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letter firom oldıer who laımed be lıterate Was uncovered OVCI half
d in excavatıons at the ancıent Lachısh The letter Was scrawled OStfracon
(publıshed ASs Lachısh S Jorczyner, during the wanıng days of the kıngdom of

As Judaean foothills WCIC about IO COINC under s1ege, Jun1o0r officer wrote
aASSUaLC hıs prıde, 1C WAas wounded at insınuation by the milıtary SOVECINOI al
Lachısh that he COU. nNnOL read. Up the present(t, discussions of thıs letter ave
argely ocused hıistorical 9 the first task of the present 15
sociolıngulstic eadıng of the Ostracon that treats ıts immediate CONTEXT namely, the
impassıoned defense of soldıier’s abılıty read dAS crıitical phılologıcal COns1ıd-
erat1on. The then turns role that the Lachısh Letters cshould play In efinıng
1C12a. Hebrew of the monarchic per10

Text, Transcription, an Philological Observations

Twenty-two Ostraca WEIC recovered firom destruction ayer ttrıbuted {O the
campa1gn of ebuchadnezzar In 5XX BOCE al Lachısh Letter 15 ONC of several
Ostraca that WEEIC recovered from guardroom in the gate complex.! It 15 ONC of the
ongest and the best preserved letters known irom the late udaean monarchy
Ihe readıngs aAIc relatıvely clear and complete. The transcrıption and translatıon
benefits from the INaD Y studies of Lachıish (see especlally Donner and Rölhg,
1968; ardee, 1982; Ahıtuv, 1992; Renz,
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argue that these letters were coplies of correspondance sent from Lachıish, but thıs opınıon
has NOL found much support (Yadın Actually, however, 1eW the earlıer, though
dıscarded, 1e6W (cf. arston It 18 unfortunate that Lindenberger (1994:102) has accepte:
(without Justification) wıdely dismissed VIEWS.
The author wiıishes exien! hıs thanks the Museum for Z1VINg ACCC”cSsSS the images

ell Chrıs Ollston and Bruce Zuckerman (West Semitic CSCATC for theır assıstance wıth
the dıgıtal images.

15}



ıllıam Schniedewind

N alalel —y 13° MN N
„5 IN 751 x . mnm >
e a x mb IN RT 751
K 5047 w 5 4N 1 FD

N 1102 7a3 55 NIP
7323 mw 95 mlale {b NIP? VJ\

| ]17>N 31 ON [ 1750 5 11

12SIN 9 m9194 K ITN NI
a 5y 5 —3A i

NSI TE „a
15wa5 m35 a 1935

N} a
Reverse

Yr N ST T

nn nma m S ON
NC 50a m W 11 507

axS N\3; MN OTE 5877 Dx
1).1N DE D 12 m 73027

Iranslation

Y our servant oshayahu sent
ınform ord aus. May Yahweh ord

ear of
and of go0od thıngs And NO please
explaın tO YOUT servant the meanıng of the letter 1C
VYOU sent yOUI servant yesterday evenıng because the he:  S
of yOUuI SETV.: has been sıck SInCe yOUI sending yOUTr servant
and because ord sald, "“"you do not know (how)

read letter  27 As ahwe lıves, has aDı Y INan had
{tOo read letter me.© And also—“ CN CN ST U NO S CO ON n CVEIY letter that tO IMC, surely

Another possıble rcas of Iınes 8-13 “And concerning hat ord sald, ‘Did yYou 8(0]1
understand? Ihen call scribe!”, Yahweh lıves, has had call scrıbe for

also scribe who miıght have OIM MC, truly called 11OT WOU. g1ve
anythıng. ”
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12 read ıt and,r Can repeat ıt
13 completely! concerning YOUT servan{t, ıt Was reported
14 sayıng, commander of the AaIMMY,
15 Konyahu ben-Elnathan, Cainc down to

into 2ZYp
R1/ he sent to take odavyahu ben-Ahıyahu and
18 hıs INCH from thıs place  29

for the letter of Tobyahu, servant of the kıng, IC Came
A hallum ben-Yada oug the prophet, Sayıng,
21 ‘“Beware!””, YOUT Servant sent ıt ord

Philological Observations

The introduction in lınes 1-4 1s nNOot tandard epıstolary style.“ Pardee noted that thıs
1$ “the only address formula OINCcC12a. letter of the pre-Chrıstian CIa 1C
includes the sender’s ame  29 ypıcally, the recel1ver’s ame 15 mentioned
OT letter 111 sımply eg1n wıth blessing Classıc epıstolary style Can be SCCH in
Lachısh Letter Z 3C begıns, “TO Ord aus. INaYy Yahweh ord
hear DeaCe.. solution needs be sought that takes into cons1ıderation the content
of the letter namely, personal defense of the sender’s lıteracy. In thıs 1g the
uUusSc of the sender’s alllc INaYy reflect pecı1al emphasıs the PCTSON sendıng the
letter. Indeed, the sender’s di1c IMNa y be intended explicıtly xclude the uUusSsc of
scr1ibe, that 18 tO Sa y V 9our servant Hoshayahu himself sends inform 27  you
There dIiC further id10syncrasies wıth Hoshayahu’s openıing formula The 1ıdıom SEA
Ihgd (3 mS “he sent 118 inform 15 also otherwıse unknown in the epıstolary

Pardee SOCS far fo suggest, ‘T he restoration 15 not SUTC because the
tformula 15 unparalleled” Lemaire cıtes semantıc parallels In the Amarna

(CE >3"4; Lemaıre, however, these dIc In the
etters of Pharach h1s vassals (not Canaanıte letters Pharaoh) and these letters
epa: from conventions of the Canaanıte letters In everal features. ypıcally, the
ep1ıstolary SCHIC sımply employs the erb SEA mW “he sent IO Ironıcally, the
addıtion of Ihgd ( “to inform’”’) the oral background of the
INCSSCHSCT formula; that 1S, the verbal rOOT TESSES the physıca. and verbal CAÄPICS-
S10n of INCSSaßC., The ONC OCCUITENCEC of the eXpression SIh Ihgd Gblae mS “he sent

inform In the Hebrew reinforces the oral background of the 1d1O0m:
aCOo| sent MECSSCHLCIS ahead hıs brother FEsauSociolinguistic Reflections on the Letter of a ‘Literate’ Soldier (Lachish 3)  12  I read it and, moreover, I can repeat it  B  completely! And concerning your servant, it was reported  14  saying, ““The commander of the army,  19  Konyahu ben-Elnathan, came down to enter  16  into Egypt. And  R7  he sent to take Hodavyahu ben-Ahiyahu and  18  his men from this place.”  19  And as for the letter of Tobyahu, servant of the king, which came  20  to Shallum ben-Yada through the prophet, saying,  21  “Beware!”, your servant sent it to my lord.  Philological Observations  The introduction in lines 1-4 is not standard epistolary style.* Pardee noted that this  is “the only address formula in an official letter of the pre-Christian era which  includes the sender’s name” (1982:87). Typically, the receiver’s name is mentioned  or a letter will simply begin with a blessing. Classic epistolary style can be seen in  Lachish Letter 2, which begins, “To my lord Yaush, may Yahweh cause my lord to  hear peace.” A solution needs to be sought that takes into consideration the content  of the letter — namely, a personal defense of the sender’s literacy. In this light, the  use of the sender’s name may reflect a special emphasis on the person sending the  letter. Indeed, the sender’s name may be intended to explicitly exclude the use of a  scribe, that is to say: “Your servant Hoshayahu himself sends to inform you.”  There are further idiosyncrasies with Hoshayahu’s opening formula. The idiom $7h  Ihgd (nan> mw “he sent to inform PN”) is also otherwise unknown in the epistolary  corpus. Pardee goes as far as to suggest, ‘“The restoration is not sure because the  formula is unparalleled” (1982:15). Lemaire cites semantic parallels in the Amarna  corpus (cf. EA 369:2-4; 370;3-4; Lemaire, 1977:101); however, these are in the  letters of Pharaoh to his vassals (not Canaanite letters to Pharaoh) and these letters  depart from conventions of the Canaanite letters in several features. Typically, the  epistolary genre simply employs the verb $/h (m > “he sent to PN”’). Ironically, the  addition of Ihgd (1ım> “to inform”) serves to stress the oral background of the  messenger formula; that is, the verbal root stresses the physical and verbal expres-  sion of a message. The one occurrence of the expression $Ih Ihgd (Tan> nbw “he sent  to inform PN”’) in the Hebrew Bible reinforces the oral background of the idiom:  Jacob sent messengers ahead to his brother Esau ... and instructed them: “Thus you shall say  to my lord Esau: Thus says your servant Jacob, ‘I have lived with Laban as an alien, and  stayed until now; and I have oxen, donkeys, flocks, male and female slaves; and / have sent  o tell my lord (ıx> an nndeix)), in order that I may find favor in your sight.”” (Gen  32:4-6 [Eng., 32:3-5])  While standard messenger formulas are used in this story (e.g., “thus you shall say to  PN”’), the whole context of the story and its particular language indicates that the  messengers were carrying an oral communiqu6, not a written letter. The expression  4  E.g., Cross (1985:45). He reads it as a casus pendens. This assumes that a subject + verb + objective  sentence is (in Cross’ words) “unusual.” What is especially unusual is not the SVO order, but the  non-standard epistolary opening.  159and NS  Ccle: them “Thus VOU shall SaV

ord Esau: Thus SayS yOUr servanıt aCOo! * have 1Vel wıth Laban alıen, and
stayed untıl NO  9 and have OXCN, donkeys, ocks, male and female slaves; and Aave enl

tell lord (n u55 MM NI), order that Inay fiınd favor yOUTr S11g (Gen
32:4-6 |Eng., 32:3-5])

Whıiıle tandard INCSSCHECI ormulas aIic used In this STOTY (©i9 “Tthus yOUu 5Say
the ole Context of the StOrYy and ıts partıcular anguage indicates that the

INCSSCHLECTIS WCIC Carryıng oral COMMUNI1UE, not wriıtten letter. Ihe expression
Kgl Cross He reads it pendens Thıs AaSSUuUmmes that subject erhb objective
entence 15 (n Cross’ words “unusual.” What 15 especially unusual 1S 19(0)! the SVO order, but the
nOn-standard epıstolary opening.
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SIh Ihgd /-P  z PN-> 355 mSW “he sent iınform aAaDDCAIS 118 reflect oral
setting in contrast the shorter form STA /-P  Z (PN-> mS “he sent used
regularly in wriıtten correspondence. er examples of the palr SIh//hgyd m w

“he sent and he old”) also suggest oral eing sent rather than
orma wrıtten correspondence (2 Sam 1ES, 18; 17216: Kgs It 15 indeed
ITONIC that thıs expression derives from oral aCKZTOUN: of COUTIeETS sSsent orally
delıver» SVCON 1ıle the author ıll be makıng defense of h1s lıterate

In lınes 13-14 read, wI“hdk hegd I°mr IC might oosely translate
6,  and it Was eported tOo YOUI servant that 29 In thıs CasSC, should also under-
stand the verb hegd (Irom hiphil of \/ngd) to indıicate that Hoshayahu recei1ved
verbal COommun1que.
In lınes and Ö, fınd the dıfficult verbal forms, SIht. mnn > 66  you sent””) and

(D 06,  you OW”) Normally the second masculıne sıngular Su erb (1.8::
perfect WOU| be pelled f (M-) rather than f (MM-) GCVEn though ıt Was apparently
pronounced /-t&/. Uccasıonally, the 2.m.s suff1ıx verb 15 Oun: wıth the longer f
suffix ( Gen S: 1Z: IX 24230 Ex 12:44; Z 2632 32 |contrast
34|  — but ıt 18 clearly exceptional. James Barr observes that thıs phenomenon 15
assoc1ı1ated wıth the verb nin (1 “t0 1ve  Y and the Lamed-He class of verbs
(1989:114-127). Neıther of these observatıons, however, appIy IO Lachısh 1wo
other examples of the long spelling of the me perfect verbal suffıx dIC attested In
the Arad letters MA3nD| 7:O) and the Lachısh letters MM 2:6)
The unusual of the maler lectionis made Frank Moore Cross quıte reluctant
read sIh mnm “"you sent”) and (MMYT 6,  you „) d4S havıng the verbal
suffix wıth lectionis (LE -{h) CToss suggested that these second PCISON
masculıne sıngular (=2.m.s verbs attach 1r PDCISON masculine sıngular
sulfix, 1.e. /Salahtöh/ 6,  you sent it 27 Cross that “"regularly in pre-Exılıc
Hebrew the 2 m8 form wıthout the suffix 15 wriıtten wıthout he”
The plene wrıting wıth he WOU. become regular only Qumran Hebrew, althoug
it 15 also attested In 1D11Ca. Aramaıiıc (according to the MT) Moreover, 1ıle ıt 15
poss1ıble in the Casc of SIhAt 18 read the A as resumptive PIONOUN wıth the COIMNMU-
N1que SDF 4as ıts antecedent, there 18 plausıble antecedent for suffix for
Moreover., when the verb “t0 know” does take Su in 1DIl1Ca. Hebrew, ıt
iınvarıably refers PCTSON (“I knew @ not object ıke letter (e.g., Gen
18:19; 24:16; ExX 3312 Deut 8:3, 16; 133 ZZYZ) In 1g of thıs, ıt quıte
ımpossı1ıble In 1g of thıs read the A AaSs suffix PTONOUN.
Iso in favor of readıng the 1na. he 4as lectionis 1Ss the internal CONSIStENCY of
thıs longer spellıng wıthin the letter. ere AIc only two of the 2.m.s suffix
verb and both AT pelled f} f there had been another example of 2.m.s suffix
verb In thıis letter pelled wıth the shorter — [‚ then Cross’ argument WONL certamly
prevaıl As it stands, however, it that the longer spellıng f of the 2m.s
suffıx verb 15 apparently another lınguistic id10syncrasy of thıs partıcular arı
fficer
In lıne fınd the contraction LYAW. (n ..  as surely d Yahweh lıves’””) from
the expected hy yhıwh Several scholars ave grasped thıs contractıon 4S reflecting
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scr1bal practices In the Iron Age;? yel, Dennıs Pardee observes, ‘T he GCOCUITENCC
of the phenomenon practically CVOETY student’s they read should ead
scholars tO be W of accepting ıt 4s legıtımate option OPCD ancıent ser1bes”

Whıle it 1S lıkely that thıs orthography reflects aSspects of the spoken
iıdıom where the words ould be together, thıs should not be egarded ASs
normatıve crıbal practice. More CIY, thıs should be viewed the influence of
vernacular pronunclatiıon the spellıng and becomes another indıcatıon of the
rudımentary eve of the officer’s crıbal trammıng.
Line 1Ss partıally damaged and difficult reconstiruct wıth complete certaınty
Thıs led everal dıfferent readıngs, ough, LNOTC recently, CONSCHSUS has
accepted insberg’s reconstruction9 >nnhw (IMIINMN), althoug thıs ST has
been interpreted In Varı0ous WaY>S On the basıs of the images supplıe IM  n
however, OUN! ıt dıfficult fo confirtm this readıng. We INaYy AdSSUMNeC there has een
SOINC deteri10ration iın the images. Ginsberg’s readıng, nnhw 1INN), ST1
provıde the best SUCSS at fıllıng the lacuna. The MOStT plausıble interpretation WOu
COIMNC from the erb Inn (3M “t0 repeat”) wıth 3 m.s PIONOUN suffix attached,
hence “I COuU. repeat lt”, In other words, the oldıer COU. repeat the of the
letter (Spr, 7150) However, thıs pellıng 15 1CQ. of Aramaıc,e regularly uUsScsSs
the grapheme l, where in Hebrew fınd mc< (CT: oscatı 90 5.14-18) Further-
IMOTC, In 1DIl1Ca Hebrew usually fınd SM (33W “t0 repeal, reciHe”), nNOoT Inn OT
SVCN SAMN ere aAIc couple of Judges S11 and 1:40 where the spellıng INn
MaYy It 15 dıfficult 118 believe that traıned scr1be COU. make such CITOT,
though perhaps OINCONC wıth rudımentary crıbal miıght make such CITOTL.

1 relyıng Aramaic spelling g1ves SOTIIC and alternatıve readıng
deriving nnhw (IMIMN from the erb ntn OM “°to 1ve  27 wıth 31 m.s suffix has
been suggested. Hence, the in Iınes 12-13 might be translated: ..  and WOU.
NOT g1ve hım nythıng”; in other words, the oldier WOU. NOT DAaY scribe (Spr, 750)
anythıng read the letter for hım However, thıs readıng also has problems SINCE it

easıly aCCount for the exira N  S In 1DI1Ca. Hebrew thıs 18 pelled eıther
Innw MN) OT "nhw (ymann),6 ave in Lachısh *nnhw (IIMN). In
the end, whether the form ar1ses from Aramaic influence reflects orthographic
1d10SynCrasy, ıt est frame it the CONnftifext of wrıter wıth rudımentary
scr1bal traınıng.
In Iıne 18 fiınd the unusual eadıng NSW WIN °°“h1s men’). Normally, epıgraphic
Hebrew uUscs the d marker of the plura COonstruct (&g bny “the SONS Öf“, rad
1675° 49:1, Z 3, 16; Lachısh 16:4; SCC ogel, In the present CasSC, however,
the plura 15 certamly marked by the uUsc of the internal / SInCce the sıngular 18 S
(as line 9/10 of thıs inscription itself). ven S! 1DI1Ca Hebrew the plura
CONsStruct of VS 15 ınvarıably doubly mar|  el A NSYW °“hıs INC  S '] The defective
spelling in thıs Casc SOCS agalnst the tendency suggested Dy the full spelliıng of the

E, Lehman, 1967 00 applıed thıs example extensively rewriıte the psalter hıs
CNTarYy, SCC00(  -
See Judg 20:28; Ezek S14 Ps 89:28; 7:20
Thıs holds out of 51 CCUITENCES where suffix 18 The ON exception Sam 23:5
1S corrected the Masoretic ext by the Qere.
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2.m.s perfect verbs discussed above. Thıs internal inconsistency only ralses further
questions about the lınguistic cCompetence (or eve of traınıng) of the author/sceribe
of the letter.
Fınally, the letter ends wıth rather surprısıng crıbal CITOT In lıne 2 for

.  "your servant”. I hıs CITOT only reinforces the arcn critique of
Hoshayahu’s superI10r; namely, he requires the assıstance of professional scr1be.

Lachish Letters an the Problem of “(Officia Hebrew”

{It 18 often assumed that the Lachısh Letters d SIOUD represent what might be
termed “Offic1ı1a Hebrew.” B.S  — Isserlin, for example, the Lachısh Letters
4S ..  offıicıa documents or1ginatıng irom OI1Cc1a. cırcles, and by scr1ıbes
amılıar wıth OIT1IcC1a. usages” (19/2:197). mıilıtary COMMUN1UES miıght be termed
“olfıcıal, ” the Lachısh Letters 1C123! Hebrew In sımılar veın, Ian Young
wriıtes that the Lachısh Letters bring us "wıthın the he.  S of the admıiınistrative and
mıilıtary of the Kıngdom of Judah.” He then SCS conclude, °“ T hese
letters must represent irue °Offic1a Hebrew’” (1993:110). oung dAdSSUummmes that
milıtary commander WOUuU ave had professional scr1be ttached hıs Sservice”
and consequently the Lachısh Letters WOU. reflect the 1C12a. Hebrew from
traıned scr1be.
Yet, ıt 1s quıte Precarı10us PITCSUMC that Lachıish COUu. held A4Ss a MO for
.  )Mücıal Hebrew.” Lachısh Letter 15 mostly devoted the protestations that the
fficer needed professional scr1ıbe. The lınguistic 1d10syncrasies of Letter
certamly do nOoTt uggest traıned professional scrıbe al work. The VC content of
Lachısh should Nse the question of the ingulstic Competence of ıts author. And,
the above phılological observatiıons Can be understood substantıate the SeEN1O0T
officer’s assessment of hıs Jun1o0r’s ingulstic Competence. It, d thıs artıcle has
argued, Lachısh WAas penne by Jun10r mıilıtary fficer wıth rudımentary 1Inguls-
t1c then ıt WOU. hardly be the ea standard for °Officıal Hebrew.”
More than thıs, mMust question whether the SCHIC iıtself (26.. etters) 1S the est
CD pomt for describing “Officıa Hebrew.” ong these lınes, the attempt of

Knauf (1990) determine whether 1DI1Ca Hebrew 1S anguage ase\
close COMParısons wıth the Gezer alendar, the Samarıa ÖOstraca, and the Deıir 1la
Plaster especılally inappropriate SINCE HNODNC 51 these COMEC from the
udaean kıngdom and the SCHICS of these XTIS hardly end themselves tO creating
enchmar by 1C LO 455C5S55 1D1l1Ca Hebrew texts. $ At least the epıstolary
correspondence from Lachısh (as ell d Arad) WOULU. be geographıcally chrono-
logıcally closer 1DI1Ca. Hebrew 10 be SUTIC, MMaYy eXpeCL certaın letters
reflect certaın dar: features of the SCHIC such dSs fınd the introduction;
however, there 1s 1CasSon CXDECL much beyond thıs By analogy, ONEC WONUL.
hardly want the AVCITaLC Amerıcan business correspondence O SCIVE as the standard
of AÄAmerican Englısh. The appYy Circumstance that Ostraca dIiIC the largest of
extra-bıblical Hebrew lıterature hardly the assessment that they represent
O See the crit1ques by urvıtz (1999) and No:  a (1999)

1672



Sociolinguistic Reflections the Letter of "Lauterate Soldier (Lachısh

pre-exılic Hebrew The Lachısh Letters MOST lıkely represent the mundane
lıteracy of the late Judaean administrative infrastructure. We should reasonably
eXpect much lower eve of lınguistic Competence Dy the authors of these letters
when compared fo the authors of 1DI1Ca. lıterature. Whıle SCHIC of letters 0€Ss nNOL
end itself being gu1lde standard Hebrew, ıf Can speak of such thıng, al
least these letters from Lachısh (as ell d Arad) dIiC arguably from sımılar time
and geographic prox1imıty N} Classıcal 1Dl1Ca Hebrew 15 Suppose: be

addıtional consıderation CONCOTDNS whether the Jun10r fficer actually WTOTte h1s
ÖT whether it Wäas penne: by the hand of aLIIı ser1be. If the letter Wäas

actually wriıtten by scr1ıbe then miıght ave less 100 for ascr1ıbıng
lıngulstic 1d10syncrasies to the crıbal traınıng of the Junior ificer CTOss, for
example, pomts out that the letter also mplıes that scribes WOIC eadıly avaılable and

that “the skıilled and elegant hand of the letter 1s the hand of arn
scr1be” { hıs 15 self-evıdent however. For example, the recently
publıshed OsStracon lıst of sılver recıpıents wıth K} Talc signatures indıcates
that number of indıvıduals miıght ave had g00d enmanshıp, wıthout mplyıng
they had anythıng LNOTC than mundane lınguistic Competence (see Deutsch and
Heitzer. 1995:92-103).
The physıca. evıdence also undermines the COTYy that the Lachısh Letters WEIC all
composed by 3800 secr1bes. 1{10 egın wıth, ıt AaDDCAIS that 1ve of the Ostraca (Z 6, P
8, 185) actually COINC from the Samnec pot and must ave een sent wıthın VE short
time per10d Orczyner all of the Lachısh Letters WCIC probably COTN-

pose: wıthın VE time frame. Yet. Bırnbaum pomınted out long dAYO that all
that the maın letters (1'9> 11 16-18 SCCIN {O be wriıtten Dy dıfferent an (1939a:23).
Bırnbaum’’s conclusıon stands and effectıively undermines suggest10ons that the letters
AIc CopI1es (6.2., adın 1984; Barstad TIhey not wriıtten by the Samnc scr1be.
Thıs alone WOU SCCINMN preclude that the Lachısh Letters represent the work of
traıned ser1ıbes unless A4dSSUTNE that Sma miılıtary OutpOSTs had everal scr1bes ÖT
that dıfferent scr1ıbes WEeTC regularly comıng and go1ng When SUPVCY the extient
of lıterary actıvıty in the late Judaean monarchy however, ıt INOTC eIy that
lıteracy has spread beyond crıbal cırcles miılı officers, merchants, and
craftsmen ell varlety of government officıals One dıd not necessarıly eed

scrıbe {O wrıte letter, althoug! in the Casc of sensıtive mMr Correspondence ıt
May have een WIser to employ the SErVICES of professional scr1be. { hıs apparently
Was the L1LCasSon that aus encouraged oshayahu employ professional in hıs
future correspondence.
The extient of lıteracy has been controvers1ı]al 1Ssue In recent YCAaIrs (CT.Schniedewind {Ihıs letter of “Iıterate” oldier has een often overlooked,
sSsometimes ignored, and Occasıonally mıisconstrued In these discussions. Yet, gıventhe lımitations of the evıdence, the letter of oldıer defending hıs lıteracy must be
0Ca pomt In thıs Ongomng discussıon. T’hıs letter of the lıterate oldıer 15 powerfulevidence pomting fOo semiinal changes In the socı1al fabrıc of soclety duriıng the late
udaean monarchy EvVecn if the eve of thıs soldier’s lıteracy Was quıte basıc and
needed serıbe to help hım.
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Abstract

Lachıish er 15 among the ongest and mMmMOst ImMpoO! epi1graphic finds atıng the ate Judaean
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