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Cherubim
An Nquiry Into An Enıgma

Gilboa

Introduction

er ManYy of Bıblical research, there 1S SEL CONSCNSUS about the meanıng and nature of

cherubım; hence the subtitle Nnquiry into en1gma, Thıs discusses [WO prevaılıng notions about

cherubım and presents alternatives to their enıgmatic identity.
The COINHON noti0ns, hat lasted for Man y centurIies, perceived angels’ and 'cherubım)’ winged human

fıgures; they WEeEeIC epıcte: such in almost all artistic representations of 1Dlıca|l and Chrıstıan themes.

Only ın the last CenLurYy, OUu! thanks {[0 archaeological discoveries In Mesopotamıa, ave scholars egun
{[0 reinterpret cherubım. NC  S CONCEPL, NO wıdely accepted, elates them the ımages of winged ‚omplex-
creatures OUnN! ın Mesopotamıan alaces. Such artıstic images of unnatural OI supernatural creatures

ave. ManYy varıatıons In the cultures of the ancıent WOT'! They WEIC sually eclectic ComposıIitions of human

and anımal parts: anımals’ eaı human bodies in ancıent Egypt, the several parts of the griffon and the

chimaera in Greece, and in Mesopotamla winged human bodies wıth anımal ecads, and winge‘ anımals

wıth human eads, as Can be SCCM Ashurnasırphal H's palace walls, NO In The British Museum.

How relevant aTrTCcC such artistic images {[0 the 'cherubim)’ of the ancıent Hebr\aic culture, that from the

formatıon of the natıon In Moses’ days untıl the destruction of the 1rs! Temple? Do such Miıddle Eastern

images enable us to deduce the nature and form of the cherubım in Gen 3,24, of those the ark (Ex
25,18) and of the Oornaments of King Solomon’s Temple .ZS 6)?

Cassuto’s ANSWCI, ıke hat of Man Yy other commen(tators, including UscCcum publications‘, 1S decisıve

cherubım AI an eclectic image, COMMON to the Bıble and the neighbouring cultures: "E7zekiel’s description
IS well NOWN. The ne1ghbouring peoples also envisaged the cherubım creatures of composite form,
mostly aASs winged lıons (of oxen) wıth human head", and they had [WO functions: '  guardıng  m and performing

embodiment of the strong winds, 1C. drive the clouds of the SKY, the charıot of the Holy One

lessed be He"
Cassuto’s perception 15 debatable three points. In equating the symbolıc artıstic images of Israel and

Mesopotamlıa, vıa the first function of "guarding" (because the Mesopotamıan fıgures ATrC posted, dAS guards,
in the palaces’s entrance), he (1 ignore his OW! emphasıs, often repeated, ON the unıqueness of the

Bıblical "product" compared o parallels in other cultures. He claıms that iın spiıte of similarıties between the

stOT1ES and lıterary images of the and the lıterature of other peoples, the uniqueness of the Bıblıcal

Cassutu, Commentary ON the ‚00k of (jenesis (trans. Abrahams, Jerusalem, L Ihe British Museum Publication:
Barnett, "Cherubim and N6 Temple of Solomon”", Illustrations f ()Id Testament Hıstory (London, 19066), 46-47.
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u22NCcs 1S heır adaptatıon {0O the "national spirit of Israel and its relıg10us convictions This implıed,
other things, avoıdance of elatıng o the unnatural and supernatural; Tora2  ones is their adaptation to the "national spirit of Israel and its religious convictions  . This implied, among  other things, avoidance of relating to the unnatural and supernatural; "The Tora ... was careful not to  3  introduce ingredients that were not completely in accord with its doctrines  . This unique value-perception  caused the elimination of theogenic elements in the creation stories of Genesis and the illumination of  rational elements‘. We may conclude, therefore, that plastic-artistic images of unnatural and supernatural  creatures, and conceptual relations to them, do not correspond to the kind of Biblical convictions emphasi-  zed by Cassuto. Execution of such plastic images on the Temple’s walls, and in particular "guarding” the  content of the Ark seems inconceivable. For the same reason - avoidance of the unnatural - we have to  reject the notion that cherubim were ’winged human forms’, as the representation of angels coammon to  many generations of European artists. Similarly in literary interpretations that regard all creatures around  God (including cherubim and seraphim) as angels with different functions®.  The second point is Cassuto’s total and literal reliance on the descriptions of Ezekiel. One has to bear in  mind that Ezekiel’s visions may be just that: visions. As can be deduced from archaeological findings, the  forms in the visions were influenced by later Babylonian and Assyrian plastic representations of the  Mesopotamian cultures in which he lived (e.g., the four-winged creatures in palace carvings, now in The  British Museum). These do not necessarily reflect the much earlier visual representations of King Solomon’s  Temple. Thus, his description of the Temple’s ornaments (Ez 41,18) has no parallel in 1Kgs (artistic and  semantic elaboration, further on). Ezekiel’s description of the Temple’s frieze, of two winged creatures and  a central element, implies a repeating heraldic motif and, as such, is a stylistic ornament of his perioé (e.g.:  the reconstructed friezes of Saragon Il’s palace in Khorasbad)®.  The third point concerns the second function that Cassuto relates to the cherubim, "embodiments of  strong winds". For artists, this means to give a plastic form to, or to create an attribute that symbolizes, a  strong wind. The subject of winds/weather in the neighbouring cultures was related to Had/Haddad, "The  god of Storm, the greatest god in the Canaanite pantheon"”, In this capacity, as the god of the winds and  the weather, he is presented in many carvings as a natural human being,° standing astride the back of a  natural 0x, like the example in fig. 1.  Artistic representations common in the region, and recurring throughout the eras, are carved Stellas  similar to the one of the 8th century B. C. presented in fig. 1: in all of them a figure stands on the back of  an animal, and the species of the animal and other attributes point to the identity of the god. The rock  zlbid._, 9.  3ibid., 11.  4R Gilboa, Creator-Created Relationships: Mythic Motifs in Genesis, Read as a Literary Text (an unpublished thesis presented to  The University of Manchester), 1993.  LK Handy, "Dissenting Deities or Obedient Angels: Divine Hierarchies in Ugarit and the Bible" (Biblical Research, XXXV, 1990),  18-35.  68.g.: S. Lloyd, The Art of the Ancient Near East (London, 1961), 199.  70 Cassuto, The Goddess Anath (Jerusalem, 1958), 46-47. (Hebrew sources are in Italics.)  60WAas areful nof [0

introduce ingredients that WEIC NOL completely in accord wıth its doctrines Thıis unique value-perception
caused the elımınatıon of theogenic elements in the creation sfOrIESs of Genesis and the illuminatıon of

ratıonal elements*. We mMmaYy conclude, therefore, hat plastic-artistic images of unnatural and supernatural
creatures, and conceptual relations them, do not correspond {0O the kınd of Biıblical convictions emphası-
zed Dy Cassuto. Execution of such plastic images the Temple’s walls, and ın partıcular "guarding" the
cContent of the Ark inconceıLvable. For the Same [Cason avoıdance of the unnatural ‚ave o

reject the notion hat herubim WEIC winge‘ uman forms’, the representation of angels COMMON

mMan Yy generations of European artısts. Sımilarly in lıterary interpretations hat regard all creatures around
God (includıng cherubım and seraphım) dA5 angels wıth different functions  S  >

The second pomnt IS Cassuto’s total and ıteral rellance the descriptions of Ezekiel (Ine has ear in

mind that zekıel’s VISIONS may hbe Just that: VISIONS. As Can be educed from archaeological findings, the

forms ın the VISIONS WEITIC influenced Dy later Babylonian and Assyrıan plastic representations af the
Mesopotamıan cultures ın 1C| he lıyved ( the four-winged creatures ın palace Carvings, NO  € in The
British useum). ese do NOL necessarıly reflect the much earlier visual representations of King Solomon’s

Temple. Thus, hıs description of the Temple’s Ornaments (Ez has paralle' in 1Kgs (artistic and
semantıc elaboration, urther on) Ezekiel’s description of the Temple’s frieze, of [WO winge creatures and

central element, mplies repeating eraldıc motif and, as such, 15 A stylistic ornament of hıs period (e.g
the reconstructed friezes of Daragon II’s palace in Khorasbad)®.

The 1r point the second function hat Cassuto relates o the cherubim, "embodiments of

strong winds'  „ For artists, hıs {0 g1ve plastic form LO, ÖOr {O create attrıbute hat symbolızes,
strong wıind. The subject of winds/weather in the neighbouring cultures Was elated {0 Had/Haddad,
god of orm, the greates! god In the Canaanıte pantheon"”.  / In thıs capacıty, as the god of the wıinds and
the. weather, he 1S presented in ManYy Carvings as natural human being‚° standing astrıde the back af
natural lıke the example in fıg

Artistic representations COMIMNON in the region, and recurring throughout the Cras, arc carved Stellas
sımilar {0 the (ONC of the Sth century presented ın fig. in all of hem figure stands ON the back of

anımal, and the specles of the anımal and other attributes poin! to the ıdentity of the god. The rock

Ibid,
*bid.,

Gilboa, TeatOr-'  reated Relationships: Mythic Motifs in Genesis. ecad Literary ext (an unpublished thesis presented
Ihe University f Manchester), 1993,.

d Handy, "Dissenting Deities OT Obedient ngels: Dıvine Hierarchies ın garı! and the Bible" (Biblical ‚esearch, XXV, 990),
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carving from Maltaya rag: 704-681 C epıtomizes thıs CONCEDL bDy presenting procession of gods
standıng animals®. The anımal 1S attrıbute that INnay point function of the god; thus, the of the

god/weather god relates {0 the element of ertili! wıth regard {8 agriculture (a subject beyond the

of hıs discussı10n). However, the anımal N noL attrıbute OL the wınds (JI weather, thoug! the
relevant god May stand ıt. Cassuto presents an ancıent stela (Ras Shamra, 900-17/750 in 1C. the
Sanl god stands waler another moOo(1| crucial agrıculture and the A, d! symbol of agrıcultural
fertiulıty, IS symbolıcally represented by [WO horns attache:« {[0 the gol hat'

The storm 1S sometimes represented Dy whıip, but the recurring curved Iınes hat the god in his
hand symbolıze ıghtning the epıtome of the storm (see fıg. and others). Thıs artistic representatıiıon of

lıghtning 1S unıversal symbol hat appeareı before, eing the attrıbute of the ancıent Babylonıan god
Marduch (and hıs SUCCCSSOT in Assyrıa, the god sur), and much later of the re|  Ooman god Jupiter.
I know of plastıc ımage in the reglon, in 1C| the function and attrıbute of weather elements Arc

symbolızed by ONC of those eclectic creatures discussed earlher and advocated by C assuto. Therefore, ıf

agTCcC wıth hım hat 'cherubim)’ aArc embodiıments of "strong wınds", hen eır lastıc representation CannO!|

be hıs suggeste: "anımal", and the word 'cherubim)’ requires interpreting NCW.

The following attempt {oO research the artıstic representation of cherubim as the attrıbute of the Israelıte

God, whıile, far possible, excludıng all unnatural elements and adhering {0 the natural world, 18 carrıed
Out ın three stages:

The semantıc Nquiry ookıng into all the possibilıties hat emanate Irom the Biblical text alone,
plastic representation has remained hat Can be attrıbuted wıth certaınty the word )  cherub

The fauna Inquiry finding possible specles corresponding the Bıblical images;
C) The artıstıc Inquiry suggesting artıstic possibilities, wıth comparıson o the contemporary artıstic
notions of the region, but wıthın the logiıcal-natural lımıte of what Cassuto Cal "relig10us CONSCIOUSNESS".

A, Semantıc Inquıry,

The 1D11CA| text .06Ss noft explain hat the cherubım arc, and the UsSCcC of the partıcle "the" iımplıes that the
reader understands the term (Gen 3,24) .  and he placed at the east of the garden of Eden the cherubim...".
larıfıcatıon of the ımage, therefore, requires the accumulatıon of ata from dıfferent VEISCS. Ihe richest

Ezekiel but, as previously mentioned, careful attention 1S required: ıts descriptions not

descriptions Der SE, but aCCOoun(fis of "divine visions" (1,1) iın which natural and fantasy elements arc intertwı-
ned. zekıel  $ images, thus, do not necessarıly correspond to other Bıblıcal hat ack the dream-
lement.

The suggeste startıng point IS the vision in Jerusalem (Ez 9 g10rYy ascends from the cherub (9,4)
and the sound of the wings of cherubim IS ear (9,5). erubım in the VIS1ION, thus, arc winge creatures,

comprehensive tem: T'O|  ICS of gods standıng n anımals, Carve:l rock In Maltaya (Iraq). SCce: Pritchard, Ihe Ancıent
ear 5  st Pıctures (Related the &J (Princeton, 1954), 1g 537.

‚ASSULO, (soddess nal) fig. 61



and the Samıc perception IS stated ın the realıstic description of the Ark (Ex 25,20)
Ezekiel’s VisıOonarYy cherubim ave n form of man’s hand beneath theır wings" and each cherub

has four faces: cherub’s, man’s, hon'  N and agle’s face (10,14) In spite of Ezekiel’s statements

yhat "thıs 1s the lıving creature hat Sa  £ by the rıver Kebar", and urther he stre: hat "che

lıkeness of theır faces Was the Samec AS the faces 1C| ‚ave SCCH by the river Kebar" (10,22), the Bıblıcal
(ExXT 06Ss nOot wıth hım Because in the first Vision the rver ar (1,10) he Sa’  € face of

man...of hon...of an 0x...of eagle. A whereas in the second Vision where OUr discussiıon tarted the

face of cheru! instead of ,  an OX  e (or a bull) Does Ezekiel equalte bull and herub? robably noL,
because the expression cherub wıth face of OX indicates that the [WO aAIic dıfferent elements.

Verse 10,14 USs that creature by the Nan cherub has, other faces, the face of cherub. We

INnay deduce, therefore, hat creafiure by the Namec cherub which has d cherub’s face implıes autonomous

lıving creature; ıt Wäas efined n winge:' creature” the conclusıon has be that

Wınged creatur The addıtional faces of thıs creature may point the eclectic elements of the visıon which,
in the end, presen(ts unnatural ıng 1C| 1S regarde: in the text "the ıving creature‘ (10,15)

glance at words sımılar O the Hebrew form "cherul u) in languages of the ancıent world, provides hlıttle

insıght and partıal help because "he WaYys in 1C| hıs form IS presented Al dıfferent and ave changed
much in dıfferent per10ds, that it 1S NO possible o derive the cherubım of Gen 3,24 from anYy efinıte

One  ‚ 5SdyS Westermann  10  X He and Speiser mention the Akkadıan Karıbu, Aaru! and
Kurubi hat designate m1nor interceding eıty (Speiser)*” and also being at the of the sanctu-

ar y (Westermann). Gesenius provides INOTC natural aspects and tells us hat the verb "to be

gracı0us" and hat the Assyrıan adjective "KARAB  M "mighty, great"“. If combiıne what

already NOW about cherubim {O be above-stated qualıties, maYy 5a y that the winge creature aIc

looking for, 1sS saıd to be graceful and impressive.

B, The Fauna _ Inquıiry.

According [o Ezekiel’s VISIONS, the winged creal has four wings (1,6; y  , but iın the Temple’s Holy
of Holıes only [WO wings arc mentioned (1Kgs 6,24) The earliest description of the Ark (Ex 25,20; 37,9)
mentions wings but .06€65Ss 4{811 specıfy their number. The three main zoological categories of winge‘ creatures,
commonly Known, AIC Mr wıth feathered wings, insects wıth wings of chitin, and reptiles and bats wıth

wings of c<kın. For 1Casons that CONCECIN artistic representation, be elaborated urther O! ignore al thıs
stage of the discussion the possibilities of cherub bird and cherub bat. (In the other hand, the four-

winge!| creatures ın Ezekiel’s ViIS1IONS focus attention the insect WOT' 1C| wıll be OUr first Inquiry.

1 Westermann, (GGenesıis 1-11 (London, 1984), 274.

Speilser, (Jenesis (Ihe nchor Bible),
12"Cherub”, Gesenius, Hebrew and Englısh | exiıcon of the (ld 1lestament (trans. Robinson, Oxford 1966).
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he Insect orl

In ıddle Eastern lıfe, insects mosquıitoes, 168 and Oocusts WEIC consıdered plague because of the

damage they caused LO agriculture. harmless insect, extremely decoratıve and iImpressive ONC, that

Jumps miınd 15 the utterfly, but ıt has be rejecte‘ the grounds of context. the chosen insect has {O

be the attrıbute of God, as stated in the introduction, and SOM element in ıts nature has tO correspond LO,
OXr point LO, SOMMEC function of (God hat relates LO people’s interests the agrıcultural and its relation

18 the agricultural weather god/storm god) Butterflies, graceful AS they might be, WeEeTrC of USC and dıd

not point fO OT symbolıze any important aspect of people’s lıves; they have connection strong wıinds

and hus do nOoL correspond (8 the cContext of ehıiıcle.

suıfable. candıdalte 1S the ragon{ly (Odonata). 1s COMMIMNON, graceful and, relatıvely, arge insect that

06€s nof arm agriculture and lıves upOon water all yCar long. Thıs, perhaps, IS the [CasSson why, in Sumerlian

teXTS, dragonflıes dIiIC sually connected wıth 00 (risıng of river-levels!® ecrucıal factor in agrıcultu-
re!) Theır Sumerıan aInc u-l'  9 mMaYy project a of beauty, because ıt also INCanls "feminiıne finery'‚1

Taking into aCcCcount changes that ın spoken language, the letter SE IS quıite often substituted by n
(as part of the group-letters LMNR) and, thus, ıt IS quite possıble that in diıfferent Ciırcumstances and

peri10ds, the TOUD-NAaM of dragonflies Wäas pronounced as "ku-ri", and later developed into the Hebrew

"cheru N

As the Bıblıcal text mentions [WO and four wings, whereas dragonflıes oday ave. four, 0)ı1> COU.| suggest
hat the artist who perceived the image for the Temple ıf he indeed chose dragonfly formed hıs design
in the. resting POSC, ın which certaıin kınds ıft up theır back-wings {o embrace the front ones*?, hus

creating the ıllusıon of da single pair of Wıings.
Our kınds of dragonflies aArc mentioned in the ancıent Sumerian/Akkadıan 14th HAR-RA-HUBU.

table*/; nowadays, eigthy 1n of dragonflies ‚aVve. een iıdentified in the region of the Land of Israel and,
therefore, it WOU! be hard {O pınpoint the exacı sultable kınd. More alternatıves arıse, ıf consider the

possibilıty hat the number of kınds and of wings, asS well A the SIZE. of the bodies, InaYy ave ecen arger in

ancıent times (ecologıica! destruction!) One Can only aSsumec hat the artıst ould ave chosen the bıggest,
most beautıiful and graceful amongst hem

No hands aIc mentioned in the description of cherubim in the Ark and in Solomon’s Temple., But ıf

accept hat zekiıel’s Visıon (10,21) ,  and the lıkeness of the anı of MNan Was under heiır wings" projects

134 avıl all, eds., JIhe Assyrıan Dictionary, 503.

M rpid.
On the MLNR SIOUD. Maggıd, usagey eSOl (Tel-Aviv, 1984), Ihe ‚OSt COMMON exchange IS N-| where the Aramaic
ending IS in Hebrew MESUBIN-MESUBIM. For ur DUrpose, (Thalmud: ‚aba Kama, SHARSHERET

28,14).

Amautal, Insects of Israel (Jerusalem, 1987), 50-51.

Bodenheimer, Faunad In UDIIcCai S  Inds (Jerusalem, 1949) 1580. 'Ihis research, In the. chapter quoted here, heavıly leans
Landsberger’s 'rOrk the subject (cıted further on). 63



ealıty, hen the anı create roblem in identifyıng the cherub A ragoni{ly. In the attempt {0 adhere

{[0 the natural, ONC COU. roject the divisıon of human AT INSs into three Joints {0 the Iront legs of the

ragonfly (which act ıke ands, rubbing each other), and SaYy hat dragonflıes legs {00, ave ree parts hat

paralle! the Arın, orecarm and hand; the five human fingers, as well, roject the dragonfly 1vVve.
sections of the lower "hand"18 But ıf relate {0 Ezekiel’s description part of vision", hen his VEr Yy

description of winge: figure wıth human anı asserts the previously stated claım about the influence of

simılar ornamental elements hat he COU! ave SCCH in the alaces and COMMON objects around hım;
because hıs IS how ManYy of them o0k (e. Oth cen{ury amulets of four-winged protecting-spirits,
sometimes bırd-headed 0)4 lıon-headed, wiıth human body and human anı)19

The 14th R-RA-HUBU mentioned above presents ancıent zoological lısts and oden-

heimer interpreted and Landsberger’s ploneering work 18 Both scholars trıed {o identify
ancıent fauna Dy comparıing them wıth species OUunN! in early 20th Century Mesopotamıa, The possible
extinction of specles during the ıntervening millennia 06S nOof SCCIN {0 ave een taken into consideration,
probably because they lacked (OUT contemporary AWAaTENCGCSS of the destruction of specıies. There{fore, the

possibilıty hat the cherub Was winged reptile has nOof een ser10usly considered, because nowadays such

creatures aATC unknown in The Fertile Crescent. Nor ave anYy ossıls een unearthed yel, hat might testify
to their existence in hıs region.

Lıiterature, the other hand, mentiones winge reptiles. In wriıtten Hebrew SUOUTCCS they aArc exphicıtly
desceribed kıind of snake the "flyıng seraphım" of Is 14,29 and 30,6. In hıs monumental book, The fauna

ın Bıblical Lands, Bodenheimer mentions possiıble zoological equıivalent for the seraphım Sma\|l

winge‘ reptile that exıists today, Malaısıan lızard (Draco Volans)“®. But he ejects the valıdıty of thıs

possibilıty because of the modern-day creature’s DOOT PETrSCVCTaNCcE and the fact that vCr'y few of hem
reached Europe (?) whilst stll alıve. Bodenheimer egards the ISSsUe of "winge seraph winge lızard"

enigma, and adds hat it has not yeLl een shown "that creatures of hat faraway region WEIC known in the

Miıddle East ın © However, he adds hat "cannot xclude the possibility hat such creatures mMay

be discovered in southern Arabıa' On these zoological premises Bodenheimer rejects the possibility hat the

flyıng seraphim in Isaıah arc flyıng ızards and as well the possible existence of flyıng reptiles. As contem pO-
rar y zoology (1 not correspond {O the Biblical data, closer Inquiry into 1Dlıca!l references to seraphım

to be. in order:
The Israelıtes confront them in the desert (Num 21) and the text (the volce of the author) (V.

about the "seraphım snakes"; after Moses’ Pprayecr for salvatıon, God hım (V. 8) "torm thyself seraph
and set ıt upon pole'  x The people, however, refer {0 the creatures "onakes" (v. 7), and Moses farms
CODDCT snake" (v. 9 '  ©  n apparently, IS the eneral am of the grOUup; "seraph", as implied Dy 6!

1: Bodenheimer, General Entomology (Jerusalem, 31, VDrhe British Museum (London), No.Al 1245°78.

Bodenheimer, Fauna In Biblical Lands, 105,
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IS kınd of cnake. In theır complaınt, the people do nOoL specıfy the speclıes but rather DFrONOUNCEC the Nam«c

of the Assertion ([0 hıs distinction Can be OUuUnN! when Moses later gIves retrospective ACCO! of

the triıbulations ın the desert and COUuntTIs three creatures eu 8,15) nake seraph and SCOrplON,..."
"Snake", therefore, has dıfferent meanıng from A  seraph", hut neither of these quotations clarıfıes the specıal
features that distinguis the seraph the cnakes.

The OCCUTTENCECS in Isaıah aArc etaıle! and Can be ıvyided into [WO Zroups The first NC wıthın

speeches about Palestine (Is and ea leanıng On Egypt for help (Is 30,6
MD S  z-7 ND —.1 MM ND  _ 30,6 YDX NS MO  A  L- W 14,29is a kind of snake. In their complaint, the people do not specify the species but rather pronounce the name  of the group. Assertion to this distinction can be found when Moses later gives a retrospective account of  the tribulations in the desert and counts three creatures (Deut 8,15): "...snake seraph and scorpion,...".  "Snake”, therefore, has a different meaning from "seraph", but neither of these quotations clarifies the special  features that distinguish the seraph among the snakes.  -- The occurrences in Isaiah are more detailed and can be divided into two groups. The first one is within  speeches about Palestine (Is 14,29) and Judea leaning on Egypt for help (Is 30,6 ):  MS MS FD D3 WTB NO 306 yB N Wa WT 14,29  .. AB AD Aa D u R  AB A e  respectively. In these verses, the identification of seraph as a kind of snake - not a lizard, as suggested by  Bodenheimer - is obvious by virtue of verse 29’s symmetry and by the couplets formed in verse 6b; both  verses specify that it has wings. The second group is within Isaiah’s visions (6:2) where the seraphim are  seen as having six wings. The correct interpretation, I suggest, is to relate to Isaiah’s visions as we did before  to Ezekiel’s: to distinguish between the kernel of reality and the layer of dream-fantasy. At this stage,  therefore, it can be said that seraph (as a creature known to the prophet either directly or from historical  sources) is a winged snake with an unknown number of wings.  Bodenheimer’s disbelief in the existence of winged snakes is relegated in his book under the title "legends  u21  about snakes  , where he quotes only European classical sources of fales about Eastern snakes: Herodotus  (107,3) tells about flying snakes, similar to watersnakes, that live in Arabia and migrate every year to Egypt,  there to be destroyed by the holy Ibis. Also cited is Lucanus (Pharsalia, 9:607ff.), who tells about African  snakes (believed to be the product of Medusa’s blood) and amongst them he counts the "flying Yakulus"2?  (a possible linguistic connection with the Sumerian "ku-li"?). Bodenheimer overlooks possible Mesopotamian  literary sources, one of which I would like to cite:  Speiser’s popular English translation of "Enuma Elish‘®® mentions the great mother "HUBUR" who gave  birth to everything, and also created monstrous poisonous snakes, amongst them "dragon" and later on,  among other creatures with figurative names, "dragonfly  „24,  "Mother Hubur, she who fashions all things,  (132)  Added matching weapons, bore monster serpents (MUSMAHHU)  Sharp of tooth, unsparing of fang.  She set up the Viper, the Dragon (MUSHUSISU) and the Sphinx  (140)  The great lion-demons, the Mad-Dog, and the Scorpion-Man,  Mighty lion-demons, the Dragonfly (KUL/-LU), the centaur -  2l1pid. The whole issue is discussed in pp. 103-104.  22rpid., 96.-  23ANET, 62-63; Table I, lines 132-143 of the Mesopotamian text.  2"S}:teise:r'$ English translation of the text seems to be greatly influenced by Landsberger’s findings, mentioned above (p. 8), which  also contributed to definitions in The Assyrian Dictionary.  65AD FUl D WD ND7 { FD A

respectively. In these VETrSCS, the iıdentificatıon of seraph A>S kınd of enake noft ızard, as suggested by
odenheimer 1S obvious by rtue of 29’8 ‚yymmetry and Dy the couplets formed in 6b; both

VEISCS specıly hat ıt has wings. The second IS wıthın Isaı1ah’s VISIONS (6:2) where the seraphım AIC

SCCH as havıng SIX WIings. The cCorrect interpretation, suggest, IS relate (8 Isaıah’s VISIONS dıd before

(o zekıel’s: {0 distinguish between the kernel of reality and the layer of dream-fantasy. th stage,
therefore, ıt Can be saıd that seraph (as CT| known [ the rophet either urectiy OTr from historical

SOUFCES 1S winged snake wıth unknown number of WIings.
Bodenheimer’s disbelief ın the existence of winged snakes IS relegated in hıs book under the title "legends

u21about esnakes where he quotes only European classıcal SOUTCCS of tales about Eastern snakes:! Herodotus

(107,3) about flyıng snakes, sımılar watersnakes, hat lıve ın Arabıa and migrate YCar {0 Egypt,
there 8 be destroyed Dy the holy bıs Iso cited Lucanus (Pharsalıa, 607ff.), who about Afrıcan

oenakes (believed LO be the roduct of Medusa’s blood) and amon| them he cCOunTIs the "flyıng Yakulus"?2
(a possible lingulstic connection wıth the Sumerlan "ku-11"?). Bodenheimer overlooks possible Mesopotamıan
ıterary SOUTCCS, ONC of which WOU! ıke cıte:

Speiser’s opular Englısh translatıon of "Enuma Elish"“® mentions the great mother "HUBUR"” who BaVvc

1r! {O everything, and also created IMONSLIrOUS DOISONOUS snakes, amongst hem A} ragon“ and later U

IM! other creatures wıth figurative e "dragonfly
A  other ubur, she who fashions all things,

matchıing WCaDONS, ore Onster serpents
arp of tooth, unsparing of fang.

She set up the Vıper, the Dragon (MUSHUSISU) and the ‚phınx 140)
The grealt lıon-demons, the Mad-Dog, and the Scorpion-Man,
Mighty lıon-demons, the ragon{ly KULI-LU), the centaur

2lıpid. Ihe whole ISSUE 15 discussed in j Z1pid.,

'ANET, 62-6: Table iınes 132-143 of the Mesopotamian text.

uSpciser's Englısh translatiıon f the text be greatiy influence: Dy Landsberger’s findings, mentioned above (P- 5), whiıch
also contributed definıtions in Ihe Assyrıan Dıictionary.
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n25Bearıng WCaDONS hat SPDaIC nol, fearless in battle

"Dragonily”, Englısh, 15 the COMMHON am for creaftures of the "Odonata” that exist

oday (discussed earlıer), whereas A} rago! n 1S considered be "fire-breathing Onster ike winged
crocodıle snake" D.) The first part of the definition of dragon indicates legendary creature,

whereas the second projects certaın confusion between, Ur mixture of, snakes and lızards both elongıng
{O the reptils The SAaINnc attıtude 1s evident in Van Buren’s research, ase: —_ artistic representa-
t10NSs (maınly of se:  S), of the agon ın Mesopotami  Arı  26 "They crawl ıke serpen(ts OTr walk four short

legs lıke crocodıle OT 1Zarı althoug! they sometimes winged, they do not Is it possible that,
ancıent tiımes, there existed kınd of zoologıca. confusion between the [WO groups of reptiles? In regard
the creafures mentioned by Van Buren, the INCIC uUusSc of the word A ragon" presents zoological problem
in equating ıt {0 natural lıyıng creature. In its legendary aspecl, the word fıts well into the COMMONRN

approaches {O the "Enuma Elısh" text which regard it as legend D creation m yt Little attention has een

gıven the dragon’s possible relation {O natural phenomen the existing interpretation OTr identificatıon in

The Assyrıan Dictionary of SOINC fıgurative snake-names AS constellations‘  27  P may suggest the possibilıty of

less "legendary" interpretation of the poetic VEISCS and figurative of Enuma Elısh. less legendary
interpretation mMay also suggest the possible existence of ancıent zoological creatures.

Figurative arc usually hased the observatıon of nature, and Landsberger and Bodenheihmer, 2A5

from heır research, Nolelp!! {O overlook the figurative in favour of matching known snakes, ÖOr hıkely
candıdates, wıth the aforementioned Sumerı1an lısts; thıs IS also one by relatıng the etymologıcal EXpressions
{O artıstıc representations 'OUnN! ceals?8 Landsberger’s brief iIreatmentTt of only SOMC legendary snakes:

'MUSHUSSU' ıle excluding others from the discussıon29 May indıcate possıble lacuna in hıs inter-

pretation of Sumerı1an ZO010gy. The Omissıon of the rest of the lıst of snakes, suggesl, precludes possible
discussion of winged snakes OTr oenake MUSGALLU which resembles da MOUSE) land thıs brings mind

another alternative mentioned earlıer, namely: cherub bat]; also several diıfferent numbers of legs
mentioned for the HULMITTU (p. 62; lısted under the famıly of 333; fire-snakes (No. 31-

33 ın his lıst) and ONC wıth divided LONgUEC (No. 30) Bodenheimer concludes the ‚ole discussion sayıng
hat "It 15 probable hat the owledge of the ancıent Sumerian, Babylonian and Assyrıan Wäas wıder han

WEIC able to deduce from analyzing the 1st of these elusıve ames  31 Therefore, takıng into account the

grateful for the help given by Prof. ar fTel-Avıv Unimversity, for the equivalent Sumerian eXpressions in the text far
the snakes and dragonfly.

26n Van Buren, "I’he ragon in Mesopotamıia", Orientalıa, 1946, &.

2  nmußhu&u", 'Ihe Assyrıan Dictionary, 270-b.

28 Landsberger, Die Fauna des en Mesopotamien (1963), $3-b.

Z Ibid., ]

rpid., 1/10.

31 Bodenheıimer, Faunad ın Bıblical Lands, 180.
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destruction of abıtat and of fauna and flora, may also conclude hat (QUTF Current zoologıcal knowledge
06Ss NOL necessarıly correspond O the state of nafture of four millenıa aABO. The possıbilıty that ilyıng snakes

existed in days of antiquity mig! solve the nature of in the Garden of Eden the text 06€Ss noft

5aYy how hat particular snake moved; the xplains what appene: thıs kınd in the aftermath of the

affaır (Gen 3,15) "upon thy belly thou g0.
f accept the posstbilıty, written in ancıent texts including the hat NCC uUuDON time there

exısted kınds of winge snakes, and hat the seraph Was ON of them, then maYy regard the cherubım {[00

another kınd32
In the investigation of fauna, {[WO possible interpretations of cheru! have ecen presented: insects

the ragonfly, and the vertebrates of the regıon (lyıng snakes.

The Artistic Inquiry.

NO consıder the [WO suggeste‘ zoological possitbilıties cherub dragonfly and cherub flyıng
snake and SC how they correspond {O the Biblical {ext artistic elements at work, and how they relate

o aralle]! elements in the art of the ancıent CI d. The startıng point 15 the Bıblical text which elaborates

forms, and the emanating ornamental problems hat Bezalel Ben-UrI1, eing the first commisıoned Israelıte

artıst, had LO face.

1. Cherub as an attrıbute_of God.

Was COI ON artıstic practice In Canaanıite art o place standıng god the back of anımal,
illustrate' in fıg Similar artıstic EXPrESSIONS arc also OUuUnNn! in Egytian art (the goddess Kadesh the back

of lion)33, hıch anımals WCIC almost always attrıbutes of gods (T WETC elated {O hem As al artıst

providing NC  < seft of artistic images for natıon in its formative stages, Bezalel had o colve dıfficult

conceptual problem: {o form visual image hat WOU| be understood by people who WEIC sed 1{8 seeing
gods in famıiılıar artistic context, but also {O choose creatur: and setting hat dıd NnOL relate o the

coniemporary pantheon. In other words, his enge Was ashıon unique religio-national artistic

character Ouf of amıliar fter excluding manifestations of the unnatural and supernatural, the

artıstic possibilities for esign AICc IW  S either {0 choose ordınary ıtems and anımals 1}  e the CO  < of the

Egyptian goddess Hathor 0)1 the of the Canaanıite Haddad) Or {o give God restraiıned mythologic:
attrıbute by choosing creature remote from everyday lıfe (lıke the 1082 of Kadesh)

The Bıblical text ells us hat the chosen representation for the Hebrew (G0d Wäas covered ark A

ıtem, and the attrıbute creatures chosen {0 CarTtYy the supposedly carrying the uUunsccCcnh (God winge:|

3,  In his conclusıon "Cherub”", (jesenius (see note 12) ‚uggests the possibility that the eraphım of Jes 6,2-6 aAIrc another form
of the cherubim. IThıs IS indirect SuppOort the suggestion of thıs However, C(Gjesen1ius does nOL equate cherubım wıth

zoologiıcal winged snakes.

3 Pritchard, JIhe Ancıent ear Last in Pictures (Princeton, 1954), (1gs. 470-474b.
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herubs. This kınd of representation has NO paralle! in Egyptian Or Canaanıte art and, hereby, W may

deduce that the artıst purposely avoıded an Yy direct artistic reference {O cultures that COU. confuse, influence

ÖOr lead astray communıity in the PFOCCSS of becoming natıon: Egyptian art, whose sphere they had eft

and W!  1C| ‚OU! influenced the Golden Calf made earlıer, and Canaanite art whose sphere of influence

they WETC about fOo enter. The cherub aAs Hıs chosen anımal, thus, Was incorporated into (jod’s title,
rider ON cherubs", and remained as such continuously during Biblical times.

am Is D7 DW N DVINDX M
How do the dragonfly and the winged enake f1! into hıs concept? The dragonfly would Aave been S totally

NC  € artıstıc concept hbecause there aATrC archaeological SOUTFCCS, in writing OTr ın carving, hat describe

dragonfly A} attrıbute of god. Its conceptual context sophisticated and fascinating: dragonflies end

10 circle. and {ly in ZrOUDS and thus correspond {[0 (Gj0d’s tiıtle AS "rider herubs'  n Moreover, previously
mentioned, the dragonfly live5 and multiplıes MAassc rNVvers and walter, thus evokıng the motifs of ıfe

and multiplication.
The winged cenake nOoTt 1  S element in the history of art' ıf the attrıbute of the ancıent Babylonian

god of storms, Marduch, AS represented ceals datıng from the 1r'| millennı1um In the S} of

"Enuma Elısh" mentioned above, the VarlıOous enakes ATC eime: moöonsters hat tollow Tıhamat in her War

agalnst Marduch. One of the seals INnS o ıllustrate hıs hattle (fıg. the god CAarrıes the attrıbute of

lıghtning) cemall detaiıl from hıs relevant ( OUur discussion: the cenake has [WO hands wıth fingers.
Another ceal represents domesticated snake (fıg. wearıng kınd of hat ON iıts forehorns and drawıng

plough; hıs maYy be A} ıllustration of te of affairs after Marduch’s victory, where the dangerous
yanimal urns into creature useful for agriculture and, such, it also ADDCAaTrs beside the god who estands

(fıg, 4y
In another seal, erucıial for OUr discussion, the domesticated cnake represented performing

task esımılar {0 that ın the Hebrew CONceptL; 1i has wings and draws the carriage of the god of storms, who

18 iıdentified by the whıp, whilst the goddess (standıng lıon) Carrıes the mark: of lıghtning (fıg. 5)
If iındeed the alternative of cherub winged enake corresponds {8) the attrıbutes of the Hebrew (l()d‚ then

the artıst millennı1ıum later and ın different geographical region apparently turned the ancıent

Mesopotamıian artıstic SOUTCCS, {o the region from which Cam«ec Abraham, the first patrıarch of the Hebrew

natıon. The "polıtical" ICason for hiıs choise ın that particular per10d of leavıng Egypt IS obvious: evokıng
the CMOTY of the forefathers the factor that helped Moses {0 wın the hearts and approval of the people
of Israel for the jJourney hack the Canaan, As God pointed Out for hım (Ex 3,15)

her'  TN:

Thıiıs SCCINS to be later ISSUE, because the 1D11CA| text 06Ss not mention cherubim as a design ın the

Hrhe stela in C'assuto's book (mentioned in the discussion, S5CC also presents the god standing water.



tent Oornaments they tashıoned or Solomon Temple (fırst millennı1um C and mentioned 111

chapters of 1Kgs As decoratıve element they AIl mentioned amıdst natural motıfs and thus, ıf

provide another indıcatıon of em eing another natural enlıLy AMON£ öthers But apart from mentionıng
the y there 1O elaboratıon of detaiıls that might help (0 reconstiruct the plastıc of the

cherubım The MOSL detaiuled VETSC ‚gS 6,29

2 —— pn | mn ( Yı rm erN}
TT E  D p D’35 05 m am D' 2772 MI9

This 15 description of continuous arabesque of plaits formed ([ WOVCN, from cherubım and palm leaves,
where the plaıts ArCc decorated insıde and outsiıde the l00p, by owering U:

The phrasıng of hıs description 1Kgs ıffers from that of E7 41 18 19 1C| 068 nolL nclude the erm

plaı! Pa dn D17 w
D N 5} 133727 D5 DW 2175 m} ] ]a ]H
NY 1D mN Da 'D 15 m SN

1-  -  P l ma 5
zekıel’s description ASs mentioned Pagc 59 accords wıth Mesopotamıan Ornaments in 1C there

central element and [WO sımılar IMagc>S 6AaC] sıde all of 1C| form d ornamental unı the uniıt (OMN the

frieze repeated ad infinitum (cf the palace rnaments of 5aragon Khorasbad) findıng presented
Fıg ıllustrates zekiel’s description almost the letter [WO winged fıgures, ONC human headed and ON

100 headed facıng central element of palm Tee But hıs nOoL pla CVCI ıf il 15 repeated all along
frieze The conceptual design described 1Kgs, where ıf explicıtly states that ONC element cherub IS Jaıted
wıth another element, palm ecaf different ıl accords wıth basıc ornamental design, COMMON {0 cultures

of the FrCR10N, 1C] I5 made possible by ınterweavıng lınes (fıg lowest motif fıg sleeve and CIOW!

decorations) If hıs the basıc pattern, hen "cherubim plaits be formed only ıf the cherub has lınear

body 1C| Can be plaited and both SuggesLiONSs, cherub ragonfly and cherub winged snake, COIT!

spon to hıs demand for lınearıty
Such 15 not the wıth the squarısh body of C assuto anımal" wıth the round bodies of bırds OTr bats

1C| for hıs VerYy [Cason eXclude! from the discussiıon (p 62), (F wıth winged human bodies

(although lınear, they do nOoL lend themselves {O eing plaited and An Yy Casl, ATC unnatural) Nonlinear

esign of elements ıke these. coul: be forced into "fake kınd of pla only ıf SOM detail Was monstrously
exaggerated hus crealıng eclectic creature beyond the bounds of the natural fıg demonstrates such

CasCc, where lıons form quası-plait by intertwinıng er extende:« necks wıth unıdentilfie. insect

the midst of the co1l created by their taıls In such design, the artıst had introduce unnatural lınear
element order {0 AIVC roundısh form SUINC abılıty {0 be plaıted

Another description from the post-Bıblical peri10d about the artıstıc intention” behind the Temple
plaits and hOow they WETC interpreted by later CWEeTS; ıf I5 discussed the Thalmud Yoma (5 54) by

Ketina:
N m9 192230 5555 1° OE Ya MD HON  Ülom:  N
m> DQ  a 32 'D aa ST JN 5 7D} 53

1 1931 A I'131 A D'1PD."I vb D  3 1 a



and as explains: 'ECURIM AS Iınked |Or stick]. Hence, orthodox interpreters of much later per10d
gracefully regarded the artıstic representation of the cherubiım plaıts ASs metaphor for the relatıonshıp
between God and Israel Their less orthodox contemporarYy viewers, the. other hand, WEIC WAar«c of the

sexual connotatıion d the text continues:
0008 m bn331 lx m55 AAA OLD ; RE xr

1DW 55 WE 15 p1w5 JSS 53 alQ D3 ON
55 a 100DY) 1770 13797p) y Z Srr

Theo orıgınal rnaments WETIC made IMOIC than millennı1um before the Yoma texts WEIC written, expressing
theiır contemporary inhıbitions. (One mMay 4ASSUMIC that the fırst VIEWeETS LOO, Mus! have ecen of the

obviıous sexual connotatıon of the cherub plaıts. But the matter-of-fact Mannn ın which the 1DUIca. (EXT

reports these ornaments, allows us tOo deduce hat in earlıer per10d, there Was ess inhıbition about the

1SSUE of copulatıng, and hat the Israelıtes interpreted the cherub plaits AS theır symbol of fertilıty.
The artıstic decoratiıon of the Wa of Solomon’s Temple, therefore, presented artıstic elaboratıon of

attrıbute, the cherub, as the princıpal ornamental motiıf hat IUuded {[0 fertiulıty: (30d’s attrıbute 1S NOl

only vehicle, but also points {O function emDbodie‘ in the Name and entity by which the forefathers

knew Hım, and by 1C| Moses gaıned the people’s TUS! the god of plentitude and fertilıty, S

DATI®

Conclusion The Iwo Zoological Alternatıive as Artistic Images

The first suggested alternatıve, cherub ragonfly, corresponds {O the textual description of the plait ın

1Kgs and Yoma, because dragonflıes Aave Iınear bodies 1C. enable Varlıous Composiıtions, and because the

visual aspect of theır sexual intercourse forms sophısticated form of plait”®. If accept thıs posstıbilıty,
then the inovatıve artıst Bezalel probably for the first time in the reg10n’s symbolıc art has chosen

insect attrıbute of god. The later artısts of the Temple incorporated the attrıbute into an arabesque
of plaits of dragonflies and palm leaves decorated wıth flowering buds probably sımılar [0 the IMNESsS

suggested by fıg
The second alternative, cherub winge: snake, also corresponds [0 the lınear requiırements of the

arabesque suggeste| by fıg and InNay eplace the dragonily. But 1i lacks the spirıtual interpretation
mentioned ın Yoma: enake 1S metaphor for things37 but it 06€6Ss noTt stand tor an y CONCeDL af love

relatiıonships. (n the other hand, ıt IS ancıent symbol of fertility: the snake/dragon d Al attrıbute of gods

"The exacCct meanıng of the name IS stil] under discussion, but ıfs relevancy here IS ıts general indıcation of fertility. In ate research,
W arr 00ks nto all the promises given under the Namc K1I-Shadaı and finds that the accomplıshed In them IS that of

fertility; promises given under the YHWH all ATC fulfılled (JarT, "The (ırammar and Interpretation of EKxodus
6,3", JBL, CXI, 1992, 385-408).

3l Kugler, Plants and Anımals of the Land of Israel; An Ilustrated Encyclopedia, 1: NnsecCts, 49-5 ‚e also suggestion In L1g
of thıs

3 Joines "T’he Serpent in (jenesis 3 (ZA 87, 197/5, 11 mentions: youthfulness, wiısdom, lıfe, cChao: Wıllıams
"I’he Relationship Of CGenesis 3,30 the derpent" (ZA 89, 357-774) gIVvEeSs Rabbinıical and regards ıf A A metaphor fOT!

immortalıty, wisdom and chaos. Its remedial attrıbutes WE encountereG in Num 21.



belongs only [0 those connected in NC WaYy wıth fertility”® In Sumerlan decoratıve arl, (hıs element of

fertilıty IS represented by [WO interwoven (plaıted) cnakes: 1g 10 presen! thıs motıf, wıth Ora decorations

simılar the Biblical description In 1Kgs 6,29; the Samnıc motıf AappPCars also in ceals??. If winged snakes

had een chosen as the artistic representation for attrıbute and the Temple  S ornaments, then the

artıst WOU|! ave een following the ancıent artıstic precedents relatıng fo the god Marduch Thıiıs choice

would nOL be an evolution of the artıstic tradızıon, but rather evocatıon of remote symbolıc motiıf

ntende: distinguish Hebrew artıstıc images from those of their immediate neighbouring cultures, thus

emphasıizıng the ties wıth Israel’s Or1g1ns.
The [WO suggested possibilıties ior the cherub do not solve the enıgma hut rather er choice between

[WO alternatıves, neither of hem convincing led by the aım {O adhere the natural:

Lackıng rehable informatıon about the Iirue nature, form and SIZE. of the ancıent dragonfly, ONC IS left

relate only {Oo ifs contemporary relatıon- small, charmıng and harmless creaftur: that hovers VCTr walter.

Lacking sufficıent zoological data ancıent snakes, ONC has {[0 rely solely the Bıbliıcal tEext 1C|

about the existence of ON kınd of winge: oenake (seraphım), and to deduce the possibilıty hat cherubim, in

hat Sammc text, aIrc another kınd.

As hıs discussion stEeEms Out of the Bıbliıcal eXpression, "cCherubim", the choice between uncertain Z00-

logical alternatıves has 18 be in relatıon {O the Bıbliıcal {€!  Z The second alternatıve of cherub winged
snake sult ıt better, for the ollowıng [CasON!

a) publıc tendency, NO and ın ancıent cultures, {0 be attracted by less requent (slıghtly mythologıc) images:
the snake, unlıke the dragonily, CVCON when small SIZE, had, and stil] has, mythıc grip human

imagination of manYy cultures  40  e practical artıst, undoubtedly, would ave {o ake VOX populı into hıs

artistic considerations.
the. historical and cultural SOUTCCS of the winge‘ snake. As chosen attrıbute, the winge:| snake

forms tie wıth the natıon’s Or1g1ns in Mesopotamıa.
C) the Eden cherubıim. 1s implausıble COnceıve the famılıar, placıd and harmless ragonfly AS the

guardıan of the enfrance {[0 the Garden of Eden, unless he had MONSIrOUSs character and dimensions hat

woulde its context in the "Enuma Elısh" the absence of fossıl evidence, hıs cannot be substantıated.

More probable therefore, 1S the conjecture hat those cherubım WETIC natural frightening winge snakes,

probably similar [0 those (MUS.SA(G). TUR and MUS.HUS) that protected the en! fto temples**,

Buren, "I’he Dragon in Mesopotamlia”,

95ev:ral of \eseE symbols appCAal, independent designs, in Frankfort, Stratified Cylinder Seals from the Dıyala Region
(Chicago, In connection wıth deity, SC Pritchard, Ihe Ancient ear East in Pıctures, Fig. 6/5.

4! Bıble and 'ultures of The Ancıent World, Tel AVIV, 1' 260-262, DD

41n Landsberger, Die Fauna des alten Mesopotamien, I
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Fig. Ihe (j0d Marduk
Fig. Storm-god astrıde Dbull Engraving d piece of apıs
Stela Irom rsian 1lash, &th azul1ı, üth CENLUTY
CENLUTY Louvre, 'arıs. Ihe British Museum.
SC! Priıtchard, The N Pritchard, Ihe Ancıent
Ancıent Near East: O- Near Last: An Anthology of lexts
logy of 'Iexts and Pıctures, and Pictures. (Princeton,
(Princeton, fig. 140. 1g. 41
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Pig. Storm-god fighting snake
Mesopotamian seal, 3rd millennıum JIhe British Museum.
SC Jaırazbhoy, Orjsental Influences In Western London, 185, 1g 22
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Fig. Snake pullıng A plough
Mesopotamıian seal from 1ell Asmar, 3Ard millennıum Chicago Museum, 31-600.
S56 Frankfort, Strati:fied Cylınder Seals from the ıyala Regıon 1CagoO, f1g.
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Fig. Storm (jod and Raın (joddess
Mesopotamıan seal, 2250 Morgan Collection NOoO. 22  220 NEW York.
SC Paroda, "Why ‚ylınder Seals? Engraved Cylındrıical Seal Stones of the Ancıent ear Fast.
Fourth First Mıllennıium Bulletin LXXV (December 1993), 570, fig.
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S<  ll\llll«  "-'.  e  ‘.‘.  (  ä  ><  A  p  >  A  N  V  V  &y  N  Y  C  Fig. 6: Stilized tree flanked by winged creatures  Relief on stone (h. 70cm). From Tell Halaf, 9th century B.C. Berlin Museum, VA-8850.  see: J.B. Pritchard, The Ancient Near East in Pictures, (Princeton, 1954), fig. 654.  Z  Z  D  POo3S 1941e2/ V :L Bıg  .\  Z  UE  Z  JO IV 241 4°3u9ry 'H :225  0b (ZL61 *1 'N) ‘EUAS 1u900V  wnasıy oddary 97g Armnıuss  YI1 ZewWYNy Pl WOI) eI33S  W  z  2  '  S  N  ]}  HN  Fig. 8: Entwined lions.  74  Mesopotamian seal, 3rd millennium B.C.  see: H. Frankfort, The Birth of Civilization in the Near East, (London, 1951), PI/X, fig. 16.K  /‘\
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(T1e7e created by laited |Caves and Ine of dragonflies, each ON Iınked the ON In front.

Fig. Suggested designs Gilboa.
Inspired Dy Miıddlie Fastern COmMMON floral arabesques, and ıllustration of copulatıng dragonflıes.
SC Kugler, Plants and Anımals of {he Land of Israel: An I!llustrated Ency;lopedia‚ Ul Insects, 49-50.

reze created by plaıted CAaves and cCouples f copulating dragonflies.
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Fig. Decorated Entwined snakes
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