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FOREWORD

From the moment I held Laird Scranton’s first book Sacred Symbols of the Dogon I knew I was in for a mind-expanding excursion. In the foreword, John Anthony 
West spelled it out right from the start: “This book—small in size, large in 
significance—proves that the very latest scientific work on the structure and 
genesis of matter, quantum theory, and possibly both string theory and torsion 
theory was known in very ancient times. However, it was (and in certain cases 
still is) expressed in myth and symbol rather than in mathematical formulas.”

Sacred Symbols of the Dogon united my left and right brains as it spiraled my imagination into an 
extraordinary and advanced mindset that existed on this planet millennia ago. I 
felt that no one has reached so far into the origin and meaning of symbols as 
Laird, and I was thrilled that he included us on the journey. 

Laird’s insights have brought clarity to questions many researchers have been asking as well as 
providing corroborating evidence of a lost, ancient “sacred” science based on a 
vastly detailed understanding of the basic forces of the universe. 

For 
instance, I had made the uncanny match between the shape of the ancient Egyptian 
“ships of eternity” and modern depictions of wormholes. They’re virtually 
identical symbolically and in stated purpose. I wondered if the gods of ancient 
Egypt shown riding upon these ships into the stars could have been opening 
wormholes and traveling through these cosmic tunnels or shortcuts to nearby star systems. 
Such a thought is, of course, nonsense to traditionalists. It blew my mind when 
Laird compared a diagram from string theory proponent Brian Greene’s 
The Elegant Universe—of the fabric of space tearing and two ends of a wormhole starting to 
grow—with the ancient Egyptian hieroglyph for the word “to tear.” They matched 
perfectly. I could feel Laird’s excitement at this discovery, and share it. 
“Come closer,” the gods seemed to be saying. “Open your minds, little ones. 
Reach for the stars. Sail the stars, with us.” 


Do wormholes exist in the universe? Are there ancient beings that can tear 
holes in space? Did they leave us clues for doing so, or better yet, a codebook 
containing the secrets of the nature of creation? These tantalizing questions 
stretch our minds to the limits. I, for one, am glad to have Laird Scranton 
doing the challenging and deep symbol work he is doing. His discoveries about 
this original symbol code have placed us on the cutting edge of knowledge and on 
the edge of a new world. Now it’s up to us to set sail.


After reading Laird’s work, who can read of a hole tearing open in heaven, as 
happened, for example, during the baptism of Jesus by John the Baptist (Mark 1: 
9–11), and not wonder if there is some deep scientific message embedded in this 
crucial scripture. Before he was baptized, Mark refers to Jesus as “from 
Nazareth of Galilee” (Mark 1:9), whereas afterward he is “the Nazarene” (Mark 
1:24), suggesting a transformation at the time of baptism. The Baptism of Jesus 
elevated him to a higher state of consciousness. Based on what Laird has 
revealed about ancient Egyptian myths and symbolism filtering into 
Judeo-Christian tradition, it is likely there is some secret, cosmological 
knowledge to be found here. We simply need to be brave and inquisitive enough to 
seek it. 


Of late, it is becoming increasingly clear that it’s going to take a 
revolution, or ascension, in our thinking in order to save our species, let 
alone fulfill our potential. It is going to take an integrated mind 
in tune with nature and her laws. This means a mindset that spends its precious 
energy on solving the mysteries of the universe (as opposed, for example, to 
contemplating the mysteries of why the economy won’t improve or why this or that 
political party won’t simply go away). This mindset is set on wholeness, even holiness. As Laird so 
beautifully tells us in his present work, this is the mindset of the ancients, 
and it leads to an “enlightening source.” 


The Cosmological Origins of Myth and Symbol extends the search for the “enlightening source” to the cosmologies of India, 
Tibet, and China. As Laird synchronizes these cosmologies with the ancient 
Egyptian and Dogon in his unique and elegant way, one readily realizes that 
what he has placed in our hands is a key to a legacy all of us have sought.


WILLIAM HENRY 

William Henry is an investigative mythologist and author of numerous books 
on ancient mythology and symbolism. He is the host of the
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INTRODUCTION

If there were a single phrase or concept that could be said to 
best characterize ancient cosmology, it might be the phrase, originating in the 
Hermetic texts, “As above, so below.” This statement expresses the cosmological 
idea of the “one thing”—the notion that what happens “above us” in the 
macrocosm of the universe is fundamentally similar to what transpires “below us” 
in the microcosm, at the next lower level of creation that conceptually precedes 
reality as we perceive it. Ancient concepts such as this have long held a 
fascination for the student of unsolved mysteries. No doubt this fascination is 
driven partly by our seemingly innate interest in anything old. By that 
standard, the myths and symbols of ancient cosmology, which are thought to date 
from the earliest dawn of antiquity, surely represent some of our oldest, and 
therefore most interesting and precious, artifacts. This book is the third in a 
series of volumes intended to shed new light on the nature of ancient cosmology 
and language. The field or discipline of ancient cosmology examines how these 
myths and symbols originally took their definition. The impulse to write these 
books comes as a response to the deep similarities in the cosmological myths of 
widespread cultures and as a reaction to the, in my view, largely inadequate 
rationales that are traditionally offered to explain these similarities. 

The initial reaction of scholars to the many obvious parallels found among ancient 
cosmologies was, in my view, a sensible one: 
they presumed that the cosmologies must be somehow related. During the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, before the onset of modern theorizing on 
the subject, many individual attempts were made to promote one culture or 
another as an original seat of ancient cosmology, then trace its likely 
transmission to other regions through known migrations, invasions, and other 
cultural contacts. Ultimately, each of these proposed scenarios met with 
intractable contradictions or proved otherwise academically untenable, so no 
single culture could be designated as having invented the classic symbols and 
myths. The failure of this early approach to identify an origin for the 
cosmology set the stage for the introduction of other theories by which to 
explain the many persistent cosmological parallels that are evident from 
culture to culture. At least two such scenarios still retain popularity.


The first of these is the theory of polygenesis, the idea that cultures of 
similar levels of development and with access to comparable tools and materials 
will tend to create similar forms. My personal belief is that, while the concept 
of polygenesis may make complete sense, it is able to account for similarity of 
form only and offers little to explain the kinds of complex matching symbolism 
that often attend these forms. Consider the pyramid as an example. It seems 
reasonable that two distant cultures might each independently decide to stack 
large stone blocks together to create a permanent structure. On the other hand, 
it seems equally unreasonable that both would coincidentally choose to conceive 
the structure as a woman lying on her back, assign the same symbolic star groups 
to each of the four faces of the structure, and use the risings and settings of 
those star groups to govern their agricultural cycle. There is nothing to be 
found in the level of culture or in the simple availability of materials or 
tools to explain this. Surely some other influence must be at work here that 
goes beyond the simple idea of common cultural imperatives.

The second popular explanatory rationale, psychologist Carl Jung’s theory of archetypes and concept of a collective unconscious, suggests 
that mankind may have a genetic predisposition to formulate concepts of 
creation in specific, universal ways, that in essence the classic symbolic forms 
are “hardwired” into our psyche and that other, more subtle symbolic nuances of 
cosmology may have been communicated between cultures by way of a collective 
subconscious mind. In my opinion, the overwhelming problem with this view—beyond a very difficult burden of proof—is that it flatly ignores many 
well-documented statements by the ancient cultures themselves that again and 
again serve to define cosmology as a civilizing world plan and that credit its 
transmission to knowledgeable, revered ancestor/ teachers. However, even if 
Jung’s postulated concepts could somehow be shown to be true, the difference 
would be effectively transparent to our process; we would still be left 
substantially where we find ourselves—with an impulse to investigate the 
comparative contours of that original initial inbred cosmology. 


If it seems likely that the ancient cosmologies cannot be just incidentally 
similar, and if we determine that these similarities cannot be reasonably 
assigned to the effects of polygenesis, then the presumption is that careful 
study may enable us, within the limits of the often fragmentary surviving 
evidence, to effectively synchronize the most markedly similar of these 
cosmologies by correlating their shared myths, mythological themes, symbols, 
deities, cosmological concepts, and cosmological words and meanings. 


From this perspective, it is perhaps ironic that our inquiries into ancient 
myth and symbol, which are prerequisites to any attempt to synchronize these 
ancient cosmologies, began in the first volume of this series, 
The Science of the Dogon, not with discussions of some ancient culture, but rather with examination of 
the detailed cosmology of a modern-day African tribe from Mali called the 
Dogon. Although the Dogon are perhaps best known outside of cosmological 
circles for their artwork, which takes the form of slim wooden figures and 
carved wooden gate locks and granary doors, their religion is, in my opinion, 
central to ancient studies because it preserves, perhaps in more substantially 
complete form than that of any known ancient culture, many critical details of 
the cosmology. The Dogon religion constitutes an expansive symbolic system whose 
myths, mythological characters, deities, ritual acts, and cosmological words and 
drawings are cast in the familiar mold of the classic ancient cosmologies. In 
The Science of the Dogon, we illustrated many different ways in which key aspects of Dogon cosmology lend 
themselves to consistent correlation with various enigmatic elements of ancient 
Egyptian cosmology. We argued that the pervasive cultural, civic, and religious 
parallels that can be drawn between the Dogon and the ancient Egyptians strongly 
suggest a long period of close contact between the two cultures at some early 
point in Egyptian history and, as certain evidence suggests, specifically 
before the advent of written language. The reasonable presumption is that since 
we know with certainty that the system of culture in ancient Egypt retained much 
of its coherence for nearly three thousand years, then Dogon culture, which 
seems to have been founded on a markedly similar pattern, managed to sustain 
itself in coherent form for an additional two thousand years. 


The Dogon priests define their cosmology, as symbolized by its ritual aligned 
granary, as a civilizing world plan, that is, a system of instructed 
civilization explicitly credited to ancient revered 
teachers.1 The 
Dogon priests explain this plan in terms of a series of instructed 
Words (i.e., concepts or lessons), each of which defines an important civilizing 
skill. These range from the weaving of a cloth to the plowing of a field and 
the systematic organization of civic bodies. From this perspective, each aspect 
of Dogon culture that derives from the cosmological plan can understandably be 
seen to be somewhat reflective of it. 


What we know about the Dogon religion comes primarily out of the decades-long 
studies of French anthropologists Marcel Griaule and Germaine Dieterlen, which 
began in the early 1930s and continued until the untimely death of Griaule in 
1956. Griaule and Dieterlen documented a secret Dogon religion, an esoteric 
tradition that they said was known primarily to the Dogon priests and a handful 
of carefully screened initiates and whose inner details were largely unknown to 
the general Dogon populace. Griaule and Dieterlen reported what they learned 
about the Dogon tradition in two principal works. The first, titled 
Dieu D’Eau (the English edition was called Conversations with Ogotemmeli), records Griaule’s first thirty-three days of instruction in this secret 
tradition by a Dogon priest. The second, Griaule and Dieterlen’s finished report 
on the Dogon religion, which was completed by Dieterlen several years after the 
death of Griaule, is called 
Le Renard Pale, or The Pale Fox. 

According to Griaule and Dieterlen, knowledge of Dogon cosmology is open to 
anyone who cares to actively pursue it.2 In 
fact, according to Griaule, a Dogon priest is required to respond 
truthfully to any inquiry that is deemed appropriate to the questioner’s 
initiated status and to remain silent—or even lie if pressed—in response to an 
inquiry that is deemed to be out of order or that exceeds the known initiated 
status of the questioner. 


In this way, Dogon cosmology came to be associated with longterm study, 
driven first by the commitment of an individual to acquire it in an orderly way. Griaule’s own experience as an initiate in the Dogon religion is reminiscent of 
the ancient Greek philosophers, some of whom reportedly studied with Egyptian 
priests for upward of twenty years before apparently coming back to Greece 
preaching concepts of creation expressed in classic terms that were, as Griaule 
himself noted, often markedly similar to those defined in the Dogon cosmology. 


In 1975, the Dogon tribe came into controversy with the publication of 
Robert K. G. Temple’s 
The Sirius Mystery, which focused on unexpected knowledge by the Dogon priests of obscure 
astronomic facts relating to the star system of Sirius—details that should not 
be detectable without the aid of a powerful telescope. According to Griaule and 
Dieterlen, the Dogon priests understood that Sirius is a binary star system, 
that is, one that gravitationally binds two stars together: a larger sunlike 
star (referred to by modern astronomers as Sirius A) and a much smaller, very 
dense dwarf star (called Sirius B.) Temple presented this information as 
evidence of a likely alien contact. However, since by the time these facts 
about Sirius were reported by Griaule and Dieterlen they had already been 
publicly documented by modern scientists, popular researcher Carl Sagan proposed 
that the Dogon knowledge was more likely the product of a modern-day contact 
with some outsider who was aware these facts, then integrated by the Dogon 
priests into the cosmology.3 Dieterlen 
strongly disagreed with Sagan’s suggestion and, as a way of 
countering it, produced a four-hundred-year-old Dogon artifact that featured a 
representation of the Sirius stars. 


Several years later, in the 1980s, the Dogon were restudied by a second group 
of anthropologists led by Belgian Walter Van Beek. While it is not unusual for 
one anthropologist to restudy some aspect of the work of another, it 
is unusual for a scholar like Professor Van Beek, whose specialty had long been in 
the field of ecology, not religion, to presume to conduct such a comprehensive 
review of another anthropologist’s major life work—work that had brought Griaule 
considerable fame in anthropological circles in France and beyond. 


Notwithstanding Griaule’s characterization of Dogon cosmology as a closely 
held secret tradition, these later researchers reported an inability to recreate 
Griaule’s findings. Then, rather than concluding that the team had somehow 
simply failed to penetrate the secret 
Dogon tradition, Van Beek inexplicably declared Griaule’s Dogon cosmology to 
be a fabrication, one invented by the Dogon priests to satisfy the many 
persistent questions of Griaule. Years later, in a 2007 e-mail addressed to me 
personally, Professor Van Beek, who was initially concerned that I had based my 
studies on what he called the “quicksand of Griaule’s cosmology,” declared the 
Dogon granary, an aligned ritual structure that is central to Griaule’s 
cosmology, to be a “chimera known only to Griaule.” In his book 
Dogon: Africa’s People of the Cliffs, Van Beek, so outwardly dismissive of his famous predecessor that he disdains to 
even mention Griaule by name, writes, “The Dogon have no creation myth, no deep 
story relating how the world came into being. (An anthropologist some decades 
ago probed his informants for creation myths so insistently that the Dogon, 
polite as ever, obligingly produced them. Some of his publications still in 
print as tourist guides perpetuate the 
mistake.)”4

However, unknown to both Griaule and his team, and apparently to all other 
Dogon researchers who followed during the next halfcentury after Griaule’s 
death, was a critical fact relating to Dogon cosmology, one that might only 
elicit the attention of a comparative cosmologist and that stands in direct 
contradiction to Van Beek’s view: the symbolism of Griaule’s Dogon cosmology as 
it is evoked by the granary structure runs directly parallel to Buddhist 
cosmological symbolism as it is evoked by a 
stupa, a very similarly aligned ritual shrine. I first became aware of this fact in 
July 2005, when my daughter, Hannah, returned home from an educational trip to 
India with the Himalayan Health Exchange. She told me about a type of ritual 
shrine called a 
stupa, or chorten, that she had encountered throughout India, which struck her as being outwardly 
similar to the Dogon granary. Based on superficial resemblances between the two 
structures, I proposed to her that I could predict—sight unseen—several key 
aspects of symbolism that I felt were likely to be associated with a 
stupa. I made my list, which included alignment of the structure to the 
cardinal points, a base that symbolized the sun, a roof that symbolized the 
sky, and broad symbolic associations of both a biological and a cosmological 
nature, and she and I checked them together, using online search engines to 
validate our suspicions. Each of my predictions proved to be correct. 
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A Dogon granary 
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A Buddhist stupa 

Next, I ordered a copy of The Symbolism of the Stupa, a text published in 1992 by Adrian Snodgrass of the University of West Sydney, 
Australia. Snodgrass is widely regarded as a leading authority on Buddhist 
architecture and symbolism. When I received Snodgrass’s book, it was no surprise 
to learn that the Buddhist symbolism independently affirmed (strictly in terms 
of Buddhism and without regard to Griaule or his Dogon cosmology) virtually 
every key aspect of Griaule’s Dogon cosmology. In other words, Dogon cosmology 
constitutes a known, legitimate cosmological form, one that surely could not 
have been just casually concocted by a group of Dogon priests, as Professor Van 
Beek suggests. The Dogon granary—Van Beek’s “chimera”—is in all practicality a 
variety of stupa, an ancient ritual 
structure that is, in fact, widely known to Buddhists throughout India and 
Asia.5

Realizing the potential importance of the discovery, I responded to Professor 
Van Beek, both to bring the new information to his attention and to offer to 
co-report the new finding with him in 
Current Anthropology, the academic journal that he edited, which is published by the University of 
Chicago. To my disappointment, he never responded to my offer. A few months 
later I published an article on the subject under my name alone in 
Anthropology News, a second academic journal, also published by the University of 
Chicago.6

Dogon parallels to Buddhism are significant because they affirm the likely 
legitimacy of the Dogon esoteric system and uphold a great many of its details, 
precisely as Griaule reported them. As part of a cosmology whose form has been 
effectively affirmed by an independent source, the many direct parallels 
suggest that we can use Buddhist stupa symbolism as a fundamental basis of 
comparison and synchronization to that of the Dogon granary. 


Griaule and Dieterlen state that The Pale Fox includes insights from priests of a number of tribes other than the Dogon who 
share the same fundamental cosmology.7 
Therefore, when appropriate, Griaule and Dieterlen chose to include 
minority opinions relating to a given concept or myth to produce a true 
synthesis of priestly opinion on the subject. Likewise, when discussing 
synchronized ancient cosmologies such as those relating to the Buddhist stupa 
and Dogon granary, we will see that different cultures may emphasize different 
aspects of what appears to be a single organizational plan. Where differences do 
arise, I will strive to credit each culture with its significant contributions 
to our understanding of that broader plan. 



Based on the many likely relationships we have outlined in previous volumes between 
Dogon cosmological words and symbols and Egyptian 
hieroglyphic words and glyphs, one of the key resources we 
will turn to for reference in our study of comparative cosmology is the 
Egyptian hieroglyphic language itself. Likewise, because of what might be 
characterized as an almost predictive agreement between Dogon word 
pronunciations and meanings and those presented in Sir E. A. Wallis Budge’s 
An Egyptian Hieroglyphic Dictionary, we have chosen to offer Dogon cosmological words as new evidence in support of 
Budge’s much-maligned dictionary. Many modern Egyptologists have expressed 
disagreement with Budge’s scholarship and feel that Budge’s dictionary is 
out-of- date and that it can, at times, be somewhat unre-liable. However, for a 
document that, in the traditional view, must be substantially wrong, Budge’s 
dictionary has inexplicably shown itself to be a very close and consistent match 
for Dogon cosmological words and meanings—something it should not reasonably be 
able to do if Budge’s view is fundamentally flawed. Consequently, Budge’s 
dictionary remains my preferred choice for Dogon and Egyptian word comparisons. 
Another key resource for our study when comparing Dogon and Egyptian word 
meanings is a French dictionary of the Dogon language called 
Dictionnaire Dogon, which was compiled by Genevieve Calame-Griaule, daughter of Marcel Griaule and 
a well-respected anthropologist in her own right. 


Our approach to reading Egyptian hieroglyphic words—the evolution and 
application of which was first introduced in 
The Science of the Dogon and documented extensively in Sacred Symbols of the Dogon—is a decidedly unorthodox one that begins not with the comparative texts of the Rosetta stone, but rather with cosmological 
symbols and words as they are defined by the Dogon priests. From this 
perspective, key shapes and meanings that originate with the Dogon and Buddhist 
cosmologies are applied to written Egyptian words simply by substituting 
well-defined cosmological concepts for associated shapes. In practice, each 
Egyptian cosmological word is treated as a symbolic sentence whose component 
glyphs define its meaning. For the purposes of these 
studies, when interpreting an Egyptian word, we read the glyphs from left to 
right, working from top to bottom as if in columns: 
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One tangential purpose of the books in this series is to provide ongoing 
examples of Egyptian hieroglyphic words whose traditional meanings seem to be 
clarified through this type of straightforward symbolic interpretation. 


Before we begin studying specific Egyptian word examples, we should quickly 
review key aspects of an unorthodox method of reading Egyptian hieroglyphic 
words—in particular, Egyptian cosmological words—that is first fully explained 
in Sacred Symbols of the Dogon. Within the mind-set of this method, a concept associated each glyph is 
substituted for the glyph when interpreting an Egyptian hieroglyphic word, much 
like a child’s rebus puzzle. The meaning of the resulting symbolic sentence 
provides a definition for the written word. Likewise, there are some Egyptian 
hieroglyphic words that exhibit one or more unpronounced trailing glyphs whose 
meanings seem to relate to the word. Among traditional Egyptologists, the 
purpose of these glyphs is poorly understood. From the perspective of our 
unorthodox reading method, these words constitute defining words, whose purpose is to establish the symbolic meaning of the trailing glyph. 

When attempting to read these words, it is important to understand that—even 
within the traditional view—an Egyptian glyph can carry more than one symbolic 
meaning. Likewise, it is a common attribute of Dogon and Buddhist cosmological 
words that they also carry more than one meaning. These meanings play out in 
Budge’s hieroglyphic dictionary as homonyms—words that are pronounced the same 
way but carry different meanings. 


Because I have already provided specific justification for the assignment of 
certain meanings or concepts to certain Egyptian 
glyphs,8 it will 
not be my goal in this volume to rejustify every glyph usage. I 
will, however, strive to justify any glyph assignments that are new to this book 
and hope that the reader will, on that basis, take as justified the meanings I 
correlate to other Egyptian glyphs. 


The esoteric nature of ancient cosmology is something of an enigma, in and of 
itself. If we are meant to interpret ancient cosmology as a plan of civilizing 
instruction, then we can only conclude that its details were organized and 
presented for our benefit and for the benefit of humanity in its entirety. So 
what was to be gained by hiding this information behind an apparent veil of 
secrecy? The Dogon priests make it clear that the esoteric tradition was meant 
to be open to any man or woman who might choose to pursue it in an orderly way. 
So the answer to a pivotal question is uncertain and remains for us to explore: 
from whom was the ancient esoteric tradition meant to be hidden? 


In the end, the challenge for any proposed theory of ancient cosmology is 
that it explain, in believable terms, the themes, symbols, and constructs that 
have long been known to compose it but that have, for an equally long period of 
time, somehow eluded clear interpretation. It is the end purpose of this series 
of books to plumb the depths of ancient cosmology with hopes of returning with a 
clearer understanding of its likely purposes. Perhaps the best test of such an 
inquiry into the nature of ancient cosmology would be an ability to provide and 
support a credible interpretation for its signature phrase, “As above, so 
below.” 




ONE 

CONCEPTS OF COMPARATIVE COSMOLOGY

By contemporary definition, cosmology is the study of the 
creation of the universe, the physical foundations of time and space, and the 
formation and structure of matter. Since the mid-1600s, the study of cosmology 
has been the near-exclusive domain of the astrophysicists—the Sir Isaac Newtons, 
Albert Einsteins, and Stephen Hawkings of the world—so it falls under the modern 
conceptual umbrella of science as opposed to religion. Ancient cosmology, on 
the other hand, along with other modern scientific disciplines like astronomy 
and mathematics, was for many thousands of years the traditional domain of the 
priests, so at the beginning of human civilization, it was effectively 
indistinguishable from religion. Although this difference may seem like a 
relatively minor one, in my opinion the modern expectation that there has always 
been a philosophical opposition between science and religion reflects a 
significant cultural filter through which we tend to view ancient cosmology and 
a major obstacle to a correct understanding of it. 

If the earliest notions of creation had simply arisen unconstrained within ancient cultures, as is the 
popular belief, such that each culture came to establish its own somewhat 
quaint, ethnocentric view 
of how creation may have occurred, then today there might well not be any 
such thing as the study of comparative cosmology as we know it. In such a case, 
we would likely find no common basis for aligning the life view of, say, a 
native of the Amazon jungle with the qualitatively different experiences of an 
Easter Islander, or with those of an aborigine living in the Australian outback. 
Each culture might well have come to explain creation in its own terms, related 
to its own local circumstances and environment. However, when we study the 
actual creation traditions of distant cultures, uniqueness of view is not what 
we typically find. Rather, what we see instead is an almost predictive 
commonality of theme, symbol, and storyline, expressed in distinctly similar 
terms and organized according to a set of familiar stages of creation. 


In the view of the comparative cosmologist, any credible approach to 
interpreting the many worldwide parallels in ancient cosmology must begin with 
the explicit statements of the ancient cultures themselves. As we have 
suggested, in culture after culture, these often reflect a vision of ancient 
cosmology as a kind of instructed system of civilization, one that was typically 
associated with knowledgeable ancestor/teachers or beneficent ancestor/gods. 
This explicit view of cosmology, which has most often been effectively set 
aside and disregarded by traditional researchers, is actually consistent with a 
large body of additional evidence that has been documented for these same 
cultures and that may offer us a coherent explanation for the many 
commonalities of ancient myth and cosmology. 


The notion of an instructed civilization might explain the seemingly abrupt 
appearance of sophisticated cultural developments in the earliest societies, 
such as the highly refined work in pottery from the early days of ancient Egypt, 
the examples of ancient skilled master stonework that survive worldwide, and the 
sophisticated symbolic 
systems of writing that have been uncovered in Egypt, China, Central America, 
and elsewhere. 


This alternate perspective, from which ancient cosmology is interpreted as an 
instructed system, does not rely on postulated psychology for its efficacy, but 
rather suggests that the common threads of so many world cosmologies imply a 
common parent cosmology. Perhaps the simplest and most cogent explanation for 
similar widespread systems of symbol and myth would be to argue that, somewhere 
in deepest antiquity, many of them may have shared a common parent. 


The study of comparative cosmology provides us with a methodology for 
exploring the likely contours of this proposed parent cosmology, one that is 
perhaps best explained by way of a simple analogy. Imagine for a moment that you 
are a babysitter who is responsible for the care of twin toddlers each afternoon 
after picking them up from a morning daycare program. You know that the parents 
of the toddlers prefer to dress them identically, so they usually send them off 
in the morning wearing matching outfits. However, on this particular day, by the 
time you arrive at the daycare center, each child has managed to misplace 
several important articles of clothing. You realize that even though you never 
saw the children fully dressed that morning, it is still your job to somehow 
determine which articles of clothing have been mislaid by each child and 
retrieve them all before returning the children home again. 
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