Copyright Notice

Staff and students of this University are reminded that copyright subsists in this extract
and the work from which it was taken. This Digital Copy has been made under the
terms of a CLA Licence which allows you to:

e Access and download a copy
e Print out a copy

This Digital Copy and any digital or printed copy supplied to or made by you under the
terms of this Licence are for use in connection with this module or course of study.
You may retain such copies after the end of the course, but strictly for your own
personal use.

All copies (including electronic copies) shall include this Copyright Notice and shall be
destroyed and/or deleted if and when required by the University.

Except as provided for by copyright law, no further copying, storage or distribution
(including by e-mail) is permitted without the consent of the copyright holder.

The author (which term includes artists and other visual creators) has moral rights in
the work and neither staff nor students may cause, or permit, the distortion, mutilation
or other modification of the work, or any other derogatory treatment of it, which would
be prejudicial to the honour or reputation of the author.

Title of extract: Cosmogony, Athroponomy, Homology

Name of Author: Lincoln, B.

Title/Author of book/edition (if applicable): Myth, Cosmos and Society. Lincoln, B.
‘Name of Visual Creator or other acknowledgement (if applicable):

Journal details —title/Vol/Year (if applicable):
Publisher: University of Chicago Press

Pages scanned: 1 - 40

Course of Study (Module name and number): Introduction to Cultural Astronomy
and Astrology AHAN7002

Name of Designated Person
authorising scanning: e L. }_|an; Date authorised: 04.05.17.

Moodle/Pewerpoint




Cosmogony, Anthropogony, Homology

From Ymir’s Hesh the ¢arth was made
and from his sweat (or: blood), the sea;
Mountains from his bones, trees from his hair,
and heaven from his skull.
From his brows  built the gentle gods
MiSgard (the human reaim) for the sons of men;
And from his brain shaped they all the clouds,
Which were hard in mood.

So an ancient Germanic poem—verses 40—41 of the Grimnismdl—
recounts the origin of the cosmos. Elsewhere, in Snorri Sturlason'’s
Gylfaginning 68, a fuller narrative is presented, in which we are told
that Ymir (“Twin”), a frost-giant, was the first living being within the
universe. Actually it is difficult to speak of “the universe” as such for
the time when he was alive; rather, Ymir inhabited a primordial realm,
rich in potential but as yet unformed.

The event that changed this realm into the world as we know it was
Ymir's death, a death that—according to Snorri-——came at the hands
of the first gods, O8inn and his shadowy brothers, Vili and Vé. Then,
using pieces of Ymir’s body as (quite literally) raw material, those
deities constructed our physical universe, along the lines described in
the verses I have quoted.

Narratives resembling this one are well attested throughout the
world, as has long been recognized by students of mythology and
folklore.! I take as the data for this book the large set of such stories

*All translations are my own. For sources where the original-language texts may be
located, see the hst of primary sources, pp, 231-234.
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preserved in the ancient literatures of the various peoples speaking
Indo-European languages.? The general narrative is that a primor-
dial being is killed and dismembered, and that from that being’s
body the cosmos or some important aspects of it are created. On
this basic theme, a great number of varianis occur, as outlined in
table 1.

Table 1. Generalized account of creation in indo-Eumpean myths.

Creation results from:
I. The death
A. usually viclent

1. by sacrifice
2. by murder
3. in battle

B. but sometimes by natural causes
1. and dismemberment
A. usually literal and corporeal

B. butsometimes figurative {e.g., the “dismemberment” of a pri-
“mordial king's realm among his heirs)

[1l. of a primordial being
A. usually human
1. usually the first man
2. the first king (often the first man is also the first king)

3. sometimes other primordial specalists: e.g., the first
healer

B. sometimes super- or sub-human beings
1. agod
2. ademon
3. agiant

C. a domestic animal

1. most often, a bovine, as representative of all domestic
animals (and often in combination with a primordial
human)

2. sometimes the Arst exemplar of other species: horse,
goat, etc.

1V. and the formation of the universe—or some significant portion
thereof—from the pieces of the victim's body

A, the physical universe
L. as a totality
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Table 1 (continued)

2. or with local reference only: e.g., the features of a spe-
cific region

B. the social universe
1. as a set of vertically stratified classes

2. or as a set of horizontally separated kingdoms (which
regularly have also strong associations to stratified classes)

C. other specialized items
1. animal species
2. vegetable species
3. foodstuffs
4. elemental matter
5. etc

Beside the features listed in table 1, there are others that tend to
recur in the specifically Indo-European myths of the “creative death”
type—central characters are often named “Man” and “Twin,” for
instance®—but these details are less important than the general shape
of the narrative. As examples, two other stories can be added to that
of Ymir, First, Rg Veda 10.90, the celebrated “Song of Purusa” (Pu-
rusasikia), composed around 900 B.c.:

(A) When they divided Purusa (“Man”), how many pieces did they
prepare?
What was his mouth? What are his arms, thighs, and feet called?
The priest was his mouth, the warrior was made from hig arms;
His thighs were the commoner, and the servant was made from his
feet.

(B} The moon was born of his mind; of his eye, the sun was born;
From his mouth, Indra and fire; from his breath, wind was born.
From his navel there was the atmosphere; from his head, heaven
was rolled together;

From his feet, the earth; from his ear, the cardinal directions.

This text contains a dimension lacking from the Grémnismdl passage.
For whereas the latter offered a straightforwardly cosmogonic ac-
count—that is, a story of the creation of the universe—the Purusasitkia
contains both a cosmogonic section (RV 10.90.13-14, which I have
labeled B) and a sociogony: a story of the creation of society (RV
10,90.11-12, labeled A). More complex stll is a Slavic variant, the
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Old Russian “Poem on the Dove King” (S#¢ o golubingj knig”), a popular
work collected from oral tradition early in the nineteenth century,
although literary references to this poem exist in texts dating six
hundred years earlier:*

(B) Our bright light comes from the Lord,
The red sun from the face of God,
The young shining moon from his breast,
The bright dawn from the eyes of God,
The sparkling stars from his vestments,
‘The wild winds from the Holy Spirit.

(A) From this our little Czars are on earth:
From the holy head of Adam.
From this princes and heroes come into being:
From the holy bones of Adam.
From this are the orthodox peasants:
From the holy knee of Adam.

(C) Strong beones come from stones,
Our bodies from the damp earth.

This source presents not only sociegonic and cosmogonic accounts
(labeled A and B respectively) but also an anthropogony—that is, a
story of the creation of man (labeled C).

Although the Purusasihta lacks an anthropogonic account of the
sort encountered here, and the Grimnismdllacks both an anthropogony
and a sociogony, such discussions are to be found in other important
Indic and Germanic sources, as we will see in later chapters. In gen-
eral, within the Indo-European tradition, issues of creation and de-
struction were considered at all three of these levels: that of the
individual human body or microcosm; that of the macrocosm, or
universe writ large; and that of the entity intermediate to individual
and cosmos—the mesocosm, if you will—human society. For the sake
of analytic clarity, I will tend to keep these levels separate from one
another, concentrating initially upon the individual and cosmic levels
and moving explicitly to the social level only in the final chapter.

Such a separation, to be sure, is rather artificial, for the individual,
social, and cosmic levels of discourse are, as we will see, intimately
interwoven: mutually implicative and mutually reinforcing. Theories
about the nature of the universe, for instance, have other referents
in addition, being also—at least implicitly—theories about (and pro-
grams for) the “proper” nature of society.® Ultimately, I will consider
these myths of creation as one of the world's most successful systems
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of ideology, given that they provided the mystifications and legiti-
mations that sustained an extremely widespread, stable, and durable
but also extremely rigid, hierarchic, and exploitative social system.
This analysis will have to wait, however, until the final chapter. A great
many other questions, many of them rather detailed and some quite
arcane, must be pondered first.

The cosmogonic and anthropogonic sections of the three texts pre-
sented above provide a convenient starting point. Before I discuss the
details of these passages, however, it is helpful to observe that the
general thrust in each instance is to establish a set of homologies
between bodily parts and corresponding parts of the cosmos: eyes
and sun, flesh and earth, and so forth. Note also that these texts do
not just call attention, in the manner of poetic imagery, to some per-
ceived similarity between two disparate entities. They state not that
“X is like Y, but rather that “X was made from Y.” Between the two
items linked in such a homology, there is thus posited a fundamental
consubstantiality, whereby the one entity may be created out of the
material substance of the other. The two are understood as alloforms,
alternative shapes, of one another. Viewed thus, flesh and earth, to
take one example, are seen as consisting of the same material stuff:
matter that may be temporarily incarnated in either one of two su-
perficially—and only superficially—different forms. To put it some-
what differently, flesh and earth are viewed as alternate moments in
a continuous process, whereby one continually is transmuted into the
other. a

Turning to the details of the homologies that are presented in these
three texts, we can note numerous similarities among them, but also
some significant divergences, as becomes clear when their contents
are plotted in tabular form (see table 2). Some of these divergences
may be straightened out readily, as for instance in the case of the
alloforms posited for heaven. ¥or whether the comparison is to the
skull (ON fhauss) or to the head more broadly (Skt §irgna-), the ho-
mology rests upon a positional similarity: heaven is the highest part
of the cosmos, just as the head or skull is the highest part of the body.
When the skull is taken as heaven’s alloform, a morphological di-
mension is added to the homology, for the shape of the cranial cap
suggests the perceived “rim of heaven.”

Similarly, a positional comparison underlies the homology of earth
and feet in the Indic text, for in Indic cosmology the universe is
regularly considered to possess three vertical levels: heaven, atmo-
sphere, and earth.® Heaven being associated to the top of the human
body, the head, earth is associated to its bottom, the feet. This line of



Table 2. Comparison of the homologic sets in Grimnismdl 40—41, the Purusasihkta, and the “Poem on the Dove King.”
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analysis also applies to the homology of aunosphere and navel posited
in the Purusasikta, for each of these marks the midpeint of an en-
compassing vertical structure. We thus have here an extended ho-
mology or a homologic set, In which not two but six items are brought
into relation with one another: three from the body (or microcosm)
and three from the universe (or macrocosm).

Head : Heaven
Navel : Atmosphere
Feet : Earth

This elegant set is not, however, attested anywhere outside of Indic
sources. It would thus appear to be an extension constructed upon
the traditional Indo-European homology of head (or skull} and
heaven—which, as we will see, is well attested elsewhere—making
creative use of the general principles of homologic thought.

Elsewhere, the usual alloform for earth is flesh, as shown in the
Grimnismdl and—Iless obviously—in the “Dove King,” where the term
used for “body,” ORuss #ls, dendtes primarily the external, visible,
fleshy surface of the body, being derived from the PIE root tel-, which
marks surfaces of all kinds, including the surface of the body and
also that of the earth (as for instance, in Lt fellus and Olr tzlam “earth,”
as well as ORuss £'lo “soil”.” Together with this homology of flesh and
earth, another is often grouped to form a four-item homologic set
posited upon substantive (that is, material) and positional resem-
blances. For just as bones are the dense matter located within the
softer flesh, so stones are related to the soil. This set could be graphed
as follows:

Flesh : Earth
Stones : Bones

It 1s articulated concisely and forcefully in the anthropogonic section
(section C) of the “Poem on the Dove King™: -

Strong bones come from stones,
Our bodies {(#lesa) from the damp earth.

An ambiguity to consider in the data laid out in table 2 is the subtle
alternance in the alloforms posited for the sun (or dawn). For whereas
the Indic text gives “eye” {caksoh, singular ablatve), its Slavic coun-
terpart gives “eyes” (odej, in the dual). The question is, do both eyes



8 - Cosmogony, Anthropogony, Homology

correspond to the sun, or does only one, and if the latter, what becomes
of the other eye? One might expect the occurrence of another four-

member homolegic set, correlating the eyes to the chief heavenly
bodies;

Right Eye : Sun
Left Eye : Moon

This set, however, does not occur in any of the texts I have considered
so far, nor is it frequent elsewhere.® Rather, the alloform given for
the moon in the Purusasikta is the mind, and in the “Dove King” the
breast. The logic of these comparisons is rather difficult to fathom.
The issues are whether there is any correspondence between mind
and breast, and further, what led to their homologization to the moon.
The latter problem proves easier to resolve, and its resolution leads
to resolution of the former.

It would appear that the basis for the Indic comparison of mind
and moon is folk etymology, specifically the resemblance between the
words manas- “mind” and mds- “moaon” (or, as it is given in the Pu-
rusasikia, candra-mds- “radiant moon”), 2 resemblance that is also ap-
parent in the PIE forms from which they are derived: mengs- (“mind,”
from a verb “to think”) and *mé(n)s- (“moon,” from a verb “to mea-
sure,” with probable reference to the measurement of time).* The
philological value of this comparison is nil: it is more word play than
scientific linguistic analysis. But once posited, the homology exerted
powerful influence on the history of ideas, and the various theories
of “lunacy” that Aourished until quite recently—whereby mental and
emotional states are correlated to the phases of the moon—in all
]ik_elihood derive from the ancient homology of mind and moon. 1f
this is so, it might also help to explain why another bodily part com-
monly understood as the seat of the emotions—the breast—appears
as the alloform of the moon in the “Poem on the Dove King.”

What all these materials reveal is a common pattern of creation my-
thology, traditional among the Indo-European peoples, in which the
world is formed from the dismembered body of the first man and—in
some versions—the body of the first bovine.” An important aspect of
this tradition was the use of detailed homologies, relating the parts of
th.e human body to parts of the cosmos, and also to parts of society (I
will postpone study of the latter system until Chapter 7). As should
alr:?ady be evident (and will become more $0), certain specific homo-
Iog-nels recur consistently in a fairly fixed form. Others are subject to
considerable variation. But even in the most stable homologies—fesh
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and earth, for instance-—a certain amount of innovation or play was
always possible, for the tradition rests more upen the logic of homology
than on the details of any given comparisons. The methodological im-
plication of this is that we ought not attempt to reconstruct prisune PIE
homologies, from which all deviations may be dismissed as degenerate
forms or subsequent transformations. Rather, my goal is the identifi-
cation of more or less well-defined semantic ranges in which homolo-
gies regularly recur, but always with some degree of variation.

With this in mind, let us turn to an Iranian creation account that
makes use of the same pattern of homologic analysis: the Manichaean
cosmogony described in a Pahlavi (Middle Persian) text, from the ninth
century A.D., Skend Gumanig Wizdr 16.8-20.9

This also is said [by the Manichaeans]: the bodily, material creation
is of Ahriman (“the Evil Spirit”). More preasely, the sky is from the
skin, the earth is from the flesh, the mountains are from the bone,
and the plants are from the hair of the demon Ktni ... K{Qni was
the general of Ahriman’s army, who at the beginning of the first
battle swallowed the light in order to steal it from the god Ohrmazd
(“the Wise Lord”). And in ithe second batde. [Ohrmazd] seized the
demeon Kini and many demons, and he bound them on the sphere,
and killed the demon Kani. This macrocosm (ér dédm [ wuzurg) was
created and made from her.

Within this doctrine—which is also alluded to in Dénkart 3.200.7—the
negative Manichaean valuation of the material world is forcefully
expressed, for the cosmos derives from the body of a demon (Pahl
déw) bearing the name Kiini, which would seem to mean nothing other
than “Anus.”*? Consistent with other Manichaean views, the only re-
deeming feature of the material world is the fact that particles of light
exist trapped within matter, by virtue of Kunr's having swallowed up
the light in her initial assault. This light, after the death and dismem-
berment of Kuani, presumably became the spiritual portion impris-
oned within humans, animals, and even certain vegetables and fruits.’

Of foremost interest at present is the fact that three of the four
homologies presented in this passage—flesh/earth, bone/mountains,
and hair/plants—correspond closely to homologies given in texts I
have considered above, while the fourth, skinheaven, is a variation
upon the equation of skull and heaven. Here, however, heaven is
viewed not so much as a lofty sphere (and thus homologous to the
skull), but as the outermost covering of the cosmos, so that the skin—
the body's cutermost shell—is taken to be its alloform.
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Yet another text contains the story of the earth’s origin {rom the
body of a primordial man, although here it is not the entire earth
that is created, but only a crucial portion thereof: the mountain that
supports the heavens. Stili, several of the homologies we have already
encountered do recur. The text in question is Ovid’s description of
the transformation of Atlas, Metamorphoses 4.655—662:

As large as he was, Atlas is made inta a mountain; for his beard and
hair

Are changed into forests, his hands and arms are fdges.

What had previously been his head is the utmost summit of the
mountain,

And his bones become stone. Then, grown great in all his parts,

He grew to an immense size—thus you established it, O gods—and
the sky

With all the stars rested upon him.

While the transformation of hands and arms into ridges is unparalleled
elsewhere, and results from Ovid’s attempt to fit the entire body of
Atlas into the image of a mountain, other transformations are quite
familiar by now: hair/forests, bones/stones, and head/mountaintop, un-
derstanding that the summit of the peak (summo . . . in monte cacumen)
here replaces the summit of the cosmos, the rim of heaven. In truth,
this must be viewed as something of a cosmogonic account, for it re-
counts the separation of heaven and earth and the origins of the cosmic
mountain—Mount Atlas had already been called the “pillar of heaven”
(ton kiona tou ouranou) in Herodotos 4.184—that connects those realms.™
Moreover, there seems to be no direct Greek or Roman antecedent for
Ovid’s story: only Aeneid 4.246—~251, which depends on the Metamor-
phoses account, is at all similar. Either Ovid invented the story of Atlas’s
transformation entirely on his own—which seems unlikely, given the
precise correspondence of the homologies with those encountered in
other parts of the Indo-European world—or he reinterpreted pieces
of an inherited cosmogonic tradition, making creative and poetic use
of them in a new—and entirely appropriate—mythic context.

While the reflexes considered thus far mostly tell of the origin of
the cosmos from a human body, others,—like section C of the “Poem
on the Dove King,” are more anthropogonic than cosmogonic in their
orientation, telling of the creation of the first man from the elements
of the cosmos. Often, such texts are all thought to derive from an
apocryphal book of the Old Testament, the Book of the Secrets of
Enoch (or, as it is usually cited, 1I Enoch, to differendate it from the

Cosmogony, Anthropogony, Homology - 11

Ethiopic text similar in name). This text—most probably written in
Hellenistic Alexandria somewhere between 30 B.c. and A.p. 70 (and
thus, perhaps subject to Greek or Iranian influence)—survives only
in Slavic translation, in Russian, Bulgarian, and Serbian Mmanuscripts
of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.”® In the crucial passage,
il Enoch 30.8-9, God himself is speaking: o

And on the sixth day I ordered my Wisdom to make man out of
seven elements put together: his flesh from the earth, his blood from
dew and sun, his eyes from the abyss of the sea, his bones of stone,
his thought from the speed of angels and from cloud, his nerves
and hair from the grass of the earth, his soul from my spirit and
from the wind. And [ gave him seven faculties: hearing 1o the flesh,
vision to the eyes, smell to the soul, touch to the nerves, taste to the
blood, endurance to the bone, and sweetness to the thought.

Here are many of the same homologies found in the cosmogonic
texts cited earlier. Clearest, perhaps, are flesh/earth, bones/stones, and
hair/grass. To these may be added thought/cloud, recalling the ho-
mology of brain/cloud in Grimnismal 41. Again, the extensign of the
homology hair/grass to include nerves (thus one must here interpret
the ambiguous term #ly [which may also denote veins and sinew] given
its association with the sense of touch in 30.9) may be understood as
prompted by the morphologic resemblance between hair and nerves.
The granting of smell to the soul (Gbonénie dulevno} also informs us
that the soul was understood as being, or at least involving, the breath,
yielding the homology of breath and wind, to which God’s spirit (dux”)
is added as 2 secondary source. This also helps to clarify the homology
of winds from the Holy Spirit (Svjata Duxa) in the “Dove King,” where
the spirit in question would appear to be a Christianized reinterpre-
tation of the breath.

The derivation of blood “from dew and sun” (6¢ rosi i sinca) is rather
strange. Although blood is derived from dew rather than from the
sea in certain other texts, and from fire in others still (usually with
the explanation that this is why blood is warm and red),’® nowhere
else to my knowledge is blood ever said to be derived from the sun.
Perhaps this may be the result of a textual corrupton, for if one
regards the phrase ot bezdny morsky (“from the abyss of the sga") as an
interpolation, then punctuates after rosi and again after 6¢i ego, one
is left with &r’'v ego 6t rosi, i sinca 8¢ ego, “his blood from the dew, and
of the sun his eyes,” which is more in keeping with the usual range
of IE correspondences.
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It is also worth noticing that within this text an atterapt is made to
build an expanded homologic set including not only items drawn from
the microcosm and those from the macrocosm, but also the senses—
that is, those faculties which mediate between macrocosm and micro-
cosm, bringing knowledge of the former to the latter. This attempt,
while conceptually bold, is not terribly successful, and many of the
specific homologies—such as hearing/flesh/earth or sweetness/'thought/
cloud—seem rather forced, being motivated by the desire to fill out
a system rather than by any compelling internal logic.’” It is never-
theless worth graphing the structure of this system, if only 10 see how
creative minds could struggle to build ever more sophisticated systems
starting from traditional homologies. If one accepts the emendations
I have suggested, and removes the overtly Christian items (“speed of
angels” as an alloform of thought, “spirit” as an alloform of soul), the
following picture emerges:

Earth Flesh : Hearing
Dew : Biood : Taste
Sun Eyes T Vision
Stone Bones : Endurance
Cloud : Thought : Swectness
Grass : Nerves : Touch
and Hair
Wind Soul 1 Smell

That there are seven items listed in each of these series obviously
presented certain problems when the analysis of the senses was at-
tempted; “endurance” and “sweetness” were added to fill out the stan-
dard list of five sensory faculties. Use of 2 seven-part schema (following
the theme of creation in seven stages from Genesis 1-2) was quite
common in medieval texts describing the anthropogony, as was an oc-
topartite pattern, the so-called Eight-Part Adam. But in both these
forms, the description of how the first man’s body was created from
alloformic portions of the cosmos was an exrremely popular tepos, closely
related versions being found in Latin, Celtic, Germanic, and Slavic
sources dating from the ninth to the nineteenth centuries, only some
of which can be cited here.'® As I noted earlier, many authorities have
viewed these as all ultimately derived from the lost Latin or Greek
antecedent of II Enoch, although the evidence for this is less than
overpowering, given how little we know of II Enoch prior to its six-
teenth-century appearance in Slavic translations.’® Even should the
authorities be right in this hypothesis, one must still ask what it was that
made these verses from a relatively obscure apocryphon so enduringly
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popular from one end of Europe to the other. What madé the descrip-
tion of Adam’s body being formed from the elements of the cosmos so
tremendously appealing to Celts, Germans, and Slavs for a millennium
or more? For my part, 1 believe that the most likely answer to such
questions is that in such stories as that found in II Encch 30.8-9, Eu-
ropean peoples found a superficially Christianized—and thus accept-
able—version of their own still familiar and fondly remembered pre-
Christuan creation accounts. They thus seized upon such reworkings
of familiar themes, clung to them tenaciously, and crculated them
widely. One could cite literally dozens of texts within this tradition, of
which only a few must suffice here. Consider, for instance, an extract
from the fifteenth-century Old Frisian Code of Emsig:

God made the first man, that was Adam, frem eight transformations:
the bone from the stone, the Aesh from the earth, the blood from
the water, the heart from the wind, the thoughts from the clouds,
the sweat from the dew, the locks (of hair) from the grass, the cyes
from the sun, and then he blew in the holy breath (or: spirit), and
then he made Eve, Adam’s love, from his rib.®

Consider also an Irish extract of the thirteenth or fourteenth cen-
tury (British Museum Additional MS. 4783, folio 7a):

There is this to be known concerning the creation of Adam: (he was
made) from seven parts. The first part is from the earth, the second
part from the sea, the third part from the sun, the fourth part from
the clouds, the fifth part from the wind, the sixth part from stones,
the seventh part from the Holy Spirit {, the eighth part from the
light in the deep].

The part of earth, that is the body of a man. The part of the sea,
that is the blood of a man. The part of the sun is his face and
countenance; the part of cloud, his thought; the part of wind, the
breath of a man; the part of stones, his bones; the part of the Holy
Spirit, his soul. The part made from the light in the deep, that is his
Christianity.

If the earthliness should be dominant in a man, he is sluggish; if
the sea, he is unsteady; if the sun, he is fair and lively; if the cloud,
he is light and foolish; if the wind, he is renowned and hotheaded;
if the stone, he is hard in discussions and greedy and a thief; if the
Holy Spirit, he is lively, generous, and full of grace from the divine
scriptures; if the light, he is a joyful and fortunate man.?

Like II Enoch, these two versions have been superficially Christian-
ized, as is evident from the mention of Eve’s creation (taken from Gen-
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esis 2.18—-22) and the inspiration of Adam (taken from Genesis 2.7) in
the Old Frisian account, and the derivation of Adam'’s soul from the
Holy Spirit and his Christianity (a delightful anachronism) from the
light in the deep according to the Middle Irish. These superficial ad-
ditions notwwithstanding, the ancient Indo-European homologies re-
main: flesh(or body)/earth, bone/stone, blood/water(or sea), and eyes(or
face)/sun are found in both texts, while hair/plants is in the Old Frisian.
Beyond this, breath/wind is stated explicitly in the Middle Irish and
lies behind the derivation of heart from wind in the Old Frisian, where
the heart is understood as the seat of life and thus replaces the life-
breath. The Irish text also helps us to understand the logic behind the
homology brain{or thought)/cloud. For when the homology is stated
as brain/cloud (as in Grimmismdl 41), its basis is the morphological re-
semblance between twoe crenulate entities. When it takes the form
thought/cloud, the ground for comparison is the insubstantiality or
fluffiness of the two alloforms. For as the Irish version tells us, when
the proportion of cloud within an individual exceeds all other elements
and thus dominates his constitution, “he is light and foolish.”

This statement comes from the last paragraph of the Middle Irish
text, which—like the treatment of the senses in 1T Enoch $0.9—is an
expansion on the theme of the homologic relation of microcosm and
macrocosm. In this passage it is also implied that the anthropogonic
process is ongoing, such that each successive human being is created
from the same elements of the cosmos as was Adam, going on to
specify what the consequences should be if any single element were
to preponderate over the others. As a result, we are told just what
qualities accompany each material substance of which the body is
constituted. Omitting the most fully Christianized items, the system
is as follows:

Earth :  Body : Sluggishness
Sea : Blood ¢ Unsteadiness
Sun Face . Fairness, Life
Cloud : Thought : TFoolishness, Lightheartedness
Wind : Breath : Fame, Hotheadedness
Stones Bones : Hardness, Greed, Thievery

A similar expansion is evident in an interpolation to a2 famous Old
Russian text, the “Discourse of the Three Saints” (Bes"da Trex” Svja-
titelef), in which is found another superficially Christianized reflex of
these same basic homologies.?* The Christianization, however, goes
somewhat further here than in the Old Frisian and Middle Irish
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sources I have been considering. For not only are abstract qualities—
usually Christian virtues and vices—associated to each homology, but
a hierarchy is established in which the first group of alloforms (earth/
body) is most corporeal and thus “lowliest,” while the last (_H_oly Spirt/
zeal and all that is good) is most fully spiritual (in a Christian sense)
and is thus said to be “foremost.”

And thus he (i.e., God) made {Adam’s) body out of eight parts com-
posed in four. The first part is of the earth, which is the lowliest of
all parts. The second is of the sea, which is blood and wisdom. Th.e
third is of the sun, which is beauty and eyes for him. The fourth 1s
of the celestial clouds, which are thought and weakness. The fifth is
of the wind—that is air—which is breath and envy. The sixth is of
stones, that is firmness. The seventh is of the light of this world,
which is made into flesh, that is humility and sweetness. The eighth
part is of the Holy Spirit, placed in men for all that is good, full of
zeal—that is the foremost part,®

The contents are by now so familiar that it is not difficult to restore
the few pieces that are missing from the picture. Thus, a corporea’l’
alloform for stones, which are only homologized here to “firmness
(utvr'zdenije), is obviously bones. Similarly, no corporeal alloform is
given for earth because earth’s normal homologue, flesh, has b“een
pressed into service elsewhere in the system, as we are told t}haE tlhe
light of this world is made into flesh” (svéta sego mira, 1Ze styoren pltnju),
an obvious allusion to the doctrine of Christ’s incarnation.

Down into the nineteenth century, this anthropogony was still cir-
culating, as evidenced by a Rumanian variant, part of a text entitled
“Questions and Answers,” dating to 1809:

Question: “From how many parts did God make man?”

Answer: “From eight parts: the body from soil; bones from stores;
blood from dew; eyes from sun; thoughts from clouds; breath from
wind; intellect from moon; the gift of prophecy from the Holy Spirit.”™*

Clearly, this is not an independent version, but mpsF likely <‘:lraws on
earlier Slavic, Greek, and/or Latin traditions. Yet it 18 a testimony to
the enduring attraction and power of this system of cosmogonic ar.1d
anthropogonic mythology, for many of t.he same basic hpmolt?gles
keep recurring in sources the dates of which span three millenniz or
more. Perhaps it is worth summarizing the nature of those homologies
at this point. Nine separate items recur with some degree of frequency.
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1. FleshiEarth. Occurring in all the texts cited except the Purusasizkia
and Ovid’s story of Atlas, the homology of earth and flesh-—or, more
broadly, the body—is one of those most firmly established. In certain
Christanized versions of the anthropogony, this homology 1s deni-
grated to the advantage of other “loftier” or more spiritual homolo-
gies. Thus, the “Discourse of the Three Saints” calls the portion of
the body formed from the earth the “lowliest” (xufd’s?) of all, and
whereas most texts use a neutral term to denote the earth (ON jgrd,
OFris erthe, OF fold, OIr talam, ORuss t#lo, Pahl zamig, OCS and ORuss
zemlja), certain others refer to “mud,” “soil,” “clay,” or “loam,” as the
source of the base flesh (Lt imus, OF ldm, MHG feim, Rum paméntu).
The basis for this homology is a substantive resemblance between the
two materials compared, and also a positional relation within a ho-
mologic set that also involves the next set of alloforms.

2. Bone/Stone. Closely related to the homology of earth and flesh
is that of bone and stone, for just as stones are the hard substance
set inside the soft earth, so is the relation of bones to flesh. This
powerful image is lost when the alloform of bone is defined as
mountaing, something that occurs in both the Eddic and Pahlavi
accounts (ON &jgrg; Pahl k3f). The chief characteristic of bones high-
lighted through this homology is their hardness, as i1s seen in Il
Enoch 30.9, where the faculty given to the bone is “endurance” or
“firmness” r’pénie), and in the Middle Irish reflex, where one with
an excess of bone is said to become “hard in discussions” (cruaidh do
trachtadh). This homology occurs in all the sources we have consid-
ered thus far, with the exception of the Purusasikta. A phonological
as well as a semantic correspondence is evident in the terminology
used for bones, Lt os, Pah! ast, ORuss and OCS kost’ all being derived
from PIE *H,0s-(FH,)-.%

3. Haur/Plants. Somewhat less broad in its diffusion is the homology
of plants and hair, which is lacking in the Purusasikta and in the Middle
Irish, Old Russian, and Rumanian reflexes. Other sources do consis-
tently group hair and plants together, the plants in question regularly
being inedible vegetation: trees (ON badimr, Skt vanaspatih), forest (Lt
silvas), or grass (OCS frava, OFris gerse), although generic terms for
“plants” also appear (Skt osadhi}, Pahl urwer). The grounds for com-
parison would seem to begin with the morphological resemblance of
hair and grass, both being long, thin, and grouped in clumps, but
they extend to other factors as well. The position of hair growing on
top of the flesh (and not just the hair on the head) corresponds to
that of plants growing on top of the earth. Further, hair and plants
are characterized by incessant growth. This property of growth, as
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well as location on the extremity of the body atop the flesh, has led
in some instances (see Chapter 4) to the extension of this homology
to include nails as well as hair in the comparison to plants. When only
morphological factors are taken into account, however, plants may
also be homologized to sinews or nerves, as occurs in II Enoch.

4. Blood(or other bodily fluids)/Water. Considerable variation marks
the homologies drawn between the fluid elements of microcosm and
macrocosm. Some texts posit only one rather general set of allo-
forms—most often that of blood and water—while others provide
much more detailed analyses, comparing blood to riverine waters,
urine to swamp waters, and so forth (implying here further homo-
logies of blood vessels to riverbeds and bladder to swamps).*® In two
Old English texts, the Rituale Ecclesiae Dunelmensis and the Dialogue of
Solomon and Saturn, a major divergence is apparent, blood being ho-
mologized not to any fluid but to fire, normally taken as the opposite
of all fluids. Perhaps this homology is intended to be surprising, for
the texts go on to justify it, explaining that both blood and fire are
red and hot, as evidence of (or better yet, because of ) their alloformic
relation.®” Among peoples who live near the ocean, there is a tendency
to homologize sweat and sea, based on the saline content of both fluids,
as 18 seen in Grimnismdl 40, where the term used is ON sveits, which
may denote either “sweat” or “blood,” although its etymological con-
nection to the former is unmistakable.?® Other texts still relate tears
to sea, blood to dew, sweat to sacrificial libations, or semen to water,
in all instances the material resemblance of two fluids providing the
fundamental ground for homologization. Beyond this, the specific
properties of certain fluids help to refine the comparison; for instance,
a common pattern of downward metion in droplets leads to the as-
sociation of urine and rain, and the fact that both sweat and dew
appear mysteriously and seemingly spontaneously on the surface of
things leads to their being understood as alloforms of each other.®

5. Eyes/Sun. The two orbs that are involved in the act of vision—
eye and sun—are consistently linked in the texts considered here, and
in most other Indo-European discussions of micrecosm and macro-
cosm as well. So closely are the two associated that not only is it
cornmon In various Indo-European languages to refer to the sun as
an “eye™* but in at least one stock the noun that denotes “eye” is
actually derived from the word for “sun” (OlIr sail < *sali, a zero-
grade form of PIE *sqwel-)."" Whereas we have only relatively recently
come to understand the process of vision as one whereby light trans-
mitted by the sun enters the eye, which acts as a receiver, so powerful
was the homology of eye and sun throughout antiquity that the eye
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was believed to be a source of light like its alloform the sun.** While
the terms for both items in this homology are quite consistently of
PIE origin—sun, from *sawel: Skt sdryah, Pahl xwar—fg:‘d (< Av x*ar-
plus xsaéta-), ORuss and OCS si’n'ce, Rum soare, OFris sunna; eyes,
from PIE *H,ek=-: Skt aksini, ORuss and OCS a4, Rum och‘z'z', OFris
agene®®>—they do not agree in number, for whilt_: the sun is a]wa?rs
singular, the term for eyes almost always occurs in the plural or {(in
those languages where the dual survived) in the dual. One must con-
clude that from the one sun, both eyes—indeed, all eyes—have their
origin. One might have expected the two eyes to be derived from the
two great celestial luminaries, sun and moon, but, as we have seen,
the moon was reserved for another use.

6. MmndiMoon. Of the various items of the macrocosm that recur
in different texts, the moon—somewhat surprisingly—is among the
rarer ones. The clearest sources in which it appears are those from
India, where the moon {candra-mdh “shining moon”) 18 said to come
from the mind (manas) of Purusa (RV 10.90.13, AuUp 1.4}, a com-
parison that seems to be prompted by their phonological similarity.
Two other sources I have considered offer similar alloforms, although
there the phonological base has been lost: the Rumanian “Questions
and Answers” where the intellect (ingelepciunea) i3 formed from the
moon {lund), and the “Poem on the Dove King,” where the moon is
homologized to the breast (ORuss grud’), the latter being understood
as the seat of the emotions, much as the mind is the seat of thought.
Again, in a text I will discuss shortly, the Pseudo-Hippokratic Per:
Hebdomadan 6.1, it is said that “The place of the moon is where sense
prepares judgment” (Lien = lunae] locus sensus apparuit _;r'w_ficium). And,
as has been demonstrated by Jacques Duchesne-Guillemin, the struc-
ture of this text strongly indicates that the “place where sense prepares
judgment” was the region of the chest or diaphragm.** But beyond
this there is no further evidence to offer. Perhaps there was no IE
homology of mind and moon, then—but if not, how can one explain
the appearance of this curious association in Slavic, Greek, and Ind%c
sources, not to mention the late Rumanian reflex? Moreover, how is
one to explain the omission of the moon from the eyes/sun homology,
where it might fit so well? On balance, I am inclined to believe that
the homology mind/moon was a part of the ancient system, but one
that was extremely fragile, resting as it did on a phonological resem-
blance rather than on substantive, morphologic, or positional bases,
as do the other traditional homologies. Thus, given normal processes
of semantic renewal, as other terms for mind and moon were intro-
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duced lacking any phonologic similarity to one another, the homology
tended to be abandoned.

7. Brain(or thoughts)/Cloud. Thoughts—which are differendated
from “mind” only by a subtle distinction—also show up in another
homology, being denoted by a wide array of terms in different cos-
mogonic and anthropogonic texts (among them MIr émradud “thought,”
MHG muot “mood,” OFris togt “thought,” MEng wit, Lt cogitatio and
mens, Rumn cugetu “cogitation,” and OCS pomysl’ “thought”). Yet all of
these forms of mental activity are homologized to clouds, often with
the specification that, like clouds, thoughts are weak (ORuss m’kota),
light (MIr efrom), or unsteady (OE unstedelfestnes). In contrast, a mor-
phological basis for the homology is provided when the microcosmic
alloform has a more tangible nature, as in Grimnismdl 40 where it is
the brain—and not an abstraction like “thought”—that is homologized
to the clouds. Bundahiin 28.4 also makes the brain (Pahl mazg) the
starting point for its homology, although its alloform is presented as
“(the realm of) endless light” (aser rdinih), one of the highest heavens
in the Zoroastrian systern, the result perhaps of the elevation of thought
beyond the realm in which clouds are found.

8. Head/Heaven, Although most of the anthropogonic texts are
silent regarding this homology, the Indic, Iranian, Germanic, and
Latin cosmogonic sources consistently state that heaven—meaning here,
no doubt, the rim of the celestial vault (ON A#minn, Skt dyauh; Pahl
garddman is somewhat different in this regard)—was formed from the
head or skull of a primordial being, its shape and location at the top
of the body suggesting and sustaining the comparison. Ovid’s stary
of Atlas presents an interesting reworking of this tradition, since given
that Atlas becomes the cosmic mountain on which the heavens rest,
his skull cannot possibly be said to become the heaven itself. Instead
it is said to become the apex of the mountain (summo . .. in monie
cacumen), that is, the very point where heaven and earth meet. Within
certain other traditions, particularly those of Iran, the heavens were
understood to be a shell that compietely encased the earth, rather
than a vault placed over the top of it, and consequently it is skin, the
body’s outermost covering, that appears as the alloform of heaven
(SGW 16.10, GBd 28.4, Peri Heb 6.2).

9. Breath/Wind. One of the most consistent homologies is that of
lifebreath and wind, the latter being interpreted as the respiratory
process of the cosmos. Not only is this homology attested in virtually
all the sources I have considered, save the Germanic and Iranian
cosmogonic accounts, but the terms used to denote “wind” almost
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invariably derive from the same PIE verb, *H,w(H,)- “to blow," al-
though the nominal formations vary somewhat: Skt vayuh, OCS vétr”,
QRuss vétre, Lt venius, Rum vdnt, OF uind, and OFris winde.® In some
of the later European reflexes, this comparison is Christianized, prob-
ably under the influence of Genesis 2.7, where God breathes life into
Adam. Thus, in texts written within a Christian milieu the Holy Spirit
often replaces the wind and the soul often replaces the breath.

These nine homologies are the basic building blocks in a system of
natural philosophy, a system of stunning elegance and infinite subtlety.
By identifying specific items in the cosmos as alloforms to correspond-
ing parts of the human body, they form a major component of the
creation mythology of virtually all peoples of antiquity who spoke
Indo-European languages. Tables 3, 4, and 5 expand upon table 1,
to lay out fuller evidence from 2ll the texts I have considered thus far
and a few to which I will shortly turn. The picture that emerges is
one of a fairly consistent homologic system, in which there still existed
some toom for variation and innovation. I must emphasize, however,
that building blocks are less interesting in themselves than the larger
structures that can be constructed from them. The later chapters of
this book will be devoted to those structures: the multiple applications
of basic homologies to a variety of concerns.

There is a problem that remains to be addressed, one that two great
scholars of generations past, Jacob Grimm and Hermann Giintert,
worried over without resolving. Thus far, I have considered two dif-
ferent—but closely related—sets of materials. One is a cosmogonic
tradition, in which it is told how the body of a primordial being served
as the raw material from which the physical universe was made. The
other is an anthropogonic tradition, in which—conversely—it is re-
counted how the elements of the physical universe served as the raw
material from which the body of the first man (and thus, of humanity
in general) was made. In the first instance, the process described is
one of separation, (sacrificial) dismemberment; in the second, it is one
of construction, putting together. The question that must be asked,
then, is precisely how these two complementary traditions are related
te one another. Both Grimm and Giintert considered this question
within the context of the Germanic materials, where the issues are
drawn with great clarity: how are the stories of Ymir's dismemberment
and the Eight-Part Adam related?

For Grimm, the issue was rather simple, for he felt that the cos-
mogonic view, where “(one explains) the sun as a giant’s eye,” was
“more congenial to the childhood of the world.”s® Thus, apparently
Ymir was first, and the Eight-Part Adam was a later, more mature
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Semnantic analysis of homologics: microcosm — macrocosm.

Table 3.

Microcosmic alloforms

Brain Head Breath

Mind

Eyes

Bone Hair

Flesh

Text

Blood

Macrocosmic alloforms

HEAVEN
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MOUNT TREES SEA

EARTH
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WIND
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WIND
WIND
WIND

CLOUD

STONE GRASS DEW SUN
GRASS

EARTH

CLOUD

SuUN

WATER
SEA

STONE

EARTRH

Code of Emsig

CLoun

SUN

STONE

EARTH

British Museum

MS. 4783 fol. 7a
Discourse of Three

WIND

CLOUD

SUN

SEA

STONE

light of
world

Saints

Aitareya Upanisad

WIND

MOOH

SUN

PLANTS

1-2

Greater Bundakisn ~ EARTH

SEA SUN & endless HEAVEN WIND
moon Light

PLANTS

MOUNT

28

Pert Hebdomadin 6  cLAy
Empedokles

AR

warm soil

MOON

RIVER

STONE

AlR &

LEAVES

STONE

EARTH

aither

falls within the general semantic range for the variants studied. Lower-case letters signify an item

MNote:  Capital lerters signify an item that

that falls beyond the general semantic range for the variants studied.



Table 4. Semantic analysis of homologies: macrocosm — microcosm.

Macrocosmic alloforms

Text Earth Stone Plants Water Sun Moon Cloud Heaven Wind
Microcosmic alloforms
Grimnismdél 40—-41  FLESH BONE HAIR SWEAT or -- —_ BRAIN SKULL —_
BLOQOD

Rg Veda feet — — — EYE MIND — HEAD BREATH
10.80.13-14

“Poem on the BODY BONE — — FACE. BREAST — —— HOLY
Dove King” SPIRTT

Skend Gumanig FLESH  BONE HAIR — — — — skin —_
Wizar 16.8-20

Metamorphoses — BONE HAIR — — — — HEAD —_
4.655-662

I1 Enoch 30.8 FLESH BONE HAIR & BLOOD EYES — THOUGHT — SOUL

nerves .

Code of Emsig FLESH BONE HAIR BLOGD EYES — THOUGHT — heart

British Museum BODY BONE — BLOOD FACE — THOUGHT — BREATH
MS. 4783 fol. 7a

Discourse of Three  lowest  FIRMNESS —_ BLOOD EYES — THOUGHT — BREATH
Saints part

Astareye Upanised — — HAIR SEMEN EYES MIND — — BREATH
1-2

Greater Bundahiin  FLESH BONE HAIR BLOOD EYE eye BRAIN HEAD BREATH
28

Peri Hebdomadin 6 TLESH BONE — BLOOD & heat in  SENSE — heat in BREATH

HUMORS viscera skin
Empedokles FLESH SHELL HAIR SWEAT — — — — SOUL

Note: Capital leaers signify an item that falls within the gencral semantic range for the variants studied. Lower-case lerters signify an item
that fzils beyond the general semantic range for the variants studied.

Table 5. Ewymological analysis of homologies.

Microcosmic alloforms

Text Flesh Bone Hair Blood Eyes Mind Brain Head Breath

Grimnismdl 40—41  hold bein har sveit — — heili hauss —

Rg Veda 10.90.13~ (pad) — — — caksuh MANAS — §irah Pra-ANAH
14

“Poem on the wlo KOST — — ol grud’ — — (svijata dux)
Dove King”

Skend Gumanig go¥t AST may — — — — (post) —
Wizar 16.8—20

Metamorphoses — oS barba — — — — caput —
4.655-662 coma

It Enoch 30.8 pi™t’ KOST kosa ke o — pomysl’ — (dusa)

Code of Emsig flask benete lokkar  blod AGENE — togt - (herte)

British Museum colaind cniimh — fuil {drech) — imradud — ANAL
MS. 4783 fol. 7a

Discourse of Three  pl't’ {utvr”z- — kv’ o1 — mysl’ — vizduxa
Saints denije}

Az’mrega Upanisad — -— loman {retah) AKSINI MANAS — — pra-ANAE
1-

Grealer Bundahiin  godt ASTAG moy x6n casm — mazg sar wén
28

Peri Hebdomadin 6 caro 0s — sanguis {calidum) sensus cerebrum —_ spiritus

Empedokles — (kogkn&) trikhes  hidros — — — — pneuma

Posited PIE form — *H,08T(H,)- — — R EK- *MENOQS- — —_ *H,ENH,-

Note: Capital letters signify a phonologic and semantic correspondence. Lower-case letters signify a semantic correspondence only. Lower-case
letters in parentheses signify an item that falls beyond the general semantic range [or the variants studied.

{continued)



Table 5 (continued)

Macrocosmic alloforms

Text Earth

Stone  Plants

Water

Sun Moon

Cloud Heaven Wind

Grimnismdl  jord
40-41

Rg Vedn
10.90.13-
14

“Poem on
the Dove
King”

Skend
Gumanig
Wizdr
16.8-20

Metamorphoses —
4.655—-662

I1 Enoch
30.8

Code of
Emsig

hhiimih

ZEML]A

TAMIG

ZEMLJA

erthe

bjorg  badmr

kamen’ —

kol urwar

lapis silvas
kamen® trava

stene Bgerse

SET

rosa

welere

candra-
MAH

SORYAH

SOLNCE MESJAC

SL'N'CE —

SUNNA —

Table 5 (continued)

British
Museum
MS. 4783
fol. 7a

Discourse of
Three Sainis

talam

ZEML]A

Aitareya —
Upanisad
-2

Greater
Bundahiin
28

Peri Heb-
domadon 6 ossa

Empedokles kHTHON

Posited PIE
form

quod circa

*GH*DHOM-

sky himinn —

— dyauh VAYUH

VETRA

— asman —

_ SUMMmo in —

monte
ahlak” — VETR”

walk — WINDE

cloch —

kamen’ —

— ogsadhi-
vanaspatib

kaf urwar

lapis —

lithos  phylia

roudr

more

apah

zréh

aqua

Auminem

thalassa

grian —_

SLU'N'CE —

candra-
MAH

adityah

xwaRsed —
{& m3zh)

SGL luna

*SAWEL- EMENYS-

nel — gieth

neves'n’ — VETRA

- — VAYUH

{asar
rodnth)

garddman wAD

(quod in
terra
calidum)

jovem aér

aerodos
aithersdos

*HLW(H,)-
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reworking of the cosmogonic tradition, just as Christianity was more
mature than paganism. Gintert, for his part, wanted to keep the
anthropogonic and cosmogonic traditions quite separate, seeing Ymir
as the direct Germanic derivate of a PIE cosmogony, and the Eight-
Part Adam as having entered Europe through a devious route, via
II Enoch, which—being written in Hellenistic Alexandria—had ac-
quired some passages, most notably 30.8—9, that showed the influ-
ence of Iranian speculation on the theme of microcosm and
macrocosm.>?

While both of these positions must now be rejected—Grimm’s for
its naiveté, Glntert’s for its insupportable leaps®*®—the problem is
made more vexing still by the existence of a third set of texts in which
the basic building blocks of the system are arranged in a fashion that
is neither straightforwardly cosmogonic nor anthropogonic, but sim-
ply homologic—stating the homologies without reference to the di-
rectionality of any transformations that may occur. Thus, for instance,
is the famous chapter 28 of the Greater Bundahin, which contains
dozens of homaologies, many of them quite novel—teeth/stars, mouth/
gate of heaven, and so forth—but which also preserves the common
Indo-European set with great fidelity. The chapter begins with the
statement “It is said in the religion: ‘Man’s body is the measure of the
materiat world’” (GBd 28.1, TD MS. 189.3—4), and the introductory
phrase “Itis said in the religion” (pad dén guft ki) signals that a passage
of the lost Avesta is being quoted, thus assuring us that the contents
date at least to the Sassanid period (third to seventh centuries a.p.),
and perhaps even earlier, the ninth-century date of the Bundahisit's
rescension notwithstanding. The passage goes on to state (GB4 28.4,
TD MS. 189.8—190.5):

(Each person has) skin like the sky, flesh like the earth, bone like the
mountains, veins like rivers, blood in his body like water in the seas,
and a belly like the ocean, and hair like plants—rhere where the hair
grows more, like a thicket—the essence of the body (marrow) like
metal, . . . breath drawn in and out like the wind . . . the peak of the
head and the brain like {the realm of) endless light, the head like
heaven, the two eyes like the sun and moon.

Most of these comparisons are now quite familiar. The homology
of marrow and metal is of some interest for its novelty, the basis for
this comparison perhaps being the location of strains of ore within
rocks, just as marrow is found in streaks inside rock’s alloform, bone.
A certain expansion of the homologies is also evident, particularly
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with regard to the celestial and aquatic realms. Thus, in the regions
above, three separate homologies are mentioned: (1) skin/sky, the sky
seen as an external shell that encircles the cosmos; (2) skull and brain/
endless light (asar r65%:h), where the realm of endless light is one of
the highest, but not the ultimate heavenly realm, reflecting the brain’s
position beneath the very top of the body (the “top of the head,” balist
isar, does not properly belong here, but is apparently inserted because
of the phonetic attraction of sar “head” and asar “endless”); and (3)
head/heaven (garddman), this heaven being the highest of all, the res-
idence of Ohrmazd. Of the three, skin/sky seems to be a character-
istically Iranian innovation, occurring also in SGW 16.10; brain/endless
light, to be a variant upon from the older homology brain/cloud; and
head/heaven preserves the same homology atutested in Indic, Ger-
manic, and Latin sources.

Turning to waters, we find the association of veins and rivers on
the basis of their form and function, but somewhat surprisingly blood
is homologized to sea water and not to fluvial water, which would be
the logical continuation of the vein/river homology. A final fluid ho-
mology, belly/ocean, connects the two great reservoirs of fiuid.

What is notable, quite apart from the relative novelty or conser-
vatism of the specific homologies, is this text's noncommittal stance
with regard to the directionality of the homologies. Far from stating
that elements of the macrocosm became components of the micro-
cosm at the time of creation, or vice versa, the Bundehifn merely
claims that they are “like” (Pahl ciyon) one another. The Pseudo-
Hippokratic Peri Hebdomadon 6.1 -2, most likely written in the fifth
century B.c., and once—but no longer, thanks to the brilliant anal-
ysis of Jacques Duchesne-Guillemin—thought to depend directly on
the Avestan antecedent of Greaier Bundahiin 28 (the lost Damdad
Nask), also presents straightforward homologies, with no suggestion
of either cosmogonic or anthropogonic slanting.®® The introductory
passage of Peri Hebdomadon 6.1 is very cautious and tentative on this
point:

Those bodies and trees which are in the earth have a similar nature
to the world. both the small and the great. For it is necessary that
the parts of the world should all be similarly connected to the world,
for they take their place in the world from parts (that are) equal and
similar.*

The text then proceeds to the business at hand, which is organizing
both body and cosmos in a system that has seven parts (the main
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Jupiter

Figure 1a. The macrocosm according to Peri Hebdomaddn 6.1-2.

theme of the Peri Hebdomadan is the seven-partite structure of all
things). This is not achieved without some difficulty, for of the seven
iterns included, two—earth and water—are further subcategorized
into three lesser groupings each (stone, clay, soil; rivers, swamps, seas).
The resultant whole of eleven (expanded from seven) parts is then
given an elegant organization as a system of concentric spheres, start-
ing with the innermost (stone on the macrocosmic level, bone on the
microcosmic) and working to the outermost limits (Jupiter and the
bodily heat that resides in the skin).#* The homologies presented may
be listed as follows, moving from heights to depths or from periphery
to core:

7. Skin (i.e., the heat surrounding the flesh) : Jupiter

6. Subrutaneous tissue (i.e., the heat underneath the skin) : Stars
5. Heat in the viscera and veins : Sun

4. Sense (located in the lungs and diaphragm) : Moon

3. Breath : Air

2. Bodily Fluids : Waters

2¢. Humors : Seas
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Tissue:
Brain,

Flesh,
Bone

Figure 16. The microcosm according to Peri Hebdomadon 6.7-2.

2b. Bladder and Intestines (i.¢., urine and feces) : Swamps
2a. Blood : Rivers
1. Tissues : Earth
lc. Marrow, Brain, and Semen : Soil {i.e., soft earth)
1b. Flesh : Clay {i.e., hard earth)
la. Bone : Stone

Alternatively, this system may be schematically represented as a set of
concentric spheres, as in figure 1.

To be sure, this system is markedly different from any I have con-
sidered thus far. Its originality is striking and is one of the chief
arguments for viewing it as independent of Iranian—or other—in-
fluence. Yet it would be an error to overestimate the originality of this
text, for the same, highly traditional homologies are attested in other
Greek sources, as for instance, in a famous fragment that survives
from the work of the epic poet Khoirilos of Samos:

Stones are the bones of the earth;
Rivers are earth’s veins.®?
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Yet whereas Khoirilos’s use of the homologies is fairly traditional—
the same kenning, “bones of the earth” (hggna hreyrs) occurs also in
Old Norse (Ynglingatal 19.10)—the Peri Hebdomadon rearranges them
boldly, and the rearrangement makes certain adjustments necessary.
Thus, hair—which could only go on top of the skin, resulting in the
macrocosmic absurdity of plants growing beyond the outermost plane-
tary sphere—has been dropped. Others have been given a new ori-
entation, as for instance the homology of mind and moon, the organ
of consciousness here being set in the lungs and diaphragm (presum-
ably Gk phrenes in the antecedent Greek version) to reflect the moon’s
position as the central sphere of the system (the fourth in a set of
seven), much as the diaphragm is the central arc in the body.*®* Others
emerge more or less unscathed by the reworking, foremost among
them bone/stone, flesh/clay, blood/rivers, and breath/air—that is, the
lower items in the series. Beyond the realm of the diaphragm/moon
homelogy, things become difficult, for the author of the text chooses
to characterize the celestial spheres above all by their light and heat,
and thus seeks spheres of heat within the body as their proper coun-
terparts, settling on the heat in the viscera and veins for the sun, the
heat in the flesh for the stars, and the heat in the skin for Jupiter. Yet
nowhere does he say that one set of alloforms comes from the other.
Rather, he refers only to bodily parts as being “imitations” of their
macrocosmic homologues.*

If the novelty of the Peri Hebdomadon presentation is remarkable,
equally remarkable is the conservatism with which a source written
some two thousand years later arranged the same basic building blocks.
The source in question is Sir Walter Raleigh’s History of the World 1.2.5,
a section entitled “That Man is (as it were) a little world: with a digres-
sion touching our mortalities.” The digression need not concern us
here, but after quoting Gregory Nazianzus to the effect that in creating
man God created “another world,” a small one to go in the large,
Raleigh proceeds to embellish this theme:

For out of earth and dust was formed the flesh of man, and therefore
heavie and lumpish; the bones of his body we may compare to the
hard rockes and stones, and therefore strong and durable . .. His
bloud, which disperseth it selfe by the branches of veines through
all the bodie, may be resembled to those waters, which are carried
by brookes and rivers over all the earth; his breath to the aire; his
naturall heate to the inclosed warmth, which the Earth hath in it
selfe, which stirred up by the heate of the Sunne, assisteth Nature
in the speedier procreation of those varieties, which the Earth bring-
eth forth; Qur radicall moisture, oile, or Balsamum (whereon the
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naturzll heat feedeth and is maintained) is resembled to the fat and
fertilitie of the earth; the haires of mans body, which adornes or
overshadowes it, to the grasse, which covereth the upper face and
skin of the earth; our generative power, to Nature, which produceth
all things; our determinations, to the light, wandring, and unstable
clowds, carried every where with uncertaine winds; our eies, to the
light of the Sunne and Moone, and the beauty of our youth, to the
flowers of the Spring, which, either in a very short time, or with the
Sunnes heat drie up, & wither away, or the fierce puffes of wind
blow them from the stalks; the thoughts of our minde, to the motion
of Angels; and our pure understanding (formerly called Mens, and
that which alwaies looketh upwards) to those intellecruall natures,
which are alwayes present with God; and lastly our immortal soules
(while they are righteous} are by God himselfe beautified with the
title of his own image and similitude.*

Here, the tradition is nearing its end, and one wonders to what extent
Raleigh actually believed in the truth of this construction. Certainly
he had other sources before him as he wrote, and his pompous ver-
bosity hardly carries the force of conviction. In all likelihood, this
passage is an antiquarian reminiscence on the theme of microcosm
and macrocosm, but it does manage to preserve ancient content with
staggering fidelity. Raleigh’s skepticism is evident the moment he goes
beyond what can be supported by the biblical account of creation, for
having asserted that “out of earth and dust was formed the Hesh of
man” (as in Genesis 2.7), he becomes hesitant and hides behind the
language of simile: “the bones . . . we may compare to the hard rockes,”
“his bloud . .. may be resembled to those waters.” The result is neither
cosmogony nor anthropogony, nor even really homology, but mere
poetic fancy.

Not so in the Aitareya Upanisad, which presents the most daring
and compelling of all the versions I have discussed. After telling how
the original lone Self (dtman) created the levels of the universe
(heaven, atmosphere, earth, and underworld), it goes on to tell that
that Self produced the first man, here called Purusa (“Man”) as in
RV 10.90. The original Purusa seems to be an amorphous mass,
however, for the primordial Self next works on him through heat
(abhi- tap-), a process of transformation familiar from yoga, where
ascetic heat (tapas-) is at once a mode and a sign of self-transfor-
mation. A#Up 1.4 describes the process:

{The Self) heated that one {L.e., Purusa, “Man”). When it was heated,
its mouth broke off, like an egg. From the mouth, there was speech;
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from speech, fire. Its nostrils broke off. From the nostrils there was
breaﬂ.l;. from breath, wind. Irs eyes broke off. From the eyes, there
was vision; fmm vision, the sun. Its ears broke off. From th;: ears
there was hearing; from hearing, the four quarters. Its skin brokc:
off. From the skin, there was bodily hair; from the bodily hai

pl_ants and trees. Iss heart broke off, From the heart the;e e
mind; from mind, the moon. Its navel broke off. FTDH"I the rzla‘\:::lléi
;hcti \'\;as the Flownward (anal} breath; from the downward breath,
s:;er;, :f-l ffvr:tse:joke off. From the penis, there was semen; from

St'ralghtfonvardly cosmogonic, this passage describes the transfo
mation of the first man into the cosmos, and in this is quite lik thr-
Purusasitkta (on which it draws), the myths of Kani Ym?r and ;:Ll .
and the cosmogonic section of the “Poem on the Dt;ve Ki;lg v Unliisé
$ese, _however,_ the Autareya Upanisad posits intermediate steps between

€ mucrocosmic body and the macrocosmic universe. Thus, for i
stance, frofn the nose when first detached from the hod che;-e i
breath, and thereafter from the breath came wind- Iikew}i;e fr Ca$€
eyes ther_e was first vision, then the sun, Sometj;nes the t’ractlailli1 na?
homolog?es are preserved in the first and third items of the ex (::l d
homolt_)gles (for example, eyestvision/sun); sometimes in the e ed
and third (for example, heartmindimoon). These transformati s o
be graphed as in figure 2. ey

This expansion, while Interesting, is not in itself remarkable, A
ha.ve seen, IT Enoch 30.9 also expands upoen the usual set OfIl’l , W;‘-‘
ogies to mtrodu_ce seven sensory “faculties” or “natures” {est’stv) olzlcoci
within the bodily parts, which mediate between the bod anP::l tﬁ
external world: vision between eyes and sun, smell betweez soul g
wind, and s0 on. Here again, note the contrast-of directionality: 3}11 o
II Enoch is anthropogonic, AitUp 1.4 is cosmogonic. T}}llt'f sezgflaci

Mouth T ™ Speech ————=Fire

Nose —————=Rreath ——»=Wind

Eyes —————Vision ————==Sun

Ea'rs T ™ Hearing——=Cardinag| Directions
Skin ——————Hajirs — o Plants & Trees
Heart ———=Mingd ———=Moon

Navel ————=Downbreath — Death
Penis———=Samen ———=Water

Figure 2. Microcosm to macrocasm according to Aitareya Upanisad ] .4.
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Khanda of the Upanisad pursues things further, however, adding an
anthropogonic account as a counterpart to and reversal of the

cosmogony:

These deities (i.e., fire, wind, sun, etc.) that were thus emitted fell
into the great sea. He (the primordial Self) afflicted it with hunger
and thirst. They said to him, “Produce a resting place for us, where,
being established, we may eat.”

He brought a cow to them. They said, “Truly, that's not encugh
for us.” He brought a horse to them. They said, “Truly, that’s not
enough for us.” He brought Purusa (i.e., a man) 1o them. They said,
“Ahl Well done!” Truly, Purusa {or: man) is something that is well
done. (The Self) said to them, “Enter into your respective resting

places.”

Fire, having become speech, entered into the mouth. Wind, having
become the breath, entered into the nostrils, The sun, having become
vision, entered into the eyes. The four quarters, having become
hearing, entered into the ears. Plants and trees, having become bodily
hair, ¢ntered into the skin. The moon, having become the mind,
entered into the heart. Death, having become the downward (anal)
breath, entered into the navel. The waters, having become semen,

entered into the penis.

The directionality of creation is thus reversed. A cosmogony becomes
an anthropogony as the dismembered Purusa is reassembled. In
truth, it is not so much a question of directionality as it is a much
broader, more daring understanding of the nature of creation. For
cosmogony and anthropogeny are seen to be equally creative, each
one being but a phase in an oscillating process whereby whenever
the cosmos is created, the body is destroyed, and—conversely—when-
ever the body is created, the cosmos is destroyed. The material sub-
stances common to both microcosm and macrocosm thus pass from
one set of alloforms to the other and back agan as cosmogony and
anthropogony endlessly alternate. To accommodate the full sweep
of this construct, I must revise the diagram offered in figure 2, which
shows only half of the process. In light of Aa#Up 2.1-4, the picture
must appear as in figure 3.

Some of these cycles seem tighter in their logic than others. For
instance, the cycle of breath works beautifully: as one exhales, breath
leaves the body through the nose and enters the wind, leaving the
wind and rejoning the body upon inhalation. The simple act of
breathing thus alternately constructs the macrocosm (while decon-
structing the microcosm), then constructs the microcosm (while de-
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Figure 3. Microcosm and macrocosm according to Aitareya Upanisad
1.4-2.4.

constructing the macrocosm). Similarly, as sound travels into the
distance and ceases to be heard, the cardinal directions (the utmost
staterent of spatial distance) come into being as the sound enters
them, while the ears fall apart, being no longer in use. But when
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sound travels from the distance and is heard by the ears, distance
ceases to be, and the ears are reconstituted through the act of hearing.

Other cycles pose more difficulty, particularly those in which there
is no mediation through the senses, as for instance the cycle of skin/
hair/plants. Yet, as we shall see in Chapters 3 and 4, this cycle actually
works admirably well, for it is the ingestion or absorption of plants
that causes hair to grow from the skin, while the proper disposal of
hair causes the growth of plants. In both instances, the material sub-
stance of one alloform is broken down and reconstituted as the maiter
characteristic of the other alloform, the two processes alternating in
a never-ending cycle.

More important than the details of any individual cycle (or subcycle,
perhaps) is the working of the entire systemn. For if we were to ask
what sort of system might have given rise to the ideas contained in
both the anthropogonic and the cosmogonic texts considered earlier,
we might well posit one like that of the Aitareya Upanisad, in which
cosmogony and anthropogony alike are but moments in an eternal
alternation whereby matter passes from microcosm to macrocosm and
back again. Moreover, this text is not alone in presenting such a view;
it is found also at the very dawn of Greek philosophy, in the works
of Anaximander* and more fully in those of Empedokles.

The basic outlines of Empedokles’ system are well known, and a
brief summary should suffice here. The cosmos is seen as consisting
of the four elements he first grouped together: earth, air, fire, and
water (fragments B21, B22, B38, and B71). The actions of these
elements are governed by two eternal forces: Love, which acts to unite
things, and Strife, which cuts them apart (B17, B20, B21, B26). Under
the influence of these forces, the cosmos alternates between a stage
of total Love, in which all elements are combined in a perfect, un-
differentiated, spherical mass (B27, B27A, B28, B29), and a stage of
total Strife, in which the elements are fully separated from one an-
other, whirling at terrific speeds and struggling with one another
(fragment B35; Aristotle, Metaphysics 985. 23—27). Between these two
extremes there are a period of increasing Love and one of increasing
Strife, during which time the elements exist in various compounds,
the compounds growing larger under the influence of Love, and
breaking into smaller units under the influence of Strife.

Among the surviving fragments of Empedokles’ writings, one of
the most important is that which appears as B17 in the Diels-Kranz
collection, a passage strongly reminiscent of Aittp 1.1~2.4. It opens
with this statement:
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I tell (something) diploid: for at one time, the One grew to be one
only

Out of many, and at another time it separates again, to be Many out
of one.

The One and the Many are thus placed in a relation of reciprocal
alternation, each giving rise to the other in turn, as impermanent
states of unity are produced by love, only to yield to equally temporary
states of separation produced by strife. As Empedokles adds a bit later
(B17.12—-13), “Insofar as they never stop continuously alternating,
thus they are ever motionless in the cycle.” “One” and "Many” are
thus but moments in an invariant cycle, while “Love” and “Strife” are
the forces that produce change from one moment to another and
back again, as in figure 4. In his poem Peri Physeds (“On Nature”),
Empedokles seems to have described the entire cycle, but from those
fragments which have survived it is easiest to get a sense of how the
transition front the One to the Many occurred under the force of
increasing Strife.

Four separate fragments describe the nature of the One as a “per-
fectly rounded sphere” {sphatros kukloteres),*® firmly established in har-
mony, rejoicing in its solitary rotation.*® Fragment B27A says of the

The One
: %
& S
- <
The Many

Figure 4. Empedokles’ basic system.
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sphere, “There was neither dissent nor unseemly battle in its limhs.”
This simple statement must be understood as a triple negation, for
not only were there no dissent and no battle, but there also were no
Limbs in which these might occur, for limbs would only distort the
perfect spherical shape of the One.* Fragment B29 makes this fully
explicit, saying of the Sphere:

Two branches (i.e., arms) did not shoot from its back,
Nor feet, not swift knees, nor generative members;
But it was a sphere, and equal to itself on all sides.

The first evidence of Strife’s activity, then, is the appearance of limbs
upon the sphere, for as the first line of fragment B30 puts it, “Great
Strife grew (lit ‘curdled’) within limbs,” placing this event at the mo-
ment when the time alloted for Love's full rule had ended and the
time for the increase of Strife’s power had just begun. Strife thus
initiates its work of separation by drawing out limabs from the previ-
ously limbless, undifferentiated sphere. That Strife will enact further
violence upon the sphere and its new excrescences is abundantly clear
from fragment B31, which tells us “All the god's (i.e., the sphere’s)
limbs trembled, one after another,” using a verb (pelemizo) that is else-
where employed to describe the trembling of fear prompted by a
threatening and violent adversary.®

Apparently, the transition from One to Many, in Empedokles’ view,
took place quite literally through dismemberment, just as the tran-
sition from Many to One came as the result of reassembling scattered
limbs (B20, B58, B59).5* Disembodied limbs, however, are not the end
point of the reign of Strife, but only a step along the course of in-
creasing Strife. Limbs, too, may be further broken down by the action
of separation, and Empedokles takes pains to tell us the precise com-
position of Hesh, blood, and sinew (A78, B96, B98)—something he
does for no other item in the entire universe, at least within the
fragments of his work that survive.®® It is worth citing in full the
“formula” for the composition of bones: (B96):

Earth dutifully received in her fair-breasted hollows {or: molds)
Two of the eight portions of sparkling water

And four of fire, and white bones came into being,

Divinely fitted together with the glue of Harmony.

Bone is thus earth, water, and fire mixed together in a 1:1:2 ratio,
just as flesh and blood, being lighter in weight and less dense than
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bone, contain air mixed in with the other three elements (B98). While
both flesh and bleod tend toward a 1:1:1:1 ratio of the elements, flesh
deviates from this a bit, having slightly more earth than a perfectly
balanced ratic would admit, being thus denser and less fluid than
blood. It is blood, then, that is the perfect substance, containing all
elements united in equal measure.*

Of equal importance to the details of these proportions is the spec-
ification in the last line of fragment B96, which finds an echo in B98,
line 3, that these bodily parts are put together and held together by
the power of Love and Harmony. Yet what Love puts together, Strife
tears apart, and as the period of increasing Strife continues, these
bodily parts are broken down, as are all things, until finally there is
nothing left but the primal elements—earth, air, fire, and water—
standing separate from one another and hostile to one another under
the total rule of Strife. This stage is but a moment, however, after
which Love's powers begin to increase. And as they increase, the
elements are fused together again, forming first tissues, then limbs,
then bodies, then larger agglomerations still, until finally the perfect
unity of the Sphere is restored—only to be broken down again.

Tobe sure, Empedokles’ Sphere is not a man, yet in all other respects
what is said of it is startlingly similar to what we are told of Purusa
in the Aitareya Upanisad. Dismembered, they both give rise to the
elements of the world, out of which elements they are again reassem-
bled—presumably, only to be dismembered again. Regarding the
homologies, however, the two sources differ, for whereas the Upanigad

preserves such one-to-one equations as those of hair/plants, eyes/sun,.

and breath/wind, Empedokles views things differently, interpreting
all organic matter—as, indeed, all matter of any sort—as compounds
of varying proportions of earth, air, fire, and water.

This quadripartite elemental system appears to have been Empe-
dokles’ own creation, and it was enormously influential on the history
of western philosophy down to modern times. Elegant in its simplicity
and its flexibility alike, it is one of the hallmarks of his genius. Yet
there persists evidence, in the fragments of his Peri Physess and in
testimonia regarding his work, of an older system with which he was
familiar: the system I have explored in this chapter. Five separate
instances may be cited.

In one of the briefest of the surviving fragments, B55, Empedokles
speaks of “sea, the sweat of earth” (gés hidrita thalasson). Aristotle
contemptuously dismissed this phrase (Meteorologica 357a24) as mere
poetry, contributing nothing to a true knowledge of nature. Yet within
Empedokles’ statement is not only the explicit homology of sea and

Cosmogony, Anthropogony, Homology - 39

sweat but also an implicit homology between earth and Hes_h, base_d
on material and positional resemblances. For if sea is the saline fluid
that runs off of earth when the earth is warmed—and this, Theo-
phrastos reported, was the sense of Empedokles’ compar_*ison—sweat
is the saline Auid that runs off of flesh when the flesh is warmed.®®
This homology of earth and flesh is further implied in another brief
fragment, B148, where the soft tissue that encases living creatures—
that is, the flesh—is described, perhaps poetically and perhaps more
seriously, as 2 type of earth: “mortal-surrounding earth” (@mphibrotén
Rkhthona). The four-part homologic set apparent in these fragments,
then, is as follows:

Earth : Flesh
Sweat : Sea

Another traditional homology is attested, not In an actu_al.fragment
of Empedokles’ writings but in an ancient summary of his ideas pre-
pared by Aetius, who tells us that Empedokles declared the soul to
be a mixture primarily consisting of air and aither, the latter being
that rarefied, fiery element which filled the uppermost heavens.®®

The fullest and most fascinating treatment of any homology appears
in Fragment B82:

The same hairs and leaves and thick feathers of birds
And scales (of fish) come into being on sturdy limbs.

Here Empedokles expands upon the simple aﬂoforrpjc pair pairﬂ»_:mes,
adding feathers and scales to build a larger set. His expansion is not
simply random, for his additions are intended to call our attention to
his system of the four elements: earth (represented by plants), air
(represented by birds), water (represented by fish) , and fire (somewhat
surprisingly, represented by humans).” The result is an elegant twelve-
part homologic set:

Earth Plants : Leaves
Alr Birds : Feathers
Water Fish 1 Scales
Fire : Hurnans :  Hair

So sophisticated is this construction that one of the most serious recent
interpreters of Empedokles has claimed that here we may perhaps
see “the first awareness of biological analogy and homology.”** But in
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light of the other sources I have treated, one can hardly attribute such
radical novelty to a Greek philosopher of the Fifth century s.c. Genius
he was, but he was working with a set of building blocks already several
millennia old.

A novel twist on the old system is also apparent in Empedokles’
discussion of crustacea, tortoises, and other animals characterized by
exoskeletons, which he contrasts to organisms “dense inside and rare-
fied on the outside” (B75). Tortoises and others of their ilk he describes
in B76 as “stone-skinned” (lithorrhinos), by which he means that their
bones are on the outside, where their skins cught to be.® Yet he refers
to these external bones as “stones” (fithos). A mere poetic metaphor?
Perhaps, but 2 metaphor that rests upon the ancient homology of
bone/stone. Given the presence of four other traditional homologies
within the extant Empedokiean corpus, plus the correspondence of
Empedokles’ aiternation between One and Many to the cosmogonic/
anthrepogonic cycle, I am inclined to view Empedokles as a creative—
but faithful—heir to the Indo-European body of thought on the themes
of creation and destruction.

Within that system, anthropogony and cosmogony were both de-
scribed, the two being complementary halves of one cyclical process,
a process whereby matter was recurrently transubstantiated from a
microcosmic form to a macrocosmic form and thence back again,
bones becoming stones becoming bones becoming stones . . . world
without end. The body and the universe are alloforms of each other,
their respective component parts subtly interrelated along the lines
of the homologies I have detailed in this chapter. As will become clear,
I have only begun to convey just how subtle this homologic system
could be.



