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A proposed Palaeolithic mode of representation: Substitution on 
the basis of perceived similarity (“para-mimetic”) and close 
habitual association (environmental) 

2019 | D. Catherine 
 

How did early humans—for example in the Middle and early Upper Palaeolithic 

periods—communicate with each other? By what mediums and modes of 

expression did they represent the world that they perceived around them? Is it 

possible to determine any of the content of those communications? 

With the apparent absence of a developed verbal language as well as 

written texts during those stated periods, most studies tend to confine their 

investigations to the durable stone artifacts and material culture of the 

archaeological record, with valuable contributions and inferences also coming 

from the fields of neuroanthropology, evolutionary anthropology and 

evolutionary psychology. And while the material culture continues to broaden 

our knowledge of pictographic
1
, abstract and geometric signs in rock art, reliefs 

and petroglyphs during the Upper Palaeolithic—as well as evidence of 

prehistoric carvings, bone markings, incised ostrich eggs, ritual artifacts and 

rudimentary musical instrumentation—we generally haven’t invested as much 

time conducting or reassessing ethnographic investigations into, for example, 

the mimetic, totemic and mythical
2
 mediums of representation, and whatever 

related typological
3
 traces, if any, may be found in early ideographic and 

hieroglyphic forms of written language. 

                                                           
* The Egyptian hieroglyphs listed below have been transliterated as follows (and with an approximate Hebrew 

equivalent for basic reference, as we do not know for certain how some of the hieroglyphs were pronounced): 

 as ȝ / ā / ʾa (alef)  or  as y / ī  (yod)  as ḏ (dj) 

 as ʿa (ayin) 
 as ı͗ / j (like English ink / jot, Budge & Massey a) 

capital I͗ 

 as ṣ / s / z (tsade / sin / 

zayin) 

 or   as w / ū (waw)  as ṯ (tj)  as q / ḳ (qof, Massey k) 

** Hieroglyphs have been generated using JSesh, an Open Source Hieroglyphic Editor. The pdf export 

version of this article may affect the legibility of some of the hieroglyphs—if that is the case, please 

adjust the viewing scale (zoom) to find the best quality.  

 
1
 The visual illustration of an object, activity or place by a sign that bears some or close 

resemblance to what it signifies. 

 
2
 The word ‘myth’ (mythos) is used throughout this study in the non-pejorative, traditional sense of 

mûthos (narrative). A further note on terms of reference used: A mytheme refers to “a micro-unit or 

motif in a myth. For example, an ‘oracular head’ would be a mytheme or single motif... whereas the 

scene in which other motifs are grouped around the oracular head (a prophet who interprets, an assistant 

who records, an inquirer who has come to learn the prophecy) may be referred to as a mythologem.” 

(Nancy Thomson de Grummond, Etruscan Myth, Sacred History, and Legend, Philadelphia: University 

of Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology, 2006, p.xiv). 

 
3
 Typology is the study of the classification and development of various ‘types’ or ‘kinds’ based on 

the association of similar characteristics. Characteristic types include e.g. prefigurative signs, symbols, 

motifs or themes (e.g. mythical and religious typology). From the perspective of comparative typology, 

it can be said that typological development occurs not only across time, within any given tradition, but 

http://jsesh.qenherkhopeshef.org/
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Mimesis, semiosis, and totemic representation 
 

According to Timo Maran in ‘Mimesis as a phenomenon of semiotic 

communication’: 
 

In everyday use, the word ‘mimesis’ is mainly understood in connection 

with the terms ‘representation’ or ‘imitation’ […] The exact meaning of 

the notion of mimesis also depends on the field and context of use … By 

understanding ‘mimesis’ more generally as the capacity of humans that 

makes it possible to perceive similarities in the surrounding world, as is 

done for instance by Walter Benjamin (Benjamin 1999b), the perceptual 

side of mimesis is accentuated.
4
 

 

Notwithstanding popular associations of mimesis with theatrical or more 

superficial notions of mimicry, mime or mere imitation
5
—certainly the term 

‘mimesis’ derives from the Ancient Greek mīmēsis ‘imitation’, from mīmeîsthai 

‘to imitate, copy’—this article will instead focus on the relevant perceptual and 

representational aspects of mimetic capacity and skill, as specifically developed 

by Homo sapiens in the Palaeolithic period. In Origins of the Modern Mind: 

Three Stages in the Evolution of Culture and Cognition, cognitive neuroscientist 

and neuroanthropologist Merlin Donald describes mimesis as follows:
 
 

 

Mimetic skill or mimesis rests on the ability to produce conscious, self-

initiated, representational acts that are intentional but not linguistic … 

Mimesis can incorporate a wide variety of actions and modalities. Tones 

of voice, facial expressions, eye movements, manual signs and gestures, 

postural attitudes, patterned whole-body movements of various sorts, and 

long sequences of these elements can express many aspects of the 

perceived world […] The mimetic level of representation underlies all 

modern cultures and forms the most basic medium of human 

communication.
6
 

 

Donald not only considers the “conscious, self-initiated, representational” 

aspects of mimesis as one of the primary drivers in the evolution and 

                                                                                                                                                                        
includes development across different traditions and across different mediums and modes of 

representation and communication.  

 
4
 Timo Maran, ‘Mimesis as a phenomenon of semiotic communication’, Sign Systems Studies 

31(1), 2003, pp.192 & 196. 

 
5
 Maran explains: “In representation, the relation between the mimic and the original is primarily 

meaning-relation and the creation of the mimesis here basically means the interpretation or 

reconstruction of some aspect of the original using similarity and difference as tools of sign relation. 

‘Imitation’, on the other hand, refers more to the superficial reproduction of the original, where the 

creative subject does not express a semantic relation, but resemblance on the basis of the perceptible 

characteristics. Thus ‘representation’ relates more to the interpretation made by the creative subject, 

whereas the result of the ‘imitation’ is rather copying or duplication. In the case of ‘imitation’ it is not 

necessary to understand the object and thereby position it in the existing structures of one’s Umwelt [the 

world as it is experienced by a particular organism].” (Ibid., pp.203-204). 

 
6
 Merlin Donald, Origins of the Modern Mind: Three Stages in the Evolution of Culture and 

Cognition, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1991, pp.168–169 & 188. 
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development of cognition in Homo erectus and Homo sapiens, he also considers 

mimetic skill as “necessary for the later evolution of language”
7
—more 

specifically, “an essential pre-adaptation for speech and language, for at least 

one obvious reason: the primacy of mimetic skill in lexical morphophonology.”
8
 

Together with what would presumably be the actual content of mimetic 

expression, this suggests, at least from the mimetic perspective, that there is a 

substantial amount of data regarding representation and communication in 

Palaeolithic societies, of which, the archaeological record and material culture 

of the era is assuredly lacking. But what of the cognitive aspects of mimesis, 

given, as Donald notes, that “mimesis is fundamentally different from imitation 

and mimicry in that it involves the invention of intentional representations”?
9
 

And to what extent were objects, aspects or phenomena of the perceived world 

represented and communicated? Furthermore, did mimetic representation solely 

entail direct, literal expressions that faithfully copied what they intended to 

represent? The present writer is not in the position of expertise to provide 

definitive answers, but these questions will form the basis of this article’s 

enquiry. 

According to Donald, “[m]imesis, which goes far beyond simple 

imitation, nevertheless works on a metaphorical principle, a principle of 

perceptual resemblance.”
10

 He further emphasises that “non-verbal 

representation is rooted in the human creative imagination, and operates by 

analogue principles.”
11

 Similarly, according to Maran: 
 

[T]he precondition for mimesis is the recognition arising in the creative 

subject that there is potential for mimetic expression in the object. This is 

the cognitive dimension of mimesis, which is directly connected with the 

attentiveness, perceptual structure and orientation of the creative subject 

in its surrounding environment … Walter Benjamin has also written in 

greater depth about the perceptual preconditions of mimesis. He considers 

hidden correspondences in Nature, which are partly conceived by humans 

and partly unconceived, as a cause that motivates and awakens the 

mimetic capacities in humans.
12

 

 

The present writer will not be going into a detailed exposition on mimesis, but 

more specifically will examine a mode of representation that may have first 

found expression at the mimetic level of representation. It is proposed that “the 

[mimetic] capacity of humans that makes it possible to perceive similarities in 

the surrounding world […] which is directly connected with the attentiveness, 

                                                           
 

7
 Merlin Donald, ‘Preconditions for the evolution of protolanguages’, in Michael C. Corballis and 

Stephen E.G. Lea (eds), The Descent of Mind: Psychological Perspectives on Hominid Evolution, 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999, p.148. 

 
8
 Ibid. 

 
9
 Donald, Origins of the Modern Mind, p.169. 

 
10

 Ibid., p.192. 

 
11

 Donald, ‘Preconditions for the evolution of protolanguages’, p.143. 

 
12

 Maran, ‘Mimesis as a phenomenon of semiotic communication’, p.200. 
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perceptual structure and orientation of the creative subject in its surrounding 

environment,”
13

 further developed into a complementary capacity to perceive 

wider correspondences and congruencies in the surrounding world. This 

extended capacity and skill will henceforward be referred to as “para-mimetic”. 

Keep in mind that the perceived resemblance or correspondence in this instance 

was not a likeness in material substance, but a similarity in e.g. shape, size 

(especially something large/vast or tiny), colour, pattern, amount, or typical 

behaviour, function, etc, perceived on the same level of sensorial existence (i.e. 

in this instance and mode the perception is not one of archetypal or 

metaphysical similitude). 

As will be evidenced in forthcoming examples, it will be reasoned that 

the paramimetic capacity enabled Homo sapiens—initially by means of mimetic 

modality—to actively express or represent an object, aspect, phenomenon, or 

later a typical characteristic or quality thereof, by substituting it with a more 

tangible or animate object (or characteristic/quality of the corresponding object). 

This would herald a new and innovative mode of representation by way of 

substitution, and the conscious invention of what will be here termed the 

‘paramimetic analogue’. Over a century ago, Gerald Massey (1828–1907) 

referred to this as a “substitution of similars” and explained that it is 

“representing phenomena in external nature on the ground of likeness when it 

could not be imaged directly by means of words”.
14

 To give a cursory example 

of this mode of representation, consider the snake: with its limbless form and 

mesmerising slithering locomotion, the snake became a representative type of 

e.g. the flowing, undulating body of waters or winding streams (as can also be 

seen in the wavy lines or zigzag signs that often denote flowing, winding, 

undulating or rippling waters); with its zig-zag movement and fiery, venomous 

strike, it came to represent e.g. the dart and deadly strike of lightning; according 

to its ability to inflict death—especially the python or large boa as a coiled 

constrictor and devourer of life—the snake became a type of devouring 

darkness (compare also the crocodile as co-type); and according to the 

remarkable shedding of its skin in the process of self-renewal—and the periodic 

nature thereof—the snake also came to represent renewal, regeneration and 

transformation, as well as periodicity, a period of transition, and cyclical time. 

This perceptual skill, cognitive capacity and mode of representation (by 

way of substitution) appears to have additionally developed in the ability to 

recognise habitual or close association between certain objects and 

aspects/phenomena of the perceived world, leading also to the invention of what 

will be here termed the ‘representational associate’ (a representational ‘proxy’, 

so to speak). Moreover, the conscious, innovative, creative and self-initiated 

ability to represent an object, aspect or phenomenon of the world or e.g. social 

dynamic, instinctual drive, biological process, or later a quality of mind or state 

                                                           
 

13
 Ibid., pp.196 & 200. 

 
14

 Gerald Massey, Ancient Egypt: The Light of the World, London: T. Fisher Unwin, 1907, p.7. 
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of consciousness (e.g. a particular trance state), by substituting it with another 

object-figure—whether on the grounds of perceived likeness, correspondence, 

congruence, close association or characteristic ‘type’ of figure—suggests the 

cognitive capacity for sign creation and sign process (semiosis). 

Semiosis, as a term, is derived from the Ancient Greek sēmeíōsis, from 

the verb sēmeiô ‘to mark’ and the noun sēmeion ‘sign, mark’. In short, semiosis 

as ‘sign process’ and ‘sign action’ can be understood as the interactional, triadic 

relationship between the ‘sign vehicle’ (i.e. the signifier or representamen
15

: the 

form which the sign takes—not necessarily material), the ‘referent’ (the object, 

aspect or phenomenon to which the signifier refers), and the ‘interpretant’ (not 

an interpreter but rather the sense made of the sign).
16

 It should be noted that 

semioticians, as a matter of necessary convenience, will occasionally use 

popular terms that nonetheless create some ambiguity. Strictly speaking, a 

‘sign’—within the context of semiosis—should be considered “a unity of what 

is represented (the object), how it is represented (the representamen) and how it 

is interpreted (the interpretant) … The sign is more than just a sign vehicle … 

the sign is the whole meaningful ensemble.”
17

 

Maran, inquiring further into the intentional, creative aspects of sign 

invention and sign process, posits a close connection or parallel between 

mimesis and semiosis: 
 

The aspiration to understand mimesis from the viewpoint of semiotics … 

inevitably directs our attention to the concept of creativity in semiotics; to 

the views of how sign systems arise and change in the course of semiotic 

processes […] Furthermore, it seems that there is a certain parallelism 

that can be perceived between the notions ‘semiosis’
 
and ‘mimesis’ … 

[M]imesis is a kind of intentional process of sign creation, where 

something new is created on the bases of the perceptual properties of the 

existing object or phenomena in such a way that the outcome acts as a 

sign for the interpreter. As shown above, the mimic is usually created for 

communicative purposes, and therefore mimesis can be considered the 

process of giving semiotic output to the cognitive category perceived by 

the creative subject.
18

 

 

It is likewise this cognitive capacity and the skilled ability to perceive and 

creatively express similarity and correspondence, that will be explored in this 

article, and which will also form the necessary foundation for understanding the 

typological interpretations that follow. 

 

 

                                                           
 

15
 The term representamen was coined by semiotician Charles Sanders Peirce. 

 
16

 Daniel Chandler, Semiotics: The Basics (Second Edition), London: Routledge, 2007, p.29. See 

also: Halina Sendera Mohd. Yakin and Andreas Totu, ‘The Semiotic Perspectives of Peirce and 

Saussure: A Brief Comparative Study’, Procedia: Social and Behavioral Sciences 155 (2014), pp.4–8. 

 
17

 Chandler, Semiotics: The Basics, pp.29 & 30. 

 
18

 Maran, ‘Mimesis as a phenomenon of semiotic communication’, pp.200 & 211–212.  
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Figure- and type-based representation in non-linguistic communication: 

the paramimetic analogue and ‘simili-type’ 
 

According to Massey: 
 

The same things which are said at a later stage by the ideographic 

determinatives in the Egyptian hieroglyphics had been expressed 

previously by the inner African zootypes or living beasts, birds and 

reptiles, as may be seen in the stories told of the talking animals by the 

Bushmen [Khoi-San] … Sign-language was from the beginning a 

substitution of similars for the purpose of expression by primitive
[19]

 or 

preverbal man, who followed the animals in making audible sounds 

accompanied and emphasised by human gestures. The same system of 

thought and mode of utterance were continued in mythography and 

totemism.
20

 

 

At this stage it should be stated that the present article—in the interests of 

comparative typology—occasionally revisits and reassesses the semiotic and 

typological interpretations of Gerald Massey. Although Massey is a debated 

figure whose works are at times challenging, particularly his early works, this is 

part due to the limited sources that were available in the late nineteenth century. 

As Massey himself noted in his 1907 work Ancient Egypt: “This is but the 

rough sketch of a pioneering pen;” and it is only as a pioneering rough sketch 

that his quotes should be viewed and appraised in this present article. The 
present writer believes that the selected Massey quotes make sense in the 

context of the article, and it would be a waste of Massey’s often insightful work 

to “throw the (proverbial) baby out with the bathwater”. Notwithstanding these 

limitations and Massey’s occasional venture into speculative error, he 

nonetheless developed a ground-breaking interpretation on early sign language, 

and the extent to which this mode of representation influenced totemic 

representation, mythology, uranography,
21

 and—by way of typological 

adoption-reorientation—certain aspects of religious symbolism and allegory. 

One should also keep in mind that much of the early criticism levelled at 

Massey’s typological approach—the notion of a comparative typology outside 

of, functionally related to, and at times foundational to, religious typology 

(which nonetheless does require context-specific interpretation)—came from the 

religious and theologically biased Establishment of his time that ironically 

lacked sufficient ethnographical, paleoanthropological and semiotic education, 

as well as having an aversion to the historical-critical method that has 

subsequently proved most valuable in academia. Regarding Massey’s work in 

general—and the same might be said for this present article—it is ultimately the 

                                                           
 

19
 The word ‘primitive’ is used here and elsewhere in the study in the non-pejorative sense of that 

which is ‘belonging to an early age’ or ‘first of a kind’; that which is autochthonous. 

 
20

 Massey, Ancient Egypt, p.10. 

 
21

 Uranography is the branch of astronomy concerned with describing and mapping the heavens. 
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task and responsibility of contemporary scholars and researchers to review, 

reassess and selectively extract what data is useful; to dismiss or correct where 

necessary; and to fine tune this otherwise valuable typological approach to 

interpretation. According to Jon Lange: 
 

The genius of Massey’s work is his adoption of typology [as an 

interpretive tool]. Few scholars, contemporaneous with Massey or after, 

have ever adopted this approach. That it is not a fully recognised science 

is true. Yet it yields abundant information which can be classified and 

tabulated, providing a useful comparative table of facts. It is also useful 

for mapping out, across the board, signs and symbols to be found 

throughout various cultures with the possibility of demonstrating an 

underlying unity, suggesting at least a single source, or point of origin.
22

 

 

Massey is further adamant that “[t]he primary modes of expression have … to 

be sought in their birthplace,”
23

 adding: 
 

[I]t is only by the aid of what is here designated as ‘comparative typology’ 

that we could ever reach the stages of language in which the unity of 

origin can be recoverable. Gesture-signs and ideographic symbols alone 

preserve the early language in visible figures. We are unable to get to the 

roots of all that has been pictured, printed, or written, except by 

deciphering the signs made primally by the early man. The latest forms of 

these have to be traced back to the first before we can know anything of 

the origins; these are the true radicals of language, without which the 

philologist has no final or adequate determinatives … [T]he farther we go 

back the nearer is our approach toward some central unity. From 

circumference to centre, diversity diminishes and dwindles. Finally, the 

most primitive customs, rites and ceremonies are the most universal, and 

these could not have proceeded from the circumference towards a centre 

of unity. The unity was first even as the diversity is final.
24

 

 

By way of comparative typology, comparative mythology and comparative 

philology, the present article explores the development of what had first 

originated as a non-linguistic means and mode of expression, communication 

and identification (totemic representation) during the Middle and early Upper 

Palaeolithic periods. The particular mode of representation that will be 

examined involves the signifying of “aspects of the perceived world”
25

 or 

“phenomena in external nature”
26

 by way of either a “substitution of similars”
27

 

(i.e. paramimetic representation on the basis of similarities perceived and 

                                                           
 

22
 Jon Lange, A Short Guide to the Masseian Corpus, 2012, http://www.masseiana.org/guide.htm 

(Retrieved 2016-02-01, website now defunct). 

 
23

 Gerald Massey, Natural Genesis, Part 1, London: Williams and Norgate, 1883, pp.238–239. 

 
24

 Ibid., p.242. 

 
25

 Donald, Origins of the Modern Mind, p.169. 

 
26

 Massey, Ancient Egypt, p.7. 

 
27

 Ibid., p.10. Also referred to as “representation on the ground of likeness” (Ibid., p.5). 
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repeatedly observed in external nature
28

) or a substitution through habitual or 

close association (environmental or physical proximity—not causal or indexical; 

i.e. representation on the basis of association of specific fauna or flora with 

distinctive, powerful, life-sustaining, formidable, fear-inducing or awe-inspiring 

aspects of natural habitat, elemental forces, seasonal cycles, biological traits or 

characteristic instincts/drives, etc). This mode of representation is further 

qualified as ‘figure based’ or ‘type based’ because the substitution draws 

respectively from real object sources or their characteristic qualities, 

behaviours or associations. One could say that it is similar in function to the 

allegorical narrative, but differs and is distinct in that there is a perceptible 

similarity or resemblance, correspondence, congruity or habitual association 

between the sign vehicle and its referent, and was originally conveyed through a 

non-linguistic medium of expression or communication. 

This also brings to mind other mediums of expression and representation 

and the context within which they primarily applied. For example, Massey notes 

with reference to mythos (and the earliest notion of the ‘gods’) that “[t]he 

original records still suffice to show that the physical agencies or forces first 

perceived, were not conceived or mentally embodied in the human likeness, and 

that external nature offered no looking-glass for the human face.”
29

 This 

claim—the absence of the representational anthropo-type at the foundation and 

earliest stages of mythos—seems to hold up when examining other 

representational mediums of the late Middle Palaeolithic and early Upper 

Palaeolithic. Neanderthal cave art in Spain—dating to at least 65,000 years 

ago—is depicted in zoo-figurative and abstract forms.
30

 The representational 

anthropotype, or else ánthrōpos as figurative subject, is also absent in the 

abstract markings in ochre, bone and ostrich eggshells dated to between 60,000 

to 75,000 years ago in South Africa. Human figures (and certainly human-

headed figures) in the medium of cave/rock art appear relatively late and with 

the therianthropic or theriocephalic forms being the earliest expressions. Two 

examples being the anatomically small therianthropic figures (dated to circa 

44,000 years ago) featured in cave art in the Leang Bulu’ Sipong 4 cave in 

Sulawesi, Indonesia, and the zoomorphic Löwenmensch ‘Lion Man’ ivory 

figurine (dated to circa 38,000 years ago) from the Hohlenstein-Stadel cave in 

Germany.
31

 Although the headless anthropomorphic “Venus” ivory figurine 

from the Hohle Vels cave in Germany is also dated to circa 38,000 years ago, 

                                                           
 

28
 A similarity or correspondence not in actual material substance or reflective of archetypal 

essence, but instead a similarity or correspondence in perceived shape or size, colour, pattern, quality, 

quantity, or typical behaviour, role, function, etc. 

 
29

 Massey, Ancient Egypt, p.8. 

 
30

 Hoffmann, D.L., Standish, C.D., García-Diez, M. et al, ‘U-Th dating of carbonate crusts reveals 

Neandertal origin of Iberian cave art’, Science (2018), pp.912–915, DOI: 10.1126/science.aap7778 

 
31

 Aubert, M., Lebe, R., Oktaviana, A.A. et al, ‘Earliest hunting scene in prehistoric art’, Nature 

(2019), pp.1–4, DOI: 10.1038/s41586-019-1806-y 
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the zoomorphic Löwenmensch figurine is generally considered to be 

stylistically older. Massey continues: 
 

On every line of research we discover that the representation of nature 

was pre-anthropomorphic at first, as we see on going back far enough, 

and on every line of descent the zoomorphic passes ultimately into the 

human representation … Primitive men were all too abjectly helpless in 

[the] presence of these [nature] powers to think of them or to conceive 

them in their own similitude … Also they themselves were too little the 

cause of anything by the work of their own hands to enter into the sphere 

of causation mentally. They could only apprehend the nature-forces by 

their effects, and try to represent these by means of other powers that 

were present in nature, but which were also necessarily superior to the 

human and were not the human faculties indefinitely magnified […] The 

voice of thunder, the death-stroke of lightning, the coup de soleil, the 

force of fire, or of water in flood and the wind in a hurricane were 

superhuman [i.e. supra-human]. So of the animals and birds: the powers 

of the hippopotamus, crocodile, serpent, hawk, lion, jackal, and ape were 

superhuman, and therefore they were adopted as zootypes and as primary 

representatives of the superhuman powers of the elements. They were 

adopted as primitive ideographs. They were adopted for use and 

consciously stamped for their representative value, not ignorantly 

worshipped; and thus they became the coins as it were in the current 

medium of exchange for the expression of primitive thought or feeling.
32

 

 

Likewise in totemic representation; French ethnologist Claude Lévi-Strauss, 

while discussing A. R. Radcliffe-Brown’s theory of totemism, explains: 
 

The animals in totemism cease to be solely or principally creatures which 

are feared, admired, or envied: their perceptible reality permits the 

embodiment of ideas and relations conceived by speculative thought on 

the basis of empirical observations. We can understand too, that natural 

species are chosen [as representative totems] not because they are ‘good 

to eat’ but because they are ‘good to think’.
33

 

 

Massey simply refers to this figurative, non-discursive imaging as early humans 

“thinging their own thoughts”, but interestingly and plausibly he considers it to 

be the origin of the later notion that these early humans “knew the language of 

animals”:  
 

In various parts of Africa it is related that in former times men knew the 

language of animals, and they could converse together. This is but another 

way of saying that the animals formed certain ideographic types by aid of 

which the primitive men could express ideas. Language uttered by means 

of animals became the language of animals in the later description … 

These are the speakers of the African fables, who had to talk [although 

originally expressed by way of mimetic modalities] because the human 

                                                           
 

32
 Massey, Ancient Egypt, pp.3–4 & 6.  

 
33

 Claude Lévi-Strauss (transl. Rodney Needham), Totemism, London: Merlin Press, 1991, p.89. 
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speakers were not in possession of any other mode of thinging their own 

thoughts.
34

 

 

Commenting on the work of Jean Jacques Rousseau, Lévi-Strauss remarks: 
 

It is because man originally felt himself identical to all those like him 

(among which, as Rousseau explicitly says, we must include animals) that 

he came to acquire the capacity to distinguish himself as he distinguishes 

them, i.e., to use the diversity of species as conceptual support for social 

differentiation.
35

 

 

Keep in mind, however, that although this was for the purpose of marking social 

differentiation, it was primarily approached through some sense of perceived 

similarity with other species. People were grouped according to a shared 

commonality or mutual characteristic that became their classifying and 

identifying marker. This is also likely the reason for our extant zoomorphic 

idioms, similes and metaphors that we assign as descriptors for individual 

personalities, character traits, qualities or behaviours. For example, a person 

may be “sly as a fox” or “innocent as a lamb”, “gentle as a dove/fawn”, “proud 

as a peacock”, “wise as an owl”, or perhaps “watches like a hawk”, has “eagle 

eyes”, is “as brave/fierce as a lion”, “as blind as a mole”, “as busy as a bee”, “as 

quiet/shy as a mouse”, “as strong as a horse/ox”, “as tall as a giraffe”, “as slow 

as a tortoise”, “as angry as a hornet”, “as talkative as a magpie”, “as 

quarrelsome as a weasel”, “as lively as a cricket”, “as industrious as an 

ant/beaver”, “as greedy as a pig”, “as stubborn as a mule”, “like a bear with a 

sore head”, moves “at a snail’s pace”, has “a memory like an elephant”, 

reportedly was “going ape” or liked to “monkey around”. The examples are 

seemingly endless. 

Whether as totem, descriptive simile or metaphor, it is evident that 

typical characteristics, qualities or behaviours of perceptibly distinctive animal 

species were being assigned—on the basis of some perceived similarity, 

correspondence or congruence—in order to represent, communicate, describe or 

identify (by way of type-based analogy) typical social, biological, psychological 

or personal characteristics, traits, qualities or behaviour. That said; one should 

not lose sight of the fact that the zoomorphic types and qualities were 

foundational and primary; it is through these—as representative sign vehicles—

that social, biological and psychological distinction or differentiation was first 

marked, represented and communicated. 

It is also conceivable that the paramimetic analogue—as an extension 

and outcome of mimetic perception, cognitive creativity and the developing 

imaginative faculty of Homo sapiens—was the representational mode and 

background, from which, metaphorical thought and expression first arose. Lévi-

                                                           
34

 Gerald Massey, A Book of Beginnings, Part 2, London: Williams and Norgate, 1881, pp.650–

651. 

 
35

 Lévi-Strauss, Totemism, p.101. 
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Strauss points out that metaphor “is not a later embellishment of language, but 

is one of its fundamental modes … a primary form of discursive thought.”
36

 

George Lakoff and Mark Johnson in their work ‘Metaphors We Live By’ further 

emphasise the centrality of imagination and metaphor in the development of 

language, communication, and in our capacity to conceptualise by drawing 

inspiration from our surrounding environment: 
 

Since communication is based on the same conceptual system that we use 

in thinking and acting, language is an important source of evidence for 

what that system is like. Primarily on the basis of linguistic evidence, we 

have found that most of our ordinary conceptual system is metaphorical in 

nature […]  Cultures also exist within physical environments, some of 

them radically different—jungles, deserts, islands, tundra, mountains, 

cities, etc. In each case there is a physical environment that we interact 

with, more or less successfully. The conceptual systems of various 

cultures partly depend on the physical environments they have developed 

in.
37

 

 

Lakoff and Johnson even go so far as to describe metaphor, in its conceptual 

and representational capacity, as “imaginative rationality”: 
 

Reason, at the very least, involves categorization, entailment, and 

inference. Imagination, in one of its many aspects, involves seeing one 

kind of thing in terms of another kind of thing—what we have called 

metaphorical thought. Metaphor is thus imaginative rationality. Since the 

categories of our everyday thought are largely metaphorical and our 

everyday reasoning involves metaphorical entailments and inferences, 

ordinary rationality is therefore imaginative by its very nature … 

Metaphor is one of our most important tools for trying to comprehend 

partially what cannot be comprehended totally: our feelings, aesthetic 

experiences, moral practises, and spiritual awareness. These endeavours 

of the imagination are not devoid of rationality; since they use metaphor, 

they employ an imaginative rationality.
38

 

 

The emphasis that we are giving to the role of the paramimetic analogue and the 

metaphor in Palaeolithic representation and communication is important 

according to the following line of reasoning: 1. If, as per Maran, mimesis can be 

considered “the process of giving semiotic output to the cognitive category 

perceived by the creative subject;” 2. If, as per Donald, mimetic skill is “an 

essential pre-adaptation for speech and language;” and 3. If, as per Lévi-Strauss, 

metaphor is considered “one of [the] fundamental modes” of language—“a 

primary form of discursive thought;” and, according to Donald, “non-verbal 

representation is rooted in the human creative imagination, and operates by 

                                                           
 

36
 Ibid., p.102. 

 
37

 George Lakoff and Mark Johnson, ‘Metaphors We Live By’, in Jodi O’Brien (ed), The 

Production of Reality: Essays and Readings on Social Interaction (5th Edition), Los Angeles: Pine 

Forge Press, 2011, pp.87 & 91. 
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analogue principles;” then 4. Not only do analogical perception and the 

imaginative faculty precede the development of language, but paramimetic 

analogy and the conceptual metaphor (as relates to the process of ‘conceptual 

blending’ as per Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner
39

) are likely two semiosic
40

 

modes of the mimetic medium of expression that Donald asserts “underlies all 

modern cultures and forms the most basic medium of human communication.” 

This will be of significance when later discussing the paramimetic/analogic 

mode of semiosis as well as the semiosic aspects of totemism and mythos. 

Massey, who was strongly influenced by Egyptology and the nascent 

study of hieroglyphs in his day, predominantly uses the term ‘ideographic’ 

when referring in general to this paramimetic mode of representation, and uses 

‘ideograph’ when referring to the sign vehicle (which may or may not be 

material or even graphic). His almost universal use of these terms is often 

technically or contextually incorrect and this will be useful to know when 

encountering and understanding his quoted works in this current article. Going 

forward, it is also necessary for the present writer to briefly clarify his own 

terms of reference and neologisms. 

By the term ‘paramimetic analogy’ is meant representation by means of a 

substitution of similars perceived between one, more tangible object/entity 

(often animate) and another, less tangible object (often inanimate) or element, 

cosmological reality, aspect or phenomenon of the world. For example: if the 

large, ruddy hippopotamus protruding out of the river, lake or pool of water is 

assigned as representative (sign vehicle) of the large, ruddy earth amidst the 

perceived ‘waters’ of outer space (as referent), then this representational 

substitute can be referred to as a (figure-based) ‘paramimetic analogue’.  

The ‘similitype’—coined here from the Latin similis ‘resembling, like’ 

and typus ‘type, sort’—is a further categorization of paramimetic analogue. It is 

subtly distinctive, however, in that it more specifically involves a substitution of 

similars based on a characteristic or ‘typical’ quality, condition, state, process or 

phase of an object/entity that is perceived to be analogous to, and thus assigned 

as representative sign vehicle of, a characteristic or ‘typical’ quality, condition, 

state, process or phase of another—often less tangible—object, element, 

phenomenon, social dynamic, human biological process, quality of mind or state 

of consciousness, as target referent.
41

 For example: if the hippopotamus, when 

semiosically paired and contextually juxtaposed with the crocodile, is assigned 

more specifically as the representative ‘type’ for the relative solidity or 

elevation of the ground or landmass—juxtaposed with the fluidity of the low-

                                                           
 

39
 Gilles Fauconnier and Mark Turner, 2008, ‘The origin of language as a product of the evolution 

of double-scope blending’, Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 31(5), 520–521. 

 
40

 Strictly speaking, the terms ‘semiotic’ or ‘semiotics’ relate or refer to the study of signs (or 

semiosis as ‘sign process’). For this reason, the present writer has chosen to use the term ‘semiosic’ 

when referring to that which pertains to the actual process or the activity of a sign. 

 
41

 We can detect this type of semiosic influence in the mytheme, as well as in the biological and 

social aspects of totemic representation. These will be discussed, with examples, in due course. 
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lying aquatic environment represented in this instance by the crocodile—then 

this representational substitute can be referred to as a (type-based) ‘similitype’. 

Similarly, if the frog (which changes from tadpole-form in water into frog-form 

that can inhabit land) or the scarab beetle (which forms and transforms dung 

balls and appears to spontaneously manifest as a young beetle emerging from 

the sand) are assigned as representative ‘types’ of e.g. transformation, 

becoming, transition, change, metamorphosis, manifestation, etc, then these 

representational substitutes can be referred to as ‘similitypes’.  

By the term ‘representational associate’ is meant representation by means 

of a substitution based on the close or habitual association of one, more 

tangible object/entity—often animate—with a less tangible element or seasonal 

influence (a metonym-like signification), or within a broader context of habitat 

or environmental condition (a synecdoche-like signification). For example: if 

the frog in its close and habitual association with aquatic environments is 

assigned as representative (sign vehicle) of e.g. rain, the season of rain, water as 

the primary agent of fertility, or water as an agent of cleansing/purification (as 

referent), then the assigned frog in these instances can be referred to as a 

‘representational associate’; likewise the snake which is particularly active and 

visible after periods of heavy rain or inundation. 

In much the same way that the similitype is a type-based categorization 

of paramimetic analogue, so too the ‘sociotype’—coined here from the Latin 

socius ‘associate, companion’ and typus ‘type, sort’—is a type-based 

categorization of representational associate. Although in the case of the 

sociotype the sign vehicle itself is still figure-based, it nonetheless is assigned as 

substitute to represent a characteristic or ‘typical’ quality, condition, state, 

process or phase of a less tangible element, seasonal influence or broader 

context of habitat or environmental condition with which it is in close or 

habitual association—and thus the representational context remains type-based. 

For example: if the frog (in its close and habitual association with water or rain) 

is assigned more specifically as the representative ‘type’ for wetness as a 

quality, especially in contradistinction to the dryness of drought, then the 

assigned frog in this instance can be referred to as a ‘sociotype’. 

In all of the above cases, the sign vehicle can be further categorised as 

either zoö-type, phyto-type or geo-type. For example: if the earth as referent is 

represented by a turtle or hippopotamus (with which it has been substituted), 

then these sign vehicles can be categorised as zoötype. If the galactic Milky 

Way as referent is represented by a tree (with which it has been substituted), 

then this sign vehicle can be categorised as phytotype; if represented by a 

mountain (with which it has been substituted), then the sign vehicle can be 

categorised as geotype. 

Of course as a matter of expedience these could simply be referred to as 

either ‘symbols’, ‘signs’ or perhaps even ‘semiosic figures’ (and the present 

writer himself will occasionally resort to this convenience), except that the 
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perceptible similarity / correspondence / analogy or close environmental 

association between the referent and its representative sign vehicle—which is 

essential in their perceptual apprehension and integral in their cognitive 

assignment (thus categorical as a mode of representation)—is, firstly, not 

considered essential or integral according to the conventional semiotic 

understanding of what classifies as a ‘symbol’ (to be discussed shortly). 

Secondly, a correspondence/analogy or association between the referent and its 

representative sign vehicle is often tenuous in the case of ‘signs’; the exception 

being the indexical sign which has a direct causal or indexical connection, e.g. 

smoke in relation to fire, footprints in relation to feet, a traffic stop sign in 

relation to the stopping place. Lastly, a perceptible similarity / correspondence / 

analogy or a close environmental association between the referent and its 

representative sign vehicle is hardly suggested by the term ‘semiosic figure’. 

In the case of the more distinctive resemblance or likeness inherent in the 

‘icon’ (Ancient Greek eikōn, ‘likeness, portrait, mirror-image’), the present 

writer has broken from the norm in semiotic and archaeological terminology 

and has chosen to reserve this term more specifically for referencing the 

‘mirror-like’ similitude inherent in hierophany or theophany. In other words, to 

include and to reference metaphysical correspondences such as those inherent in 

the Platonic ‘Forms’ (Greek eidoi) and the Sufi ‘Image Exemplars’ (Arabic 

amthāl)—that is, a “mirror-image as a direct representation of its paradeigma 

[divine exemplar, paradigm, archetype, pattern, model],”
42

 and where “the 

Archetype’s radiation predominates over its projection”.
43

 

In the formal field of semiotics and semiology, following Charles 

Sanders Peirce and Ferdinand de Saussure respectively, the ‘symbol’ is 

conventionally viewed as an “arbitrary” assignment with no perceptible, causal 

or ontological resemblance, correspondence, congruity or typical association 

between the representative sign vehicle and the referent (or the symbol and the 

symbolized, as the case would be). However, taking into account the 

Traditionalist school of philosophy, the anagogic symbol—which is the only 

classification of symbol (considered true sumbolon) acknowledged by this 

philosophical perspective—is regarded as embodying, to some degree, a 

concealed metaphysical meaning.
44

 According to Algis Uždavinys, “sumbolon 

suggests both incompleteness and the partial revelation of secret meaning.”
45

 

Peter Struck likewise considers the symbol as anagogic “according to the logic 

of the trace, with the capacity to point us back up to the higher orders that 

                                                           
 

42
 Algis Uždavinys, Philosophy as a Rite of Rebirth: From Ancient Egypt to Neoplatonism, 

Wiltshire, UK: The Prometheus Trust, 2008, p.110. 

 
43

 Martin Lings, cited in Algis Uždavinys, ‘Metaphysical symbols and their function in theurgy’, 

Eye of the Heart, A Journal of Traditional Wisdom, Issue 2, 2008, p.37. 

 
44

 See: René Guénon, Symbols of Sacred Science, Hillsdale, NY: Sophia Perennis, 2004; Algis 

Uždavinys, ‘Metaphysical symbols and their function in theurgy’, Eye of the Heart, A Journal of 

Traditional Wisdom, Issue 2, 2008, pp.37–60.  

 
45

 Uždavinys, Philosophy as a Rite of Rebirth, p.116. 
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produced it”.
46

 Thus, at least according to the Traditionalist perspective, the 

symbol is regarded as inherently anagogic: “from the Greek anago (‘to lead up 

to’), as in leading the understanding up to a metaphysical meaning”.
47

 

For these reasons and in order to reduce any ambiguity, a unique set of 

semiotic terms and categorization is being used the present writer. This is in 

order to firstly differentiate between the paramimetic mode of semiosis and the 

mimetic action/modality itself—considering that the paramimetic analogue is 

not confined to mimesis and has also been adopted in totemism, mythos, 

hieroglyphic ideography, and, to a certain extent, in religious allegory and 

symbolism (in which case it is not true sumbolon as per the Traditionalist 

perspective). Secondly, to necessarily differentiate the paramimetic analogue 

and the representational associate from: 

 abstract or geometric signs
48

 

 anagogic symbols, the religious icon, or the cosmos and natural forms 

considered as hierophany
49

 

 dream symbols and psychological archetypes from the ‘collective 

unconscious’  

 animist or shamanic ‘power animals’ (as psycho-spiritual aides) 

 the field of biosemiotics where we encounter a different application of 

the classifications ‘zootype’ and ‘phytotype’ 

Working from the premise that the paramimetic analogue and the 

representational associate are foundational to mythos (or at least some 

transitional form of proto-mythos), the present writer identifies key signs—

predominantly as exemplified in the Ancient Egyptian civilization, and with 

emphasis on the pre-anthropomorphic figures that are either endemic, common 

to or typical of Africa. These particular signs are apparent in various mythemes, 

and some examples will be forthcoming. Where applicable, we trace their 

typological influence in totemic representation, mythos, religious symbolism, 

religious allegory and cultural folklore.
50
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 Peter T. Struck, cited in Uždavinys, ‘Metaphysical symbols and their function in theurgy’, p.39. 

 
47

 Timothy Scott, ‘The Traditional Doctrine of Symbol’, 

 http://www.religioperennis.org/documents/Scott/Symbol.pdf (Retrieved 2018-11-27). 

 
48

 For example, see Genevieve von Petzinger, The First Signs: Unlocking the Mysteries of the 

World’s Oldest Symbols, New York: Atria Books, 2016. 

 
49

 See: Seyyed Hossein Nasr, ‘The Cosmos as Theophany’, in William C. Chittick (Ed.), The 

Essential Seyyed Hossein Nasr, Bloomington IN: World Wisdom, 2007, pp.189–202; Martin Lings, 

Symbol and Archetype: A Study of the Meaning of Existence, Louisville, KY: Fons Vitae, 2005. 

 
50

 See also D. Catherine, ‘The Attrition of the Old “Great Mother” Earth and Her Offspring-as-

Elements’ (According to Gerald Massey), Decipher, 2019: 

https://decipherblogsite.wordpress.com/2019/12/11/mythology-earth-mother-elements/ (Retrieved 2019-

12-11); and D. Catherine, ‘The Mystery of the Bleeding Woman and the Healing Garment of Jesus’, 

Decipher, 2020: https://decipherblogsite.wordpress.com/2020/01/09/mystery-bleeding-woman-garment-

jesus/ (Retrieved 2020-01-15). 
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The importance of making a distinction between an intrinsic 

metaphysical arche-type and an assigned representational simili-type 
 

In Sufism and Taoism: A Comparative Study of Key Philosophical Concepts, 

Toshihiko Izutsu writes: 
 

To look at things in the sensible [i.e. sensorial] world and not to stop 

there, but to see beyond them the ultimate ground of all Being, that 

precisely is what is called by Ibn ʿArabi ‘unveiling’ (kashf) or mystical 

intuition. ‘Unveiling’ means, in short, taking each of the sensible things 

as a locus in which Reality discloses itself to us … The ‘world of Images’ 

(ʿālam al-mithāl) is ontologically an intermediate domain of contact 

between the purely sensible world and the purely spiritual, i.e., non-

material world. It is, as Affifi defines it, ‘a really existent world in which 

are found the forms of things in a manner that stands between “fineness” 

and “coarseness,” that is, between pure spirituality and pure materiality’.
51

 

 

Regarding this unveiling (Arabic kashf) or divine disclosure (tajallī) upon the 

plane of manifest forms (maẓāhīr)—also referred to as al-Qurʾan al-Takwini, 

“the Recitation of the Cosmos” (i.e. cosmos and nature as hierophany)—

Kenneth Oldmeadow explains: “Nature, then, is a teaching, a primordial 

Scripture. To ‘read’ this Scripture, to take it to heart, is ‘to see God 

everywhere,’ to be aware of the transcendent dimension which is present in 

every cosmic situation, to see ‘the translucence of the Eternal through and in the 

temporal’ (Coleridge).”
52

 It is also worth noting what Tom Cheetham says about 

language in a broader sense of the term; that it is “not a tool for communication 

that belongs to us. Language is not an exclusively human ability at all. It is a 

field of meanings and intentions that we inhabit. Human language grows out of 

the world itself. We speak because the world speaks.”
53

 

According to traditional understanding, the supra-sensory or Ideal 

‘Forms’ (Platonic eidoi), which approximate to the Arabic amthāl ‘Image 

Exemplars’, are considered to be autonomous, intelligible archetypes; 

essentially atemporal, aspatial realities that can only be known and 

comprehended at the level (qualitatively speaking) of the mundus archetypus or 

mundus imaginalis (Arabic ʿālam al-mithāl)—the archetypal realm of the 

‘Imaginal’ (qualified as imaginatio vera, ‘True Imagination’), “which cannot be 

explained because it is itself the revealer of meaning and significance.”
54

 These 
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intelligible Forms, “which are simultaneously meanings,”
55

 are what essentially 

qualify traditional contemplation (Greek theoria, Arabic mushāhadah) and 

visionary experience as ‘divine’, and are to be distinguished from the more 

subjective creations of what we commonly refer to as the imagination 

(imaginatio fantastica) or the imaginary (Greek phantasia). 

Henry Corbin describes the mundus imaginalis as “a very precise order 

of reality, which corresponds to a precise mode of perception.”
56

 Accordingly, 

in order for us to correctly perceive and contemplate the divine manifestation 

(the epiphanic form, Arabic maẓhar) as hierophany or theophany (tajallī), the 

activation of our innate, non-discursive Intellect (Latin intellectus, Greek nous, 

Arabic ʿaql al-faʿʿāl ‘the Active Intellect’) as mediator is considered essential. 

Plato in his Republic (7.518c) informs us that this “indwelling power of the 

soul” is “the instrument by which everyone apprehends [reality or the true 

nature of things]”. Plato also refers to it as an “organ or instrument of 

knowledge” (7.527d) and that “for by it alone is reality seen” (7.527e). 

Inasmuch as this “organ or instrument of knowledge” or “indwelling power of 

the soul” is sometimes described as the “eye of the soul”, we could compare it 

with the Sufi ʿayn al-qalb (‘Eye of the Heart’)—synonymous with ʿayn al-

baṣīra (‘Eye of Inner Vision’)—as well as the chante ishta ‘Eye of the Heart’ 

similarly described by the late Oglala Lakota medicine man and holy man, 

Black Elk.
57

 As noted by M. Ali Lakhani: “The intellect [nous], as distinguished 

from mere rationality [Greek dianoia, Latin ratio], is the ‘eye of the heart’, the 

highest cognitive faculty in man, once the ‘doors of perception are cleansed’.”
58

 

In the Philokalia of Eastern Orthodox tradition, nous is described as follows: 

 

[Nous is] the highest faculty in man, through which—provided it is 

purified—he knows God or the inner essences or principles of created 

things by means of direct apprehension or spiritual perception. Unlike the 

                                                                                                                                                                        
active imagination, or what Sufis would simply call the ‘heart’ … When it is proposed that modern man 

has lost his soul, one meaning is that we have lost our ability to perceive through the active imagination 

which operates in an intermediate world, an interworld between the senses and the world of ideas. This 

active imagination is the imaginative, perceptive faculty of the soul, which cannot be explained because 

it is itself the revealer of meaning and significance. The active imagination does not produce some 

arbitrary concept standing between us and ‘reality,’ but functions directly as an organ of perception and 

knowledge just as real as – if not more real than – the sense organs. And its property will be that of 

transmuting and raising sensory data to the purity of the subtle, spiritual world. Through the active 

imagination the things and beings of the earth will be made incandescent. This imagination [i.e. 

imaginatio vera in contradistinction to the imaginatio fantastica] does not construct something unreal, it 

unveils the hidden reality. It helps to return the facts of this world to their spiritual significance, to see 

beyond the apparent and to manifest the hidden.” 
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dianoia or reason from which it must be carefully distinguished, the 

intellect does not function by formulating abstract concepts and then 

arguing on the basis to a conclusion reached through deductive reasoning, 

but it understands divine truth by means of immediate experience, intuition 

or ‘simple cognition’ (the term used by St Isaac the Syrian). The intellect 

dwells in the ‘depths of the soul’; it constitutes the innermost aspect of the 

heart … The intellect is the organ of contemplation [Greek theoria, Arabic 

mushāhadah], the ‘eye of the heart’.
59

 

 

According to Kabir Helminski, “[t]he function of this power of the soul is in 

restoring a space that sacralizes the ephemeral, earthly state of being. It unites 

the earthly manifestation with its counterpart on the imaginal level, and raises it 

to incandescence.”
60

 Seyyed Hossein Nasr elaborates: 
 

[T]he contemplation of certain natural forms as reflecting Divine Qualities 

and the vision of the cosmos in divinis … is based on the power of forms to 

be occasions for recollection in the Platonic sense and the essential and of 

course not substantial identity of natural forms with their paradisal origin. 

Spiritual realization based on the sapiential perspective implies also this 

“metaphysical transparency of natural forms and objects” as a necessary 

dimension and aspect of “seeing God everywhere.” In reality the traditional 

cosmological sciences lend themselves to being such a support for 

contemplation besides making available a veritable science of various 

realms of the cosmos. What is in fact traditional cosmology but a way of 

allowing man to contemplate the cosmos itself as an icon! Therefore, both 

types of knowledge of the cosmos, as viewed from the perspective of 

sacred knowledge and through eyes which are not cut off from the 

sanctifying rays of the “eye of the heart,” reveal the cosmos as theophany. 

To behold the cosmos with the eye of the intellect [i.e. nous] is to see it not 

as a pattern of externalized and brute facts, but as a theater wherein are 

reflected aspects of the Divine Qualities, as a myriad of mirrors reflecting 

the face of the Beloved, as the theophany of that Reality which resides at 

the Center of the being of man himself.
61

 

 

Problems arise, however, when we fail to identify and acknowledge the 

Palaeolithic modes of representation which, in their origin, arguably antedate 

our noetic awakening and associated metaphysics.
62

 Representation by way of 

substitution on the basis of perceived similarity, correspondence, congruence or 

close environmental association—and possibly featuring as a mode of mimetic 

expression as early as the late Middle Palaeolithic—prefigures a significant 

amount of totemic, mythical and religious typological development by tens of 

thousands of years. In other words, this archaic and originally non-linguistic or 
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even non-verbal means and mode of representation is a remarkably rich 

tradition in itself, pervasive at the very foundation of totemism and mythos, is 

still operative to some degree in myth, folklore and religious typology, and 

should not simply be dismissed or underestimated in its reach and influence. 

Furthermore—and this is important in the context of qualifying forms or 

appearances as either hierophanic,
63

 shamanic/animist, psychological, or simply 

self-initiated paramimetic representations, geometric/abstract signs or mundane 

metaphors/allegories—one can sometimes uncover the foundational 

zoömorphic, phytomorphic or geomorphic ‘analogue/associate’ behind the later 

anthropomorphic assimilation and reorientation (on occasion they operate side-

by-side or else have become conflated). For example, consider the case of the 

cynocephalic (dog-headed) Saint Christopher, especially in this saint’s role as 

Patron Guardian of Roads and Travel and as the lifter and carrier of Jesus 

(across the waters). Notwithstanding normative Christian accounts as to the 

origins of these canine associations, the present writer would argue that these 

aspects or attributes likely originated in a (pre-Christian) representational and 

typological context in which the dog was perceived as a type of guardian, 

pathfinder and navigator/guide/conductor. 
 

 

Figure 1: Orthodox Christian icons of the cynocephalic St Christopher, Patron Guardian of 

Roads and Travel (Images – Left: Wikimedia Commons | Right: Museum of Rostov 

Kremlin via Wikimedia Commons) 
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https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3AChristopher_icon.jpg


decipherblogsite.wordpress.com 

 
© 2019 D. Catherine Page | 20  

 

 

But let’s back up a little. As any outdoor camper or wilderness dweller will 

know, when e.g. wolves, jackals, coyotes or foxes approach the fringes of 

human settlements or encampment fires, their eyes naturally gleam in the 

darkness of the night. During the Upper Palaeolithic, the domesticated wolf or 

wolf-like canid became a close companion of humans, later developing into the 

role of watch-dog (thus a ‘type’ of guardian) during the night hours, and as 

navigator (thus a type of guide or conductor) and protector (thus a type of 

guardian) while out in the wilderness or during travel; their growling or barking 

alerted to the presence of danger and also announced approaching visitors or 

strangers (thus the canid, like the stork or migratory bird, as an early type of 

herald, harbinger or messenger). To give a typological example: according to 

these canine attributes, the gleaming stars that announced time, season and 

cycle, and also provided navigational guidance during travel and migration 

(compare the conductor of souls in the after-life or the psychopomp as spiritual 

guide), were represented by either a jackal, wolf or dog, and these canids were 

ultimately revered by the proto-astronomers who were also the first time-

measurers/keepers according to the astronomical circuits and cycles of the stars. 

It is by no accident that some of the brightest and most important navigational 

stars in the night sky were called ‘dog’, ‘wolf’ or ‘jackal’ stars, especially for 

the ancient astronomers living along the Nile River, in the Sahara and in the 

Native Americas, but also to varying extents in Ancient Greece, Phoenicia, 

Akkad, Chaldea, pre-Brahmanic India and in the Altai region.
64

 Again, 

the K’iche’ Maya people depicted the ‘Evening Star’ Venus as a dog guide 

called Xulab (pronounced Shulab; note that in Hebrew the dog is keleb, Arabic 

kalb, Akkadian kalbu, compare the Greek alōpós/alṓpēx for ‘fox’, Latin volpēs, 

Proto-Indo-European *wlpé-,
65

 and the Latin lupus ‘wolf’), which was also the 

Aztec Venus-dog Xolotl.
66

 All of this is relevant in highlighting the ancient, 

cross-cultural associations of the pre-solar-era wolf, jackal or dog with light, 

brightness, path-finding, way-showing, making known (thus related to 

knowledge and wisdom), and the role of herald, announcer or messenger. 

Interestingly, in Ancient Egyptian the jackal is sāb (the star is sebā); the dog in 

Sanskrit is śva; the chief judge and the dignitary in Egyptian (with the jackal 

determinative in hieroglyphics) is sāb (wisdom is sābut). Similarly—regarding 

the associations of these canids originally with light and way-showing—the 

Greek for wolf is lykos (PIE *wlkwo-, Akkadian liku), which the present writer 

would propose is mytho-philologically related to the Greek leukos ‘bright, 
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shining’ and the Latin lux ‘light’, deriving from the PIE *leuk- ‘light, bright, to 

shine, to see’. 

The cynocephalic St Christopher as Patron Guardian of Roads and Travel 

thus appears to have either originated in—at least from a typological 

standpoint—or inherited much of his characteristic attributes from, variously, 

the Ancient Egyptian canine divinities Khenta Amentiu (as ‘Foremost of the 

Westerners’ or gatekeeper to the western gate at the entrance to the 

Netherworld), Anpū (as Guardian of the dead and as Conductor of souls in the 

afterlife) and Wepwawet (as “Opener of the Ways/Roads” in the astronomy and 

eschatology). The latter is especially relevant to St Christopher as lifter and 

carrier of Jesus, and is related to the notion of ascension and salvation. 

According to Massey: 
 

In the Egyptian eschatology the jackal Ap-uat [wep-wawet] represents the 

power of salvation from the drowning deep. In crossing the gulf of Putrata 

into which the helpless dead fall headlong and the sinking stars are 

swallowed by the dragon, the manes [soul in the after-life] says, “Ap-uat 

lifteth me up”. This power is shown to be localized in the region of the 

[celestial] pole by the speaker saying (after being saved by Ap-uat), “I hide 

myself among you, O ye stars that never set”—that is, in the circumpolar 

paradise at the pole, where the jackal or the dog was the guide of ways.” 

 

In these instances of amalgamation or conflation, it seems evident that the pre-

anthropomorphic prototype or prefigurement makes the most sense in a 

contextual reading of the underlying motif or mythologem and thus forms the 

primary typological layer or the foundational mytheme. This is also to suggest 

that mythos or the mytheme may have originated as “a second-order 

semiological system,” although not as the late semiotician Roland Barthes 

understood and presented it (i.e. an arbitrary assignment of random signs and 

symbols) but instead on the basis of paramimetic perception and the self-

initiated, creative invention of the paramimetic analogue as representational 

substitute. Massey gives some further illustrations from the Ancient Egyptian 

civilization: 
 

The foundations of mythology and other forms of the ancient wisdom were 

laid in this pre-anthropomorphic mode of primitive representation. Thus, to 

summarise a few of the illustrations; the typical giant Apap was an 

enormous water-reptile. The typical genetrix and mother of life was a 

water-cow [hippopotamus] that represented the Earth. The typical twin-

brothers were two birds or two beasts. The typical twin-brother and -sister 

were a lion and a lioness. The typical virgin was a heifer, or a vulture. The 

typical messiah was a calf, a lamb or unbu the branch. The typical provider 

was a goose. The typical chief or leader is a lion. The typical artisan is a 

beetle. The typical physician is an ibis … The typical judge is a jackal or a 

cynocephalus [‘dog-headed’ baboon, and possibly the Hamadryas baboon 

of the Ethiopian Highlands], whose wig and collar are amusingly 

suggestive of the English law-courts. Each and all of these and hundreds 

more preceded personification in the human image. The mighty Infant who 
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slew the dragon or strangled serpents while in his cradle [compare infant 

Hercules] was a later substitute for such a zootype as the little ichneumon 

[mongoose], a figure of Horus. The ichneumon was seen to attack the 

cobra di capella [a species of cobra] and make the mortal enemy hide its 

head and shield its most vital parts within the protecting coils of its own 

body. For this reason the lively, daring little animal was adopted as a 

zootype of Horus the young solar god, who in his attack upon the Apap-

serpent made the huge and deadly reptile hide its head in its own 

enveloping darkness. But, when the figure is made anthropomorphic and 

the tiny conqueror is introduced as the little hero in human form, the 

beginning of the mythos and its meaning are obscured. The ichneumon, the 

hawk, the ibis [and the secretary bird (Sagittarius serpentarius)] might 

attack the cobra, but it was well enough known that a child would not; 

consequently the original hero was not a child, although spoken of as a 

child in the literalised marvels, miracles, and fables of the Infancy.
67

 

 

This has various implications for how we approach and interpret mythical 

narratives, especially certain types of religious myths or allegories. Let us take 

for example ‘The Miracle of the Clay Birds’ as recorded in The Infancy Gospel 

of Thomas (II.1–3)—with similar renditions in the Qurʾān (3:49, 5:110) and the 

rabbinical Toledoth Yeshu—where twelve clay sparrows were brought to life by 

Jesus. From a typological perspective, what we have is the zoömorphic 

analogue (the bird as a winged animal and therefore unbounded by the earth) 

representing air and breath. This is later adopted as a symbol of the soul/spirit, 

which, in some systems of belief, is thought to be constrained by, or arrested in, 

physical existence (symbolized by clay, or a toad, or the Occident). Similarly, 

when Jesus is anointed as Christ during his baptism, then the subtle or 

intangible Holy Spirit (Latin spiritus ‘breeze, breath’; compare the Greek 

pneuma ‘wind, breath, breath of life’, and Arabic rih ‘wind’, rūh ‘vital-breath, 

spirit’) is represented in zoömorphic form as the dove: firstly as a winged bird 

of the air element, and secondly in that it symbolises Peace as one of the central 

divine attributes—hence the central religious salutation: “Peace be with/upon 

you”
68

. The breathing of life into the clay forms should be seen as a typological 

development of Genesis 2:7 (compare Qurʾān 15:26): “And the Lord God 

formed man of the dust of the ground [a.k.a. earthen clay], and breathed into his 

nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul.” This is also to suggest 

that the ‘miracle’ of the clay birds arguably originated as the Mystery of the 

‘clay birds’. The typologies (including the numerical associations) underlying 

The Miracle of the Clay Birds, especially as presented in The Infancy Gospel of 

Thomas, are further discussed in an article by the present writer, ‘The Mystery 

of the Bleeding Woman and the Healing Garment of Jesus’.
69
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Here is another, more detailed example: Jesus Christ as “scarabaeus” is 

obviously associated with the scarab beetle, and there is a high probability that 

this association is a Christian adoption-adaptation of the Egyptian deity Kheprı͗ 

 who was ideographically represented by the scarab beetle  kheperer in its 

sign ‘type’ (thus similitype) as ‘manifestor’ (to be discussed in due course). 

More specifically, Jesus Christ as scarabaeus appears to be a typological 

adaptation of the Ancient Egyptian myth in which the “Father of the Gods” 

Atem is said to “come into being” (  kheper) in “the name of Khepri”.
70

 

Epiphanius said of Christ: “He is the scarabaeus of God.” St Ambrose spoke of 

Jesus as “the good scarabaeus, who rolled up before him the hitherto unshapen 

mud of our bodies.” St Augustine likewise writes: “My own good beetle, not so 

much because he is only-begotten (God), not because he, the author of himself 

[compare kheper djes-ef  ‘who came into being of himself’], has taken on 

the form of mortals, but because he has rolled himself in our filth and chooses to 

be born from this filth itself.” 

Whatever the claims to the Incarnation may be, it should be noted, firstly, 

that the Kemetic self-authoring deity as Atem (titled “Father of the Gods” and 

“Father of the King”) at Heliopolis, finds a typological complement in the 

earlier craftsman, smith and creator-sculptor Peteḥ—the ‘Opener’ and ‘Shaper’ 

by name
71

—regarded as the first divine patriarch in Egypt and accordingly titled 

“Father of Fathers” and “Father of Beginnings”. Secondly—though 

chronologically primary from a typological standpoint—in Egypt the sun that 

was perceived to traverse the sky by day, to set in the west at dusk and reappear 

anew upon the eastern horizon at sunrise (“coming forth by day”), was likened 

to a scarab beetle (kheperer ) rolling its dung-ball across the sands (which it 

would bury for food purposes). It was also likened to the scarab beetle which 

would dig a chamber in the sand to bury a breeding ball (each filled with an 

egg), and in time a young beetle would hatch and suddenly appear (kheper ) 

out of the ground as if spontaneously self-manifesting (hence also the solar 

deity as kheper djes-ef  ‘coming into being of himself’). In the daily cycle 

of the sun according to the Ra myth, the sun’s appearance (kheperū ) 

upon the eastern horizon at sunrise was deified as Kheperer  (later Kheprı͗ 

) and was represented by the scarab beetle (kheperer ) as a type of 

former (kheper ) of dung-balls, transformer (kheper ) of the breeding ball 

into a young beetle, and that which appears or manifests (kheper ) as the 

young beetle arising or “coming forth” from out of the ground of the earth.  

It is according to this typology that Kheprı͗ as scarab beetle is 

‘manifestor’ in the later onto-cosmology. And while the word kheperū does also 
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mean ‘manifestation’ (as pertains to physical forms or a mode of being) and can 

be philologically compared to the Incarnation by way of Kheprı͗ as the 

manifestor of Atem; the scarab beetle however was originally assigned for its 

representational value and along the lines of similarities perceived on the same 

level of sensorial existence—a “substitution of similars” that is “representation 

on the grounds of likeness”—and not in order to impart its own intrinsic form as 

hierophanic eikōn (mirror-like resemblance) of the essential divinity of Ra or 

Atem. The actual sun itself can be said to be the symbol of Ra; and the early 

dynastic King or later the Pharaoh was considered to be the living ‘image’ or 

homoiosis of the divinity Horus, Atem, Ra or Amun. Massey explains: 
 

The human Ra was an image of the divine Ra, a likeness of the superhuman 

[i.e. supra-human] power. In various texts the pharaoh is called the ka of 

the god, the image and likeness, and to that the worship was indubitably 

directed. It was as the living representative of divinity that the Ra or 

Pharaoh was adored by the Egyptians. In this character the king himself is 

portrayed in the act of worshipping his own ka, or divine eidolon—the god 

imaged within and by himself. In both cases the worship was no mere 

flattery of the mortal man; it was meant for the ever-living immortal. The 

pharaoh was the representative of Ra on earth … The Kamite [Kemetic] ka 

is portrayed in the Egyptian drawings as a spiritual likeness of the body, to 

identify it with the soul of which it is the so-called double … It was the ka 

of the pharaoh that was worshipped as the image of Ra. So when the manes 

[soul of the deceased] propitiates the ka-image of himself it is not an 

offering to his mortal self, but to that higher spiritual self which was now 

held to be an emanation of the divine nature, and which had the power of 

reappearing and demonstrating continuity after death.
72

 

 

Algis Uždavinys, alluding to the human nous (  ākh) as the Image of God—

the divine Intellect inherent within human consciousness—notes:  
 

[T]he numerous conceptions of likeness (homoiosis) to God were 

elaborated in the Platonic philosophical tradition and Scripture-based 

Christian theology; namely, that man (though shaped from the earth and 

therefore a mortal, passible, shortlived being) is honoured with God’s own 

image which (sometimes equated with the microcosmic nous) reflects the 

immortal, pure, and everlasting divine nature … [T]hough ultimately of 

Egyptian origin, “this very concept of the Imago Dei which formed a 

synthesis between the Platonic-Aristotelian-Stoic view and the Christian 

view of man, … dominated the whole of the Patristic period and the 

Christian Middle Ages” (E. Brunner).
73

 

 

It can thus be argued that the Ancient Egyptians originally assigned the scarab 

beetle solely for its representational value as similitype (paramimetic 

analogue)—as did the Christian saints in later adopting it—and not in order for 

the beetle itself to be contemplated or worshipped as an anagogic symbol or 
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hierophanic icon of the essential divinity. It should be noted, however, that the 

term ‘good’ scarabaeus—to which the Platonic agathos (good) or to Agathon 

(the Good) can be compared—is key in the renditions and interpretations of the 

saints, and is of importance in emphasising the metaphysics associated with the 

Christian ontology and cosmology. As such, Christ as “good scarabaeus” is 

therefore not alluding to the actual physical sun, regardless of obvious 

typological derivation and association. 

Another example of a type-based paramimetic analogue (thus 

‘similitype’) can be seen in a totemic context. Through repeated observation, 

early humans would have noticed, for example, that the juvenile tadpole in 

water would in due course develop or transform into a mature frog that could go 

beyond the water element and inhabit land. Even before the development of 

discursive thought and lexical-based language, the palaeolithic human mind 

effectively perceived and understood this change as a process of what we would 

later come to name ‘metamorphosis’ or ‘transformation’: changing, developing 

or transitioning from one form or state to another in a process of ‘becoming’. 

The amphibian that was seen to have changed, transformed or transitioned from 

tadpole form (in water) into frog form (on land) was later assigned as a zoötype 

representative (i.e. zoömorphic similitype) of the power, period and/or process 

of transition, transformation, change or becoming. 

Extrapolating from a nineteenth century account of a native, adolescent 

girl in southern Africa it can be ascertained that when the prepubescent girls 

transitioned into pubescence with the arrival of their menarche, they were 

assigned the frog totem; thereafter, during each monthly period of menstrual 

flow, the menstruating women were totemically associated with the zoötype and 

were said to have ‘turned into’ or were ‘visited by’ a frog during this period.
74

 

Subsequently, as in some traditional cultures, these women went into seclusion 

according to the primitive taboo at the time.
75
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Of course they obviously weren’t perceived to have actually become 

frogs, but what was meant in the totemic expression was that the women, during 

the period of their menstrual flow—the totem of which was founded on the 

passage of transition and the process of transformation from prepubescence into 

pubescence—were assigned the frog that simply represented or signified 

‘becoming’, ‘change’ or ‘transformation’. In other tribes, the same arrival of 

pubescence or period in the monthly menstrual cycle might have been 

represented by e.g. a snake (because it periodically sheds its skin—a type and 

sign not only of renewal, but also periodicity, transition and cyclical time). 

Regarding this particular characteristic, Massey notes: 
 

The serpent in the pangs of sloughing is a phenomenon once witnessed 

never to be forgotten. There is a startling fascination in the sight of that 

image of self-emanation proceeding from itself, the young, repristinated, 

larger life issuing of itself from the mask of its old dead self like a spiritual 

body coming forth from the natural body, the unparalleled type of self-

emanation, of transformation, of a resurrection to new life, of “Time, or 

Renewal coming of Itself”.
76

 

 

In addition to the associated transitional/transformation passage or period of 

puberty at the time of the menarche, it is easy to see how the snake became a 

representative type of e.g. the flow of liquid, of transformation or cyclical 

renewal, and thus the menses and menstrual period in general (in typological 

parallel with the dark phase of the moon). 

According to one Zulu totemic association, the elder women in the time 

of their menopause or death were linked to the tale of the ‘disappearing’ lizard. 

Massey explains: 
 

When it is held, as in Australia, that the lizard first divided the sexes and 

that it was also the author of marriage, we have to ascertain what the lizard 

signified in sign-language, and when we find that, like the serpent or the 

frog, it denoted [in this instance] the female period, we see how it 

distinguished or divided the sexes and in what sense it authorised or was 

the author of totemic marriage, because of its being a sign or symbol of 

feminine pubescence [primarily founded on the menstrual period]. It is said 

by the amaZulu [in South Africa], that when old women pass away they 

take the form of a kind of lizard. This can only be interpreted by knowing 

the ideographic value in the primitive system of sign-language in which the 

                                                                                                                                                                        
back as before the sun was recognised as giver and renewer of light in the moon). The moon perceived 

as occulted within the earth was therefore ‘out of sight’. Since this dark period of the lunar cycle is an 

analogue of the period of menstrual discharge during a woman’s cycle (the menstrual cycle being a type 

of ‘terrestrial moon’), the ‘out of sight’ moon is thus mytho-typologically linked to the menstruating 

woman similarly ‘secluded’ during her period of about 3 to 7 days, with an average and median 

traditionally set at 5 days. It is also only in this way and according to this typology, now feeding back 

into the lunar mythos, that e.g. the Egyptian lunar Osiris is said to have entered the moon only on the 

sixth day of the month—in typological accordance with the terrestrial ‘moon’ cycle of menstruation: the 

hidden-thus-secluded and “no” (i.e. sexually prohibited) period, and the visible-thus-sociable and “yes” 

(i.e. sexually permissible) period. 
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lizard was a zootype. The lizard appeared at puberty, but it disappeared at 

the turn of life, and with the old women went the disappearing lizard.
77

 […] 

The native women of Mashonaland [a province in Zimbabwe] also 

tattoo themselves with the lizard-pattern that is found on their divining 

tablets when they come of age… Thus the lizard in one instance, the 

serpent in another, the frog in a third, is the type of beast or reptile into 

which the young woman is said to transform at the particular period. Hence 

the lizard, frog, and serpent remain as fetishes with the aborigines … At the 

coming of age the girl changed into a lizard, a frog, or a serpent as a mode 

of indicating her status as a woman, whether in nature or in Totemism. 

Thus three different types, the lizard, frog, and serpent, are identified as 

figures of the fact in nature, with the “beast” or reptile into which the 

young girl made her transformation in the mysteries of motherhood which 

formed the mould of other later mysteries in Totemism and mythology; the 

types of which were worn by the Goddesses as well as by the Egyptian 

women.
78

 

 

It is also upon semiosic and typological foundations that we can begin to 

decipher, at least in part, the later folk story of the princess who kissed the frog 

which then transformed into a handsome prince—arguably the latest rendition 

in a progressive anthropomorphic adaptation of the lunar mythos in which the 

moon in its observable state of change was at some stage represented by the 

frog as a type of transformer (from one phase or form to another).
79

 It is likely 

along the same line of anthropomorphic adaptation and mytho-typological 

development that the frog, cat or hare “in the moon” later becomes the “man in 

the moon”. 

According to Gerald Massey: 
 

Max Muller asked how it was that our ancestors ... came to tell the story 

of a king who was married to a frog? His explanation is that it arose, as 

usual, from a misapplication of names. The frog was a name given to the 

sun, and the name of the frog, Bekha, or Bekhi, was afterwards confused 

with or mistaken for the name of a maiden whom the king might have 

married … Let us make another test-case of Bekhi the frog. The 

Sanskritist does not start fair. He has not learned the [sign] language of 

animals. The mythical representation had travelled a long way before any 

human king could have got mixed up with a frog for his wife … The frog 

was a lunar type on account of its metamorphosis from the tadpole-

condition in the water to the four-legged life on land, which type was 

afterwards applied to the moon in its coming forth from the waters of the 

Nun [a Kemetic term originally for the waters of the deep] … The lunar 
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lady, who was represented as a frog, is designated Mistress Heka or Hekat 

[Ḥeḳet], who was a consort of the solar god Khnum-Ra. An inscription in 

the British Museum tells us that under one of his titles Khnum was called 

‘the King of Frogs’ … This, then, is the very king by name who was 

wedded to a frog, but not as a human being … Khnum-Ra is the nocturnal 

sun, and Hekat, his consort, is [in this instance] a representative of the 

moon that transforms in the lower hemisphere, as the tadpole transforms 

and emerges from the waters in the form of a frog. Khnum, god of the 

nocturnal sun, is king of frogs in Amenta, the hidden underworld, and it is 

there that Hekat is his consort as the froggess. In the upper heaven she is 

the lovely goddess with the arrow of light that was shot from the lunar 

bow with which her name of Sati (Coptic, Sate) is hieroglyphically 

written. And every time she re-enters the water of the nether world she 

transforms into a frog according to the mythical mode of representing the 

moon in Amenta [the Netherworld, Underworld or Hidden Land, entered 

in the West]. Thus we can identify the ‘sun-frog’ of the Aryan märchen 

[folk tales] in the frog-headed solar god (Ptah) [or Amun-Ra?] or in 

Khnum, ‘the king of frogs,’ both of whom were solar deities.
80

 

 

In the later soli-lunar mythos—upon which the folk tale of The Frog Prince 

appears to be typologically based—we find that as the sun and solar light gain 

more prominence in mythos, only the waning or dark moon is represented by 

the frog (compare the lunar ‘hag’, and Hecate as the frog goddess Baubo, with 

reference to the Kemetic Ḥeq.t ). A similar reorientation or solar-era 

polemic seemingly also occurred in relation to the stellar ‘wolf of light’ or the 

dog-stars. Likewise, the frog as zoötype of transformation was reduced in 

hermetic symbolism to the toad that represents either the prima materia that 

needs to be transformed, or simply materialization, the weight of matter, or the 

flesh/blood and body. In this symbolic expression, the toad was set in 

contradistinction to the flying eagle as zoötype of the exalted soul or spiritual 

principle—the noetic attainment or remembrance of which actually signalled the 

ontological transformation. In soli-lunar form, the moon as ‘female’ (i.e. the 

‘womb’ that ‘conceived’ and reproduced the sun’s light) was transformed from 

a ‘frog’ (now signifying the waning or dark moon phase) into the beautiful 

‘princess’ (new moon) by the ‘kiss’ of the ‘prince’ (the entry of the sun’s light 

into the orb of the moon). 

In the folk tale as we currently understand the story of The Frog Prince, 

the gender and roles are reversed, likely because of some mystical influence 

whereby, in the erotic anthropomorphic development of the myth, the soul of 

the male was conventionally required to be ‘kissed’ and transformed by the 

feminine spirit-wisdom (compare the Greek sophia). Alternatively it might 

actually turn out to be a solar reorientation of the lunar mythos—typologically 

based on the frog as a type of transformer—where the ‘old’ sun at dusk or the 

evening sun in the netherworld transforms into the ‘young’ solar prince at 

dawn? If this were to be the case, the present writer would then suggest that the 
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mythical transformation was possibly effected by way of the ‘kiss’ of dawn or 

the Morning Star Venus positioned at the ‘(well)-waters of dawn’? One could 

go even further, noting that the presence of the anthropotype—the mention of a 

princess, a prince and a kiss—suggests that the mythologem had by this stage 

already been influenced by the mystical level of representation and 

interpretation. Mythology in general is replete with such examples: by way of 

reverse-typology and retrofitting, the mystical anthropotype feeds back into the 

foundational mythologem from which it earlier developed and thus already has 

typological kinship. 

The folk tales of ‘The Frog Princess’ and ‘Sleeping Beauty’ seemingly 

retain the original gender assignment. Massey remarks: 
 

When it was known that the renewing moon derived her glory from the 

procreative sun, their meeting in the underworld became a fertile source 

of legends that were mothered by the myth. The moon-goddess is the 

lovely lady sleeping in Amenta waiting for her deliverer, the young solar 

god, to come and wake her with the lover’s kiss. [In Ancient Egypt, s]he 

was Hathor, called the princess in her lunar character; and he was the all-

conquering Horus. It was a legend of the resurrection which at first was 

soli-lunar in the mythos; afterwards a symbolic representation of the soul 

that was awakened from the sleep of death by Horus in his role of saviour 

or deliverer of the manes [soul/s in the after-life] in Amenta.
81

 

 

In the case of The Frog Prince we must consider the possibility that it alludes (at 

least in zoomorphic, typological origin) to the transformation or reproduction of 

light upon the orb of the moon. This in turn should be understood within the 

very practical context of the moon as a key astronomical time-keeper or teller of 

period/season—likely of importance in Epipaleolithic and Neolithic cultures and 

throughout most of recorded history prior to the Industrial Revolution. That is 

what was originally being observed; not the actual frog, cat or hare—not the 

signifier (representamen / sign vehicle), but the signified (referent). 

In the case of the cat—possibly following the earlier e.g. sand cat, 

caracal, serval, lynx, or similar type species—it is an adept seer in the dark of 

night. Once domesticated it is also a protector of the domestic environs from the 

threat of unseen creatures that bite or strike deadly in the dark. The eyes of the 

cat roaming the borders of the human encampment also reflect light and appear 

to shine in the dark of night. So the moon as a waxing-and-waning or opening-

and-closing ‘eye’ of light in the night sky—providing protective light with 

which the early humans could see at night—was, at some stage and in some 

places during the ascendancy of the soli-lunar mythos, represented in zoötype 

form as feline (and not merely because of the pareidolia phenomenon whereby 

the moon’s surface has crater shadows that resemble e.g. a feline face). As far as 

the natural world gives testimony, we see according to the clarity of the eye 

(which perceives light) and also by the light of the sun (by day) and moon (by 
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night), and that is what e.g. the soli-lunar ‘cat’ as sign vehicle or signifier 

represented: 
 

 

Figure 2: The solar Ra (or perhaps originally a lunar consort – note the hare- or donkey-like 

ears) depicted as a cat, slaying ʿApep the serpent of darkness — Tomb of Inherkha, at Deir 

el-Medina (Source: Wikimedia Commons) 

 

This is also how, for example, the singular moon came to be represented 

variously by (but not limited to) a frog, cat, hare, ibis, baboon, donkey, etc; 

though it should be noted that these other zoötypes do not necessarily represent 

the process of transition, change or transformation and may have other semiosic 

designations relating to some aspect of the moon, the lunar orb as a ‘carrier’ of 

light, its ‘saving’ light at night, lunar/soli-lunar time keeping, lunar eclipses, or 

the full moon announcement of the festival of the vernal equinox (hence the 

related lunar hare or rabbit). 

 

Conclusion 
 

In the mundane, representational form of mythos and totemism, the present 

writer has argued that these semiosic figures in their capacity as sign vehicles 

are not originating in the supra-sensory realm of the archetypal Forms (mundus 

archetypus, ʿalami mithāl) and therefore do not belong in the domain and 

category of hierophany, divine revelation or shamanic cosmology. In this 

mundane, representational context they are neither anagogic or dream symbols 

nor actualised expressions of Jungian archetypes from the Collective 

Unconscious. On the contrary, this Palaeolithic mode of representation was 

https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/a/a8/Apep_2.jpg
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invented and self-initiated, and the zootypes, phytotypes and geotypes have been 

consciously assigned in accordance with this prehistoric mode of figure- or 

type-based semiosis (i.e. substitution and representation on the grounds of 

perceived similarity or habitual association, originally occurring or 

corresponding on the same level of sensorial existence) as an archaic, pre-

linguistic means of expression, communication, or identification (totemic 

representation). 

The noetic contemplative and the traditional metaphysicist would 

understandably argue that the hierophanic e.g. Hippopotamus, Crocodile, Eagle, 

Lion, Snake, Reed, Mountain, Rock, Tree, etc, pre-exist in intelligible forms as 

archetypes and are therefore ontologically primary. The present writer is neither 

refuting nor adverse to the reality of Image Exemplars, shamanic power-

animals, dream symbols, and the onto-cosmological order, but is arguing that—

from an evolutionary and anthropological perspective—there also developed an 

archaic, non-verbal or non-lexical mode of intentional, self-initiated expression, 

identification, representation and communication in which the e.g. 

hippopotamus, crocodile, eagle, lion, snake, frog, beetle, reed, rock, tree, 

branch/shoot, etc, were secondarily assigned as representational signifiers of 

some other object, aspect, phenomenon, element, entity, state, condition, 

process, event or quality on the same level of sensorial existence (at least 

initially as a means and mode of representation). In other words, the e.g. 

hippopotamus qua hippopotamus (as hierophany or in divinis) originates in 

supra-physical archetype (which is ontologically primary), but the paleo-

African appropriation of the large, ruddy hippopotamus in order to represent or 

signify the solid earth (or the elevated, dry land) derives from paramimetic 

analogy where the sign vehicle or signifier (hippopotamus) and the referent or 

signified object (e.g. earth, solid ground, dry land, island, embankment) are 

perceived on the same level of sensorial existence. Herein lies the present 

writer’s distinction and contention between the (intrinsic) metaphysical 

archetype and the (assigned) paramimetic analogue or representational 

associate. 


