her handwriting); nonetheless, Eddy’s writing, for all of its faults, never
approached the problems found in Quimby’s extant holograph writings. A comparison of their writing can be seen when the
original Quimby article, cited here, is compared to any of her personal letters from her adulthood. The following excerpt from a
letter to her friend, Augusta Holmes Swasey on February 24, 1843, is just one example of her unedited writing, with its
occasional spelling errors:
“We returned at the close of the next day, and in the evening I again sought my materials for a conversation with you [i.e., to
write a letter to her]; when who should present themselves as the sure precursorer of my letter’s fate, but the marvelous James
Smith! Your crazy correspondent was correct, so far as pretentions warrant; he professes to have religion, and so far succeeded in
exhausting that interesting and exhalted subject, I grew weary and retired. The next morning (Sabbath) a long series of meetings
commenced at the Methodist Church, and continued five weeks held alternately at both societies. . . . But dear Augusta, the
meetings were so very interesting, and every day brought with it some extra labor (the constant arival of friends or connexions,)
that I finally concluded not to attempt to write you. . . . But again perceive my wayward destiny! returning from an evening
meeting in the rain I took a violent cold attended with such extreme pain in the side I have been unable to write until the present;
but am now much better. . . .” [MBEL L02683.]
This issue is significant, because historically there has been a double standard on this issue; while Quimby’s lack of education
helped bolster his image as a true backwoods American original, Eddy’s far lesser educational problems were used to promote an
image of an intellectual lightweight, a woman delving into matters far better left to more educated divines (who were of course
almost always men).
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The respective dates of birth of the Ware children are: Emma Grace Ware, August 27, 1833; Sarah Elizabeth Ware, July 10,
1838. Their older brother, Joseph Ashur Ware, was born on August 30, 1832. Note: baby Charles Morgridge Ware was born on
January 11, 1835 but died the following August 27.
Emma Ware was evidently sufficiently close to Eddy at one point to give her a carte de visite photograph of herself. (See MBEL
P01757.)
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Gillian Gill gave this observation and conclusion in pp. 143-144 of her book (emphasis added in bold):

“If one compares all the various public accounts put forward about how Quimby produced his ‘manuscripts,’ it becomes clear
that the Quimbyites advanced their claims on the basis of a very particular definition of copying. As semiotician Umberto Eco
likes to remind us, to call some piece of text a ‘copy’ is to imply that somewhere there exists an ‘original,’ and the defense of
Quimby's intellectual legacy based on the notion of ‘copying’ begins to founder once one confronts the fact that the Quimbyites
have never been able to produce originals. Even Horatio Dresser in his book The Quimby Manuscripts could adduce from the
large collection of Quimby papers only a few pages of a single, highly contentious, document that Dresser identifies as written in
Quimby's own handwriting. The rest of the P. P. Quimby autographs are personal letters or drafts that eloquently testify to his
incapacity to spell simple words or write a simple, declarative sentence. Thus there is no documentary proof that Quimby ever
committed to paper the vast majority of the texts ascribed to him, no proof that he produced any text that someone else could,
even in the loosest sense, ‘copy.’ What Quimby's family and friends did was to transcribe what Quimby dictated, or, more
mundanely, take down what Quimby said. By their own testimony the so-called copyists functioned at the very least as
stenographers, copy editors, ghost writers, and think-tank participants. These were no doubt disinterested and even noble
services, given freely to assist a man all loved and admired and who was clearly incapable of writing for himself. But the
claim that this activity was copying is very odd indeed, and, in my view, the claim is defined less by truth than by polemic.”
Caroline Fraser responded to the above in her book, p. 473:
“Questions have long been raised by Eddy's apologists, including, most recently, the biographer Gillian Gill, about the
provenance of Quimby's manuscripts, since the majority of them were preserved by copyists and not in Quimby's own hand. Gill
goes so far as to suggest that Quimby was illiterate and that his manuscripts may have been in whole or in part the original work
of his son, George Quimby, or of his amanuenses, the Misses Sarah and Emma Ware, patients and devotees of Quimby, although
she has little evidence on which to base this speculation. See Gillian Gill, Mary Baker Eddy (Reading, Mass.: Perseus Books,
1998), pp. 144-46.”
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Fraser here I believe misread Gill, who did not suggest in the pages cited that George Quimby or the Ware sisters created what
are called the Quimby manuscripts. Rather, as we see in the highlighted section above, Gill describes their role as being much
more than mere verbatim copyists of an original Quimby document. While Gill’s description of Quimby’s lack of writing skills
may well be too extreme, and there are more examples of Quimby’s personal writing in his handwriting than the two pages that
she cited, it is clear that he greatly needed editors who could convert his original writings into acceptable English. The degree to
which Quimby dictated his articles is not known, but the coterie’s help would have extended there as well. Were they ghost
writers for Quimby? To the extent that such a term means writing articles on his behalf and without his direction and then
ascribing his name to them, that I believe is very unlikely (the exception being the much earlier “Lecture Notes” document that in
places is stylistically so unlike Quimby that it appears such places in the document were so heavily edited as to have become
“ghost written”). I do not read Gill’s line to allege the coterie created the manuscripts on their own out of whole cloth, but rather
that she believed their editorial assistance to Quimby was perhaps comparable to the old painting masters who had schools of
students who would actually work on the master’s canvass, which would then be turned over to the master for completion. If that
accurately interprets Gill’s comment, I am inclined to believe such an event would have been fairly rare, if it happened at all. In
reviewing the documents, my belief is that the coterie performed a critical editorial role, a role that went well beyond being
merely verbatim copies of Quimby originals, but I am not inclined to believe they exceeded those fairly broad editorial duties. To
be sure, there are some sample letters that George Quimby wrote on behalf of his father, where he appears to have tried to match
his father’s style, and Emma Ware wrote many manuscript articles on her own, but all in all I believe the coterie did not try to go
beyond Quimby’s intended meaning. In Chapter Seven we will see an article from the Quimby papers that has every indication of
having been written by Eddy of her experience with Quimby.
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While the text in the Hughes book is better in some cases than Collie-Seale, it is still flawed in the direction of cleaning up
Quimby and promoting the Quimby conventional wisdom. Here is how Hughes showed a selected text, pp 545-546 (which in this
case matched Collie-Seale), with emphasis added in bold:
To prove your faith in music is to play a tune on an instrument by your faith or science, not to talk about
music, telling how beautiful it is. The Science of Health which Jesus taught was practiced by his faith or
wisdom and his instrument was man. He took man after he had been beaten, bruised and deceived by the
priests and doctors and applied his science or Christ to put him in tune. . . .
The above excerpt is from Quimby’s article “Spiritualism —Death of the Natural Man.” Note how Dresser wrote of it in QMSS,
p. 389:
Again, we find Quimby saying, ‘The Science of Health which I teach was practised by Jesus. . . . His
Science or Christ put man in tune.
In comparison, here is how I have transcribed an original text from the Library of Congress [LC 5:4-5] with interlineations,
probably added by Emma Ware, shown in brackets:
To prove your faith in music is to play a tune on an instrument by your faith or science not to talk about
music telling how beautiful it is. Jesus [The] science of health [which Jesus taught] was to put it into his[?]
practice[d] by his faith or wisdom, & his instrument was man. He took man after he had been beaten,
bruised & deceived by the priests & doctors & applied his science or Christ to put him in tune. . . .
In the Dresser version, note whose “science of health” it was and who taught it, as Dresser replaced Jesus with Quimby. Note
also how the originals do not capitalize those words. Surprisingly, elsewhere in QMSS, 340, Dresser more accurately transcribed
the same article as follows but capitalized several words that are not capitalized in the original, as just referenced:
The Science of Health which Jesus taught was practised by His faith or wisdom, and His instrument was man.
He took man after he had been beaten, bruised and deceived by the priests and doctors, and applied His
Science or Christ to put man in tune. . . .
An important point here is how the words “Science of Health” are uppercase in Hughes, Collie-Seale, and Dresser’s QMSS,
whereas they are not so in the original. Here is the actual text in the Library of Congress original which shows that “science of
health” was not uppercase.
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DeVorss & Company, the publishers of the Collie-Seale edition of Quimby writings added a statement to the end of Ervin
Seale’s book, Mingling Minds: Phineas Parkhurst Quimby’s Science of Health and Happiness (Marina del Rey, CA: DeVorss &
Company, 1997 edition), pp. [147]: “Dr. Ervin Seale toward the close of his life realized a long-cherished dream of overseeing
the publication of a complete and wholly accurate edition of the Quimby materials. The previously published book, The Quimby
Manuscripts (1921), was an incomplete version, characterized by editorial deletions, additions, and rewriting.”
The statement by DeVorss added that Seale used the source material from the Houghton Library at Harvard in the Collie-Seale
but I have not been able to find an example of that. Collie-Seale at the end of third volume lists the articles and provides a
location for the article in the Library of Congress and|or Boston University, but no reference to Houghton Library is made.
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Collie-Seale, Volume 3, pp. 460-461.

42

Collie-Seale, Volume 1, pp. 10-11. Ervin Seale in a series of talks in 1981 at Unity Village, Missouri (which talks were taped
and have been made available on the Hughes website), told how he discovered just the year before that Horatio Dresser in
QMSS was not completely accurate in his transcriptions in that he removed text without elisions, which is why he and Collie
wanted to publish the full texts. This is surprising to me since Robert Peel in the third volume of his biographical trilogy of
Eddy in 1977, p. 461, had pointed out how Dresser had decidedly been less than honest in at least one of his
transcriptions, and with all of the work that Collie and Seale had done prior to that point on the unpublished writings of
Quimby, such changes by Dresser should have been obvious to them long before. See how Seale described the Dresser
changes in book, Volume I, p. 7: “But Dr. Dresser, presumably to help the reader’s understanding, made deletions without
indicating that he did. In some cases he rewrote passages. In other instances he added words without bracketing the insertions.”
Despite Seale’s comment that even “a comma can change the meaning of a phrase or sentence,” Collie-Seale routinely added
commas and other literary devices to, in their mind, make the text easier to read and understand. The above website reproduces
the text of a brochure that advertised The Complete Writings, and it included the emphatic statement, “Until now, only selectively
edited portions of some of these papers have been available in print. Here, for the first time, they appear in their authentic, uncut
entirety.” The amount of silent editing in Collie-Seale is far greater than most historians have presumed, and despite the claim
that such writings are reproduced in their “entirety,” not all of the unpublished Quimby writings are in fact included. Ron Hughes
attempted to correct this somewhat by adding in his book articles that had been left out of Collie-Seale.
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Hughes, p. xix.
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The question of capitalization is an important one because one of the key points of the Quimby proponents’ conventional
wisdom was that Quimby meant to capitalize words such as “Science,” “Wisdom,” “Science of Health,” etc., which corresponded
in like manner to Eddy’s later capitalization schema; Eddy included seven synonyms for God that she always capitalized. This
issue will be explored in greater detail later.
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Ron Hughes in his book, p. xxi, gave the following as his intentions for his book:

“First: Let Quimby be Quimby. Let us examine his writings as they are recorded.
Second: Present historically accurate, unaltered and verifiable information about Phineas Parkhurst Quimby in a single volume.”
Unfortunately, Hughes maintained the Collie-Seale tradition of routinely editing Quimby to smooth him out, without informing
the reader. These edits were often minor, such as replacing “&” with “and,” but other changes were more significant. Somehow
despite the editing, Hughes was able to write that his goal was to allow readers to “examine” Quimby’s writings “as they are
recorded,” and to present “historically accurate and verifiable information about Phineas Parkhurst Quimby in a single volume.”

lxvii

While Collie-Seale and Hughes touted their efforts to provide a source work for scholars, it is clear their goal was to present a
cleaned up version of Quimby. Of course, Eddy critics have long made comparable claims against Christian Science writers who
wrote about Eddy. The difference is that purported “scholarly” presentations of Quimby’s writings, going back to Horatio
Dresser in 1921, have largely escaped criticism and been taken at face value.
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Dresser appears to mean here that the spelling in the original documents was not tampered with by him. Of course, his
excerpts from this document, as transcribed by him, changed the original spelling greatly to conform with normal standards.
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Dresser, QMSS, pp. 439-440.
Cf. the above to the beginning of an article in the Bangor Jeffersonian in 1857:

A NEW DOCTRINE OF HEALTH AND DISEASE.
A gentleman of Belfast, Maine, Dr. Phineas P. Quimby, who was remarkable[sic] successful as an
experimenter in mesmerism some sixteen years ago, and has continued his investigations in Psychology, has
discovered, and in his daily practice carries out a new principle on the treatment of diseases.
All medical treatment of previous schools deals with the effect, and not the cause,—treats the
disordered body, and not the mind which is the active agent of that disorder.— It is universally acknowledged
that the mind is often the cause of the disease, but it has never before been supposed to have an equal power
in overcoming it. . . .
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See Ann Taves, Fits, Trances & Visions: Experiencing Religion and Explaining Experience from Wesley to James (Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press, [ca.1999]), p. 311: “Horatio W. Dresser, son of mind-cure pioneers Julius and Annetta Dresser
and a former student of [William] James’s at Harvard, and Elwood Worcester, a psychologically trained parish priest at
Emmanuel (Episcopal) Church in Boston, both drew upon the psychology of the subconscious to reinterpret the writings of
Phineas Quimby and provide a unified theoretical foundation for the dissenting mind-cure groups under the banner of New
Thought.” (Emphasis added.)
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Collie-Seale, Volume I, 59.
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Stewart W. Holmes, “Phineas Parkhurst Quimby: Scientist of Transcendentalism,” New England Quarterly, September, 1944,
p. 364.
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As a point of comparison, Eddy first published her “scientific statement of being” in her 1876 pamphlet, The Science of Man,
where she wrote:
“Ques. What is the scientific statement of being?
Ans. No Life, Substance, or Intelligence in matter. That all is mind and there is no matter. Spirit is immortal Truth; error is
mortal, and belief has named it matter; Spirit is real and eternal; matter is unreal and mortal; Spirit is God; and man ‘the image
and likeness of God;’ hence, man is spiritual and not material.”
The final version, which appeared in a 1907 revision of S&H, reads this way, p. 468:
“Question. -- What is the scientific statement of being?
Answer. -- There is no life, truth, intelligence, nor substance in matter. All is infinite Mind and its infinite manifestation, for God
is All-in-all. Spirit is immortal Truth; matter is mortal error. Spirit is the real and eternal; matter is the unreal and temporal. Spirit
is God, and man is His image and likeness. Therefore man is not material; he is spiritual.”
A comparison of different versions of this text appeared on the MBEL website, December 1, 2010, in a blog post: “The
Development of ‘The Scientific Statement of Being.’” Also see these brief comments in the 1875 edition of S&H, pp. 166 and
355:
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“The one scientific statement of being, is that neither man nor matter has substance, Life or Intelligence. . . . All being is spiritual
and not material, for this is the scientific statement of being, the basis of immortality, and we shall all ultimately learn this.”
53

The Hughes website described the Collie-Seale three volume set of Quimby writings in the following manner: “Rather than
copying from previously published materials, Dr. Seale and his group of volunteers conducted their own original independent
research at the Library of Congress; Boston University; and Harvard University. The effort culminated in a complete and
historically accurate textual transcription of P. P. Quimby’s writings that is free of editorial interpretations. As the Quimby
writings are handwritten documents, they do not include interpretative editing such as the use of italics.” As we shall see, that
evaluation is at the least exaggerated and partisan.
Despite the issue of the reliability of the Collie-Seale texts, it is clear that they do not purport to be a scholarly edition where
corrections, interlineations, and comparative changes between duplicate versions are noted. More importantly the Collie-Seale
volume generally ignores the importance of the copyists in editing and cleaning up the Quimby texts to make them presentable,
and it never attempts to transcribe Quimby’s actual handwritten texts verbatim, where available.
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Dresser, QMSS, p. vi.
Willis Barnstone, The Restored New Testament. New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2009, p. 454.
Hughes, pp. xx-xi.

57

This statement is eerily reminiscent of the slogan in the Barack Obama 2008 presidential campaign, “We are the ones we have
been waiting for.”
Later Quimby’s ego will be discussed briefly, but here near the end of his life we see him determining that he was the “very Idea”
he was looking for. Eddy’s ego has been pilloried at length by her critics, but Quimby’s sense of his importance and mission has
largely been ignored and certainly never attacked. It is not the purpose of this statement to attack either individual but rather to
show a double standard that has always existed as well as to point out that Quimby was not a shrinking violet when it came to his
own sense of importance.
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LC 9:154-155.
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Eddy, Christian Science Sentinel, March 12, 1910, later in Eddy’s The First Church of Christ, Scientist and Miscellany
(hereafter referred to as My.), p. 298.
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Mark Twain, Christian Science With Notes Containing Corrections to Date. New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1907,
p. 284. For a detailed look at Samuel Clemens and his views of Eddy and Christian Science, see Introduction: Appendix A, “Mary
Baker Eddy and Samuel L. Clemens (‘Mark Twain’).”
The only book that looks solely at Clemens and Eddy is Paul Brody, Twain and Eddy: The Conflicted Relationship of Mark
Twain and Christian Science Founder Mary Baker Eddy. [San Bernadino, CA?]: Bookcaps, [2014]. Unfortunately the book is
surprisingly breezy, with little content of real value.
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While Clemens was not always consistent, at the least there are times when he equated Christian Science with a mind-cure
that was relegated to curing only psychosomatic illnesses, but he seemed to believe in the possibility that Eddy had come across
something more profound than just psychosomatic healing.
At his more cynical moments he wrote this letter to his daughter Jean on November 7, 1904:
“What I would like, for your best sake, would be for you to force your mind away from your self and concentrate it upon a trying
but valuable task: the task of making some difficult [person] happy. . . . The very best part of the Christian Science philosophy is
that very thing: driving one’s mind from its own concerns and riveting it upon something else—and closely watching it and
keeping it there. You can do it—we all can—and it brings healing to the spirit and is inestimably valuable.” (Caroline Thomas
Harnsberger, Mark Twain Family Man. New York: The Citadel Press, [ca. 1960], p 232.)
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Another example is his letter to Frederick Peabody of December 5, 1902:
“Yes, I think they make a great many cures—of curable diseases—there is no reason why they shouldn’t. Cures by their method
have been made for 10,000 years.” (From photocopy of original letter in the author’s collection.) The Clemens letters to Peabody
may also be found in Miscellaneous Writings: Previously Unpublished Letters, Manuscript Letters, and Literary Manuscripts
Available in the Mark Twain Papers, by Mark Twain. © 2001 by the Mark Twain Foundation, Published by the University of
California Press. The texts are published by the permission of the Mark Twain Foundation. This is hereafter cited as Twain
Miscellaneous Writings.
A third example may be found in his 1903 letter to his good friend Joseph Twichell:
“Livy does really make a little progress these past 3 or 4 days, progress which is visible to even the untrained eye. The physicians
are doing good work with her, by my notion is, that no art of healing is the best for all ills. I should distribute the ailments around:
surgery cases to the surgeons; lupus to the actinic-ray specialist; nervous prostration to the Christian Scientist; most ills to the
allopath and the homeopath; (in my own particular case) rheumatism, gout and bronchial attacks to the osteopathist.” (Albert
Bigelow Paine, editor, Mark Twain’s Letters Arranged with Comment. Vol. II New York: Harper & Brothers Publishers, 1917,
pp. 733-734.)
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Clemens, Christian Science, p. 282.
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Clemens had an early interest in religion. As Stephen Gottschalk noted in his book Rolling Away the Stone: Mary Baker
Eddy’s Challenge to Materialism (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, [2005]), p. 49: “In 1866, he [Clemens] wrote to a
friend entering the ministry: ‘I wanted to be a minister myself—it was the only genuine ambition I ever had—but somehow I
never had any qualification for it but the ambition.’”
Gottschalk covered the Clemens and Eddy issue at some length in his book, pp. [43]-58 and 80-87.
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This was item 54 in the autograph catalog The Prescott Collection. . . . New York: Christie Manson & Woods, International
Inc., [1981]. For whatever reason, Clemens became attracted to the subject at this time. A few weeks earlier he wrote to his
publisher asking them to send a copy of Science and Health to a Countess in Vienna:
“Vienna Feb. 5/99.
Dear C & W
‘Science & Health; with Key to the Scriptures,’ by Mrs. Mary Baker G. Eddy; published by ——— London.
Please buy it & have it sent to The Countess Lützow, Dreihufeisengasse No. 1 — Vienna; pay for it & charge to me.
And please tell me what it costs, as she will want to repay me.
Sincerely Yours
S.L.Clemens”
(This copy was offered for sale on the auction site eBay in 2012.) It appears in Twain Miscellaneous Writings.
Clemens did not stop there in his pursuit of information on Eddy and the Christian Science church. He had his friend, Joseph
Twichell, write to William B. Johnson, the Clerk of Eddy’s Mother Church, asking a series of questions (mostly financial
questions). On February 21, 1899, Twichell wrote to Johnson in a somewhat mysterious fashion (which correspondence is in the
Mark Twain collection at the University of California at Berkeley):
“In a letter just received from a friend of mine;—a gentleman well known in these parts but now for some time residing abroad—
I am asked to obtain for him certain information concerning the Christian Science Church . . . .
I might say that I have known for some time that my friend and his family were interested in the subject of Christian Science.”
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Johnson responded quickly but with only some of the private Church financial questions answered, to which Twichell replied on
February 27 with thanks, but he wrote this letter to Clemens on March 10:
“Dear Mark: I have found it difficult to get your Christian Science questions answered; and in the case of some of them,
impossible.”
After Clemens’ first article in the 1899 Cosmopolitan, he sent a letter to Samuel Blythe, editor of the Buffalo [New York]
Enquirer, February 12,1900, in which he spoke of someone who claimed that his article had cost the Cosmopolitan many readers:
“Objections? Indeed no. On the contrary I shall be glad.
I shall now lay for the young man who called the other day, & who seemed to know a great many things — & to lack delicacy in
some little degree: for, while smoking my bad cigars & warming himself at my bad good fire he suddenly up & said, without any
humane & softening preparations for the remark, that my Christian Science article had cost the Cosmopolitan 10,000 subscribers.
He made me feel pretty bad, but I will transfer that sensation to him, now, when I catch him. And I will be sarcastic, & tell him
Mr. Walker wants to lose another 10,000 & knows by harsh experience how to go about it.” (Photocopy of original holograph
letter offered by an autograph dealer in 2012.)
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Samuel Clemens autobiographical sketch in the North American Review, May 17. 1907. Clemens dictated this on March 28,
1907.
Rumors of the success that Clemens and his family had with Christian Science healing were greatly exaggerated. Frances
Thurber Seal’s book, Christian Science in Germany (Philadelphia: John C. Winston Co., [ca. 1931]), p. 24, recorded this
recollection from her cross-Atlantic trip many years before, in December, 1897: “[A woman who was looking for a Christian
Scientist on board and found Seal] stated that she was a cousin of Mark Twain, and had witnessed the healing of his daughter
from tuberculosis through the ministrations of Christian Science many years before.” In the vast archive of material on the lives
of Clemens and his family members, there is nothing that supports that claim, and it is not consistent with the other evidence
presented here.
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The Mentor, Springfield, OH: The Crowell Publishing Company, 1924, May 1924 issue, p. 33.

While Clemens and his wife made some research into spiritualism, he was obviously more skeptical than researchers such as
Frederick Myers. Here is a letter he wrote on March 26, 1901, to a Mrs. Charles McQuiston:
“I have never had an experience which moved me to believe the living can communicate with the dead, but my wife and I have
experimented in the matter when opportunity offered and shall continue to do so. . . . Someone has told me that Mrs. [Leonora]
Piper is discredited. I cannot be sure, but I think it was Mr. Myers, President of the London Psychical Society—we heard of his
death yesterday. He was a spiritualist. I am afraid he was a very easily convinced man. We visited two mediums whom he and
Andrew Lang considered quite wonderful, but they were transparent frauds.
Mrs. Clemens corrects me: One of those women was a fraud, the other not a fraud, but only an innocent, well-meaning, driveling
vacancy.” (Mark Twain’s Letters, Vol. II, pp. 706-707.)
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While Clemens could write with bombast, he was not without a decided sense of this own failings, as he wrote back in the
early 1890s: “I have been an author for thirty years, and a jackass for fifty-five.” To Albert Bigelow Paine he said that he
(Clemens) was an idiot: “I wish lightning would strike me; but I’ve wished that 50,000 times and never got anything out of it. I
missed several good chances. Mrs. Clemens was afraid of lightning, and would never let me bare my head to the storm.”
(Caroline Thomas Harnsberger, Mark Twain’s Clara or What Became of the Clemens Family. Evanston, IL: The Press of Ward
Schori, 1982, pp. [22]-23.)
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Clemens, Christian Science, p. 292.
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In between those years, Clemens wrote the draft for an unfinished product which has been titled “The Secret History of
Eddypus, the World-Empire,” written roughly February or March 1901 through March 1902. It is a farcical look into a future
dominated by Christian Science with Eddy as a Pope.
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Clemens continued for several more years to write on Christian Science. During the years 1902-1908, he worked on a specific
version of his manuscript, “No. 44, The Mysterious Stranger,” in which the main character could move through time, and though
the date of the story was set in the 1490s, the character knew the future and called one of the characters, a chambermaid,
“Florence Fortescue Baker G. Nightingale.” The character referred to Christian Science as “Christian Silence,” and claimed that
Eddy (in the future) would ask her followers to stop praying for peace and that the very next day a deadly battle in the RussoJapanese war took place. In fact, the deadly Battle of Tsushima took place on May 27-28, 1905, and Eddy’s statement that a
specific prayer of peace for this war was no longer necessary was released on June 27, 1905. (The Mysterious Stranger by Mark
Twain, edited with an Introduction by William M. Gibson. Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005 [first edition 1969], p.
483.)
Another example of the preoccupation that Clemens had with Eddy is seen in his 1905 manuscript, “3,000 Years Among the
Microbes.” Clemens began the story with the statement that he had been turned into a cholera germ by a magician who
mistakenly had done so when trying to turn him, instead, into a bird. John S. Tuckey, the editor of the book Mark Twain’s Which
Was the Dream? and Other Symbolic Writings of the Later Years (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1973), [first
edition 1966] recorded this, p. 434, on the original text of the manuscript: ‘Mark Twain at first wrote that the change had been
effected by Mary Baker Eddy, who, annoyed by ‘a certain doubtful statement’ of the narrator, had ‘applied her supernatural
powers to the turning of [him] into a cholera germ.’ Later he deleted this passage. . . .”
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Lewis Leary (editor), Mark Twain’s Correspondence with Henry Huttleston Rogers 1893-1909. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, 1969, pp. 405-406.
71

Original at the University of Virginia Library. Much of this letter was published in 1959 in the Parke-Bernet Galleries catalog
of the auction dated October 27 and 28, 1959. This appears in Twain Miscellaneous Writings.
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Clemens, Christian Science, pp. 267-268. This passage was preceded by this statement from Clemens (pp. 266-267):

“The Christian Scientist believes that the Spirit of God (life and love) pervades the universe like an atmosphere; that whoso will
study Science and Health can get from it the secret of how to inhale that transforming air; that to breathe it is to be made new;
that from the new man all sorrow, all care, all miseries of the mind vanish away, for that only peace, contentment and
measureless joy can live in that divine fluid; that it purifies the body from disease, which is a vicious creation of the gross human
mind, and cannot continue to exist in the presence of the Immortal Mind, the renewing Spirit of God.
The Scientist finds this reasonable, natural, and not harder to believe than that the disease-germ, a creature of darkness, perishes
when exposed to the light of the great sun—a new revelation of profane science which no one doubts. He reminds us that the
actinic ray, shining upon lupus, cures it—a horrible disease which was incurable fifteen years ago, and had been incurable for ten
million years before; that this wonder, unbelievable by the physicians at first, is believed by them now; and so he is tranquilly
confident that the time is coming when the world will be educated up to a point where it will comprehend and grant that the light
of the Spirit of God, shining unobstructed upon the soul, is an actinic ray which can purge both mind and body from disease and
set them free and make them whole.”
Of this passage, Edward Wagenknecht wrote, p. 186: “It is hard to believe the writer of these lines did not understand Christian
Science. It is harder to believe that he did not understand the spirit of true religion.” Mark Twain: The Man and His Work
(Norman, OK: University of Oklahoma Press, 1971.) This is the third edition; the first edition appeared in 1935.
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Quoted in Peel, Authority, p. 448.
Ibid., p. 201.
Ibid., p. 202.
Clemens, Christian Science, pp. 28-29.
Fred Kaplan, The Singular Mark Twain: A Biography (New York: Doubleday, 2003), p. 477.
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Ibid., p. 487.
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K. Patrick Ober, Mark Twain and Medicine: “Any Mummery Will Cure.” Columbia, MO: University of Missouri Press, [ca.
2003], p. 216.
80

Clemens, Christian Science, p. 271. This is the end of a longer statement by Clemens on how he believed the possibility that
Eddy started out with just mind-cure but became convinced, as her students did, that she was on to something much more
profound and revolutionary, pp. 269-271 (the words in brackets are from Clemens):
“Time will test the Science's claim. If time shall make it good; if time shall prove that the Science can heal the persecuted spirit
of man and banish its troubles and keep it serene and sunny and content—why, then Mrs. Eddy will have a monument that will
reach above the clouds. For if she did not hit upon that imperial idea and evolve it and deliver it, its discoverer can never be
identified with certainty, now, I think. It is the giant feature, it is the sun that rides in the zenith of Christian Science; the auxiliary
features are of minor consequence [Let us still leave the large "if" aside, for the present, and proceed as if it had no existence.]
It is not supposable that Mrs. Eddy realized, at first, the size of her plunder. (No, find—that is the word; she did not realize the
size of her find, at first.) It had to grow upon her, by degrees, in accordance with the inalterable custom of Circumstance, which
works by stages, and by stages only, and never furnishes any mind with all the materials for a large idea at one time.
In the beginning, Mrs. Eddy was probably interested merely in the mental-healing detail. And perhaps mainly interested in it
pecuniarily, for she was poor.
She would succeed in anything she undertook. She would attract pupils, and her commerce would grow. She would inspire in
patient and pupil confidence in her earnestness; her history is evidence that she would not fail of that.
There probably came a time, in due course, when her students began to think there was something deeper in her teachings than
they had been suspecting—a mystery beyond mental-healing, and higher. It is conceivable that by consequence their manner
towards her changed little by little, and from respectful became reverent. It is conceivable that this would have an influence upon
her; that it would incline her to wonder if their secret thought--that she was inspired—might not be a well-grounded guess. It is
conceivable that as time went on the thought in their minds and its reflection in hers might solidify into conviction.
She would remember, then, that as a child she had been called, more than once, by a mysterious voice—just as had happened to
little Samuel. (Mentioned in her Autobiography.) She would be impressed by that ancient reminiscence, now, and it could have a
prophetic meaning for her.
It is conceivable that the persuasive influences around her and within her would give a new and powerful impulse to her
philosophizings, and that from this, in time, would result that great birth, the healing of body and mind by the inpouring of the
Spirit of God—the central and dominant idea of Christian Science—and that when this idea came she would not doubt that it was
an inspiration direct from Heaven.”
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North American Review, July, 1895, p. [1].
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For this quote, along with a much fuller discussion of Clemens and Austen, see Alan Gribben, Mark Twain’s Library: A
Reconstruction. (Boston: G. K. Hall & Co, [ca. 1980], Vol. 1, pp. 32-34. In the same volume, p. xix, see this quote from the 1910
book by William Dean Howells, My Mark Twain, speaking of the literary appetites of Clemens: “As I recall, he did not care
much for fiction, and in that sort he had certain distinct loathings. . . . His prime abhorrence was my dear and honored prime
favorite, Jane Austen.” For Clemens’ problems with Walter Scott, see Gribben, Vol. Two, pp. 612-614.
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Claire Hoertz Badaracco, Prescribing Faith: Medicine, Media, and Religion in American Culture (Waco, TX: Baylor
University Press, [ca. 2007]), p. 75.
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Gribben, Vol. One, p. 142.
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85

This appeared in an undated catalog of Kingston Galleries, Inc., Kenneth W. Rendell, Director, Somerville, Massachusetts.
Autograph Letters Manuscripts – Documents of Literary Interest Catalogue No. 21. The letter was on page 13, #55. The same
letter was evidently sold about 2004 by a California book dealer.
86

Albert Bigelow Paine, Mark Twain: A Biography, New York: Harper & Brothers, 1912. Volume 3, p. 1271.

87

The source of letters from Peabody to Clemens are from photocopies in the author’s collection made from the originals in the
Mark Twain Papers in Berkeley, California. The text of Clemens’ letters to Peabody are from photocopies of the originals in the
author’s collection from various sources such as autograph dealers. As noted previously, they also appear in Twain Miscellaneous
Writings.
88

This was reportedly issued during the lifetime of Clemens but without his knowledge or permission. Peabody likely added the
note that the single leaf was for private circulation only because of his run-in with Clemens over the very issue of publishing the
letter.
89

The Works of Mark Twain: What is Man? and Other Philosophical Writings (edited by Paul Baender and hereafter referred to
as “Baender”). Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1973, pp. 513-514,
This scholarly review of What is Man?, Christian Science, and other related texts by Clemens includes a helpful chronology of
the preparation and writing of the book Christian Science, pp. 20-28.
90

McCrackan had made a considerable, if unsuccessful, effort to turn the thought of Clemens around. He had written to him
about December 4, 1902, a lengthy letter that included this plea:
“Why not give real unadulterated Christian Science a chance before you write anything more?
Christian Science has never done a thing which has been prophesied about it. There is no use trying to prophecy about it, for your
prophecy a few years hence will read like the criticisms of Wagner’s music written forty years ago in Paris.”
On December 11 he followed up with another letter and recommendation:
“It would be a great pleasure to me if you could get an idea of Mrs. Eddy from those who know her; from such persons as Gen.
Frank Streeter, of Concord, N.H., who is at the head of the bar in that State, from ex-Gov. Knowlton, the Hon. Henry M. Baker,
also of Concord, from Mr. Samuel J. Elders [sic], perhaps the best known lawyer in Boston, and from the great number of people
who have associated with Mrs. Eddy for years, and have known her as she has surmounted one difficulty after the other placed in
the way of the establishment of Christian Science.
It is a curious suggestion which is inducing a number of persons who have never seen Mrs. Eddy, much less talked with her, or
even lived in her environment, to get up in pulpits or write pamphlets, and describe her minutely from hearsay many degrees
removed, and I hate to think that you are obliged to write without having access to original sources of information in regard to the
personal character of a woman whom a great multitude of your fellow-citizens love and respect, and who has borne more for
others than you or I will ever have a chance to imitate.” [The source of McCrackan’s letters to Clemens are from photocopies in
the author’s collection of the originals in the Mark Twain Papers. As with the letters from Clemens to Peabody, the copies of
Clemens’ letters to McCrackan are from copies of the originals, usually from a few autograph dealers.]
91
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Baender, pp. 514-515.
Ibid., p. 517.
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A glimpse at what Clemens was going through may be found in his letter from January 14, 1903, to William Digby regarding
his recently published, “Was it Heaven? Or Hell?”
“The story was published on Xmas Day. On that day my wife had been lying feeble and helpless in bed nearly 5 months, and it
had been 3 months since I or any one except a daughter [Clara Clemens], the doctor, and a trained nurse had seen her face; on
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that Xmas day my other daughter [Jean] was lying near to Death in a remote part of the house, (pneumonia), & the diligent lying
of the tale was going on! The mother [Livy] does not suspect that for three weeks there had been another trained nurse in the
house. She thinks Jean (the sick daughter) is having fine times outside with the neighboring young people. . . .” (Sotheby’s The
Mark Twain Collection of Nick Karanovich. [New York]: Sotheby’s, [2003], p. 89.) This appeared in Twain Miscellaneous
Writings.
Also see this letter that he wrote in 1903, to a Reverend J.Y.M. MacAlister, on April 7, about Livy’s confinement:
“Clara spells the trained nurse afternoons; I am allowed to see Mrs. Clemens 20 minutes twice a day and write her two letters a
day provided I put no news in them. No other person ever sees her except her physician and now and then a nerve-specialist from
New York. She saw there was something the matter that morning, but she got no facts out of me. But that is nothing—she hasn’t
had anything but lies for 8 months. A fact would give her a relapse.”
The above letter was not mailed and Clemens found it on May 8, and added this note on his own medical situation:
“I’ve never been out of bed since—oh, bronchitis, rheumatism, two sets of teeth aching, land, I’ve had a dandy time for 4 weeks.
And to-day—great guns, one of the very worst! . . . (Mark Twain’s Letters, Vol. II, pp. 735-736.)
This darkness would at times approach despair and nihilism, as he wrote to his minister friend, Joe Twichell on July 28, 1904,
less than two months after Livy’s death:
“(A part of each day—or night) as they have been looking to me the past 7 years: as being NON-EXISTENT. That is, that there
is nothing. That there is no God and no universe; that there is only empty space, and in a lost and homeless and wandering and
companionless and indestructible Thought. And that I am that thought. And God, and the Universe, and Time, and Life, and
Death, and Joy and Sorrow and Pain only a grotesque and brutal dream, evolved from the frantic imagination of that insane
Thought.” (The Mysterious Stranger, p. 30.)
Despite Clemens’ own religious nihilism at times, he always realized that religion and faith had its own worth, as he wrote to his
daughter Clara on May 20, 1905, about his anguish over having pushed Livy in the direction of the non-believers:
“Clarabell dear, to get a letter from you was a happy surprise. I was not expecting so dear & rich a benefaction. I recognize with
the deepest satisfaction that you are safe in the spiritual shelter & refuge which all women & most men need, & I hope I shall be
spared the crime of violating its sanctities & impairing its solaces & comforts as I did in your mother’s case—almost the only
crime of my life which causes me bitterness now. (I must not dwell on that subject.)” [Sotheby’s catalog, p. 94.] This appeared in
Twain Miscellaneous Writings.
Cf. the comment of Clemens to his assistant, Isabel Lyons, after Livy’s death:
“I took Livy’s religion away from her, and gave her nothing—worse than nothing—in return. I gave her alarm.” (Caroline
Thomas Harnsberger, Mark Twain’s Views of Religion. Evanston, IL: The Schori Press, 1961, p. 17.)
94

McCracken met Clemens for the first time back on December 3, 1902, and the next day McCrackan sent to Clemens a copy of
Science and Health and other Christian Science-related literature. Clemens desired a copy of Eddy’s book Miscellaneous
Writings (hereafter referred to as Misc.), and he wrote out a check on December 22 for the book, which he sent to McCrackan.
On January 1, 1903, he sent a note to McCrackan wishing him a happy New Year and asking him to check on the status of the
book. McCrackan responded on January 7:
“My dear Mr. Clemens: I wish to thank you for your good New Year wishes and take this opportunity of reciprocating. May the
present year be one full of new happiness and joy never before experienced.
I have countermanded the order for a copy of Mrs. Eddy’s ‘Miscellaneous Writings’ and return check which you sent me.
Yours very truly,
W. D. McCrackan.”
For a discussion of this flare up between Clemens and McCrackan, see Baender, pp. 559-560.
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Clemens in his book, p. 80, cites letters to him in March 1903, while he was working on the final proofs for the book. Thus he
was finishing up the book (albeit to be delayed four years in its publication) while McCrackan was unsuccessfully attempting to
change his mind.
Clemens confided in his friend, Henry H. Rogers, how hard he worked on the Christian Science book. He wrote him on February
21, 1903: “I am nearly dead with the work of finishing this book, I have promised to have it ready for the press by the middle of
March. I can’t break off now, for even the fraction of a day. . . . It[’]s revising and verifying I am doing., & it’s always a backbreaking, heart-breaking job. There is no surviving it but to do it in bed: so I have not been up before 6 P.M. for five days. I get
up only in time to dress for dinner.”
The letter is advertised and described in Thomas Madigal’s autograph catalog, The Autograph (NY: P.F. Madigal, 1912), p. 188
(November-December, 1912). It does not appear in the book of collected letters, Mark Twain’s Correspondence with Henry
Huttleston Rogers 1893-1909. It appears in Twain Miscellaneous Writings.
By this time, Clemens’ April article in North American Review, “Mrs. Eddy in Error,” had been published. Peabody was
delighted with it, as he wrote him on March 31, 1903:
“Your April N. Am. Rev. article is great, much the best thing that has been done on the subject. You may not be ‘combatting
Christian Science,’ but you have given it a mighty poke in a tender spot. I await the book with impatience.”
Clemens responded on April 4: “Your name is at the top of the list [to receive a copy of his upcoming book], & you would have
received the first copy of the book, but with all my striving I failed to quite finish it; so, it has to go over, & be an autumn book.”
As we will see later, Clemens was being political in his response to Peabody, since there was no truth to his statement that he was
just late in his writing and there was an autumn launch of the book planned.
Peabody responded on April 7:
“Thank you very much for putting me on the list for a book when it is out. Shall value the Manual because of your marginal
notes, and am delighted you made them.” The Church Manual of Eddy’s church that Peabody refers to was one that he had sent
to Clemens (an 11th edition from 1899), who returned it to him with his own marginal notes. Clemens sought out and obtained
other editions of the Church Manual as well.
96

Peter Stoneley, Mark Twain and the Feminine Aesthetic. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press, 1992, p. 133.
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Resa Willis, Mark and Livy: The Love Story of Mark Twain and the Woman Who Almost Tamed Him. New York: Routledge,
2004, 263-264).
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William Dean Howells, My Mark Twain: Reminiscences and Criticisms (Baton Rouge, LA: Louisiana State University Press,
[ca. 1967], edited by Marilyn Austin Baldwin, p.28.
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Ibid., p. 70.

100
101
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Bibliographically, they are:

—Autobiography of Mark Twain Volume 1. Editor Harriet Elinor Smith. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, [2010]
—Autobiography of Mark Twain Volume Two. Editors Benjamin Griffin and Harriet Elinor Smith. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, [2013].
—Autobiography of Mark Twain Volume Three. Editors Benjamin Griffin and Harriet Elinor Smith. Berkeley, CA: University of
California Press, [2015].
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John S. Tuckey, editor, Mark Twain’s Fables of Man. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press, 1972, p. 316.
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This is from a transcript of the letter obtained from the Mark Twain archive at the University of California—Berkeley. His
abnormal focus on Eddy would cause one later Clemens biographer to refer to Clemens’ “queer obsession with Christian
Science.” (Stephen Leacock, Mark Twain. New York: D. Appleton and Company, 1933, p. 146.)
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Michael Shelden, Mark Twain: Man in White (New York: Random House, 2010), p. xxxi. This is the same person that got
down on his knees with Clemens and prayed that God would make Clemens a believer. (David E. E. Sloane, “Mark Twain: Space,
Time, and God” in Literature and Belief (21:1&2 2001), p. 109.)
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Ibid., p. xxxii.
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For a detailed look at the history of the writing by Clemens of his earlier periodical writings on Eddy and Christian Science
compared to the final 1907 book version, see Ginger Lee McPherson’s doctoral dissertation, “Serialization and ‘The Book of
Mrs. Eddy’: A Rereading of Mark Twain’s Christian Science Materials.” (Baylor University, 2011).
108

Hamlin Hill, Mark Twain God’s Fool. New York, Harper & Row, Publishers, [ca. 1973], pp. 53-54. This also appeared in the
Mark Twain Autobiography Volume Two [2013], pp. 528-529.
Clemens also wrote to Edwin H. Anderson on April 20, 1903, that Harper “lacked the courage to publish it over the objections of
influential Christian Scientists.” (William R. Macnaughton, Mark Twain’s Last Years as a Writer. Columbia, MO: University of
Missouri Press, 1979, p. 193.)
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See Mark Twain Autobiography Volume Two, pp. 144-145. It is interesting to note Clemens’ comment about his motivation
for writing the book: “. . . my interest in the book lay in the writing of it, so it was not a matter of great consequence to me
whether it was published or not. Let it be suppressed.”
Publisher’s Weekly, April 11, 1903, had announced that the book would not be published and all pre-orders had been canceled.
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The Lyman Powell letter (May 11, 1907) and the response from Clemens (May 22, 1907) are in the Mark Twain papers at the
University of California-Berkeley.
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Paine, Mark Twain’s Letters, pp. 832-833. Alan Gribben pointed out, Volume One, p. 144, that in the Clemens copy of the
Church of St. Bunco (1901) he wrote, date unknown, “Xn Science/ formerly Quimby Science.”
(In 1901 Gordon Clark wrote this sharp polemic against Christian Science, The Church of St. Bunco: A Drastic Treatment of a
Copyrighted Religion — Un-Christian Non-Science (New York: The Abbey Press), hereafter referred to as “St. Bunco.”)
112

C. Alan Anderson also reproduced this history (evidently from an earlier version) in Healing Hypotheses: Horatio W.
Dresser and the Philosophy of New Thought (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1993), pp. 337-339.
See also Charles Patterson Brodie, “Horatio W. Dresser: A Biographic Sketch,” Mind (December, 1901): “Mr. [Horatio] Dresser
was born January 15th, 1866, at Yarmouth, Maine, his early boyhood being passed in Webster, Mass., Dansville, N. Y., Denver,
Col., and Oakland, Cal.; and it was at the last-named place that he obtained his school education. At the age of thirteen he began
to learn the railroad business in California, and later he had some newspaper experience in Boston, and engaged in other
occupations as well.
Mr. Dresser dates the beginning of his life-work from 1883, when he took up the study of Emerson and other great writers, at
which time he also copied Dr. Quimby’s manuscripts for his father. It was during this period that he began to practise mental
healing in connection with his parents.”
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Lyman Powell had access to these notes and quoted these last two lines in Mary Baker Eddy: A Life Size Portrait. New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1930, p. 294.

lxxvii

114

This was originally in an article by Dresser in an August, 1895, issue of Thought magazine, but it was quoted by him in a
flyer advertising the 1899 issue of his father’s pamphlet, The True History of Mental Science. I presume this referred to his
father’s years of ill health and other problems over the years 1866-1882 and not to problems that may have arisen once he arrived
back on Boston.
115

Very soon, Dresser listed himself in the 1883 Boston Directory as a “physician” who worked at 14 Chester Square but who
boarded at 215 West Springfield in Boston. (Edward Arens lived at 8 Chester Square, according to the same Directory.) By 1884
Dresser had moved his family to 218 Columbus Avenue, which coincidentally was not too many blocks from Eddy’s
Massachusetts Metaphysical College on the same street. As a point of comparison, it may be noteworthy that Quimby did not list
himself in the 1860 Portland Directory as a physician; however, in the 1863 Portland Directory, “Quinby, Phineas P.”[sic] was
listed, p. 196, as a physician at the “international house.”
In the same 1883 Boston Directory, Eddy’s new assistant, Calvin Frye, listed himself as a “physician” as well, but Eddy did not.
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Some reports of Dresser having had a class with Eddy herself are false.
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