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Unveiling the Versions: The Tactics of Tamar in Genesis 38:15

John R. Huddlestun
College of Charleston, SC

The MT of Genesis 38:15 reads as follows: 777 3D 17103 "2 7115 7203
7377 AR Y, “When Judah saw her (Tamar), he thought her to be a

prostitute, for she had covered her face.” At first blush, the statement seems fairly
straightforward: the veiled face of Tamar leads Judah to conclude that she is a
common prostitute. But as Judah himself later discovers, appearances can be
deceptive, and such is also the case as one delves into the exegetical history of this
passage. Here the reader encounters a variety of interpretive expansions, all of

which turn, implicitly or explicitly, on the causal relationship introduced by the 3

clause of the second half of the verse. Previously (v. 14), we learn that Tamar had

donned a veil ()" IX2 D3N 1), covered herself up (%) ploiglel ), and taken a

roadside posture, but it is only the first of these acts that is mentioned in Judah’s
inference in verse 15." Thus it is with some warrant that biblical scholars, past and
present, have associated the garment with the profession; that is, it was the veil of
Tamar that signaled to Judah her status as a prostitute.” Others, however, have
disputed this reading of the verse, citing biblical and ancient Near Eastern
evidence to indicate that the veil itself was not diagnostic, but simply allowed
Tamar to conceal her identity.® Following this view, while it is reasonable to
assume, at least from the biblical text, that prostitutes did in fact adorn themselves
in a distinctive manner (e.g., Jer 4:30; Ezek 23:40), their identity as such appears

not to be linked to a veil.* In addition to the biblical passages, the most frequently



cited evidence are those Middle Assyrian laws governing the use of veils among
various classes of women. Here prostitutes, female slaves, unmarried hierodules
(gadiltu), and concubines unaccompanied by mistress--unlike married hierodules,
widows, daughters, and accompanied concubines--are prohibited from appearing
veiled in public.’ Others, however, have cautioned that customs may vary
regionally and we should not assume that those of Assyria applied equally to
ancient Israelite society.® One thus encounters two plausible explanations of the
verse in the scholarly literature (referenced in notes 2 and 3), the first more of a
plain sense reading of the verse in isolation, the second more comparative in
orientation, drawing upon other biblical texts and Middle Assyrian law. But there
is yet another body of evidence, rarely mentioned in the literature on these verses,

that bears directly on how one understands Tamar’s actions.

It is somewhat surprising to find that the majority of commentaries of the last

century (e.g., Driver, Westermann, Von Rad, Spieser, Vater, Wenham), as well as
a recent major study of Genesis 38 in particular (Menn, Judah and Tamar, see
note 3), fail to note the addition to 38:15 in the Septuagint and Vulgate (cited in
the apparatus of Kittel’s Biblica Hebraica, but omitted in Biblica Hebraica
Stuttgartensia).” By way of extension at the end of the verse, the LXX adds

kol oUK emEYVe ouTnv (“and he did not recognize her”).® The Vulgate follows
with the passive ne cognosceretur (“she was not recognized”), while the Vetus
Latina reflects the LXX more closely: cooperuerat enim faciem suam et non

cognovit eam (“because she had covered her face and he did not recognize her” -



Codex Lugdunensis [Lyon] and the Latin text of Jubilees); compare igitur ne
cognoscatur, faciem velamine obscurat (“therefore, in order not to be recognized,
she covers [her] face with a veil” - Zeno, Bishop of Verona).” The addition is
absent in the Samaritan Pentateuch, Syriac, and Targum Ongelos."® With the
LXX, the expanded verse then reads as follows: “When Judah saw her, he thought
her to be a prostitute, for she had covered her face and he did not recognize her.”
Here the * 3 clause is explained: Tamar covered her face to conceal her identity.
Presumably, had she not do so, Judah would have recognized her. Thus, following
the LXX, the veil was not diagnostic of prostitution. But if not the veil, then what,
one may ask, led Judah to consider her a prostitute? The success of Tamar’s
stratagem, as described in unexpected, but necessary, detail in verse 14, hinged
upon two interrelated components: cover-up and location. While the first
concealed her identity, it was the second that conveyed her harlot status.'' So

concluded Rashi, who commented as follows:[%) S - “she covered her face
so that he did not recognize her” ... 7117 5 7AW Y 10- “because she was
sitting at the crossroads™: 117 18 702 " 20- “and he was unable to see her
(face) and (therefore could not) recognize her (7773791 TNIRS D120
D7) 12

Prior to Rashi, a number of targumim and midrashim, in their attempts to explain

Judah’s perception of Tamar in verse 15, disassociate the veil from harlotry, albeit
in different ways and for different reasons. The focus shifts from Tamar’s

roadside guise when she encountered Judah to her reserved habit of dress while in



his house."? Targum Neofiti adds: “...thought her to be a prostitute, because she
was veiled (lit. “covered of face”) in the house of Judah and Judah had not known

her ss14

The translation, however, is not entirely consistent at this point. Verse 15
of Neofiti implies that Judah did see Tamar’s face, apparently for the first time,

but that he failed to recognize her because it was her custom to veil herself while

in his house. By contrast, verse 14 states explicitly that she covered herself (12
DAVYORT 777772 N "037). Leaving aside this inconsistency, while the

gloss in v.15 provides a reason for Judah’s inability to recognize Tamar, it does
not correlate the veil with the attire of a prostitute, but with that of a modestly
dressed widow in his household. A somewhat different explanation is offered in
Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: “Judah saw her, and in his eyes he compared her to a
harlot, because she was of sullen[?] appearance in the house of Judah and Judah
had not loved her.”"” But this explanation makes little sense contextually (how
does it account for Judah’s taking her to be a prostitute?) and is unique to Pseudo-
Jonathan.'® While the targum explicitly describes how Tamar covered herself
with a veil and subsequently removed it (vv.14, 19), the above rendering of v.15
fails to explain the relevance of her change of clothing. Are we to infer that

prostitutes generally exhibited a sullen appearance (] D8 N0 " J3), or does the

targumist wish to convey that Judah’s unfavorable attitude toward Tamar, formed
while she lived in his house, caused him at this point (assuming of course that he
recognized her when he saw her) to treat her as a common prostitute? A more

plausible solution for the contextually problematic 10 " U3 may be textual

corruption: instead of D¥2 “to be angry,” others have suggested the verb *03 “to



cover.”'” But even with the proposed emendation, the targum’s meaning is by no
means obvious. Nevertheless, for our purpose it is significant that both Neofiti and
Pseudo-Jonathan avoid the conclusion that Tamar’s donning of a veil was in
some fashion indicative of her status as a prostitute. On the contrary, both assume,

at least in v.15, that she was not veiled when she encountered Judah by the road.

Genesis Rabbah (85.8) provides two contrasting interpretations.'® The first echoes

Neofiti in commenting that Tamar was not recognized because she had covered

her face while in her father-in-law’s house (7217 F1722 R W IV 71719
103 *2). The midrash cites the expansion as an object lesson: a man should

acquaint himself with female relations so as to avoid unintentional incest. The
gloss in this case highlights Judah’s guilt in the matter for not having done so."
The second interpretation explains that Judah initially took no notice of Tamar

since she had covered her face, thus, he thought to himself, she could not be a

prostitute (777 19 MNOJY 11hane W RS 7T R0
RITONR 77732 702D TN TIT 00T 198 R).2 This explanation

assumes that prostitutes by definition were not veiled and clashes with the
unambiguous biblical statement that Judah considered her to be one.*' Judah’s
character remains unblemished insofar as he initially resists communication with a
modestly dressed woman, not a prostitute.”> As the midrash continues, Judah’s

noble unwillingness is overcome by an angel of desire (7 1857 ploRabilele

RITW N '7D), who compels him to turn aside and proposition Tamar, thus



insuring the birth of Perez and, more to the point, the emergence of the Davidic
line.”® Likewise, Sforno (15"™-16™ cent. Italy) comments on 38:16 that Judah’s
inability to recognize Tamar is a turn of events brought about by God in order that
the righteous messiah might emerge from Judah, a more worthy ancestor than

Selah (in Migra ot Gedolot subX ™71 1092 "2 D7 ®H D).

In his comments on 38:15, Ramban (13th cent. Spain) repeats, but takes issue with,
the views of Rashi and the midrash: given that Tamar covered her face while in
his house (so the targumim and midrash), how could Judah have recognized her
even if she had been unveiled? Therefore, according to Ramban, the veil was not

intended for concealment. Rather, the plain sense of the verse (AUDM) dictates

that Judah concluded she was a prostitute because of her veiled face, and,
furthermore, it was the custom of prostitutes to take their place by the roadside

with the face partly veiled (@ " 327 N¥P 7030 ).2* Thus, with respect to the two

key acts of Tamar mentioned above, her veiled face and location, Ramban stands
alone insofar as he accepts the diagnostic importance of both; each contributed to

Judah’s inference of harlotry.

If we move a bit further down to the Christian commentators of the Reformation
period, while they did not mince words when it came to the proliferation of
brothels in their time, neither Luther nor Calvin saw the veil of Tamar as a telltale
sign of prostitution.”” In his comments on Gen. 38:14, Luther explains the separate

dress associated with the married woman, the virgin, and widows.** The 5" VX of



Tamar is described by the reformer as a large cloth with which the woman would
bind her hair and cover the head completely down to the shoulders, the same as
that worn by Rebecca (Genesis 24) to signify her “reverence and modesty.”
Luther then draws the reader’s attention to a contemporary parallel: “Even today,
in some parts of Germany, head coverings which veil the neck and the mouth so
that only the eyes appear are in use.”*’ In Genesis 38, Tamar exchanges her
widow’s garments for more “festive garb,” apparently in keeping with the festive
time of year (following his earlier comments on 38:12). She “not only covered her
head with the honorable robe of a matron but also adorned her whole body
elegantly and in festive manner”; in this fashion, she was “adorned and decked out
to excite Judah,” but not as a whore.?® So why then, Luther wonders, did Judah
not recognize Tamar, at least from her voice or the exposed eyes? He is somewhat
puzzled by this and attributes it to the focused imagination of Judah, which was
blind to all else, or to the miraculous intervention of God--or the work of the
Devil. Regardless, for him the costume of Tamar plays no role in Judah’s

perception of her as a prostitute.

In his commentary on Genesis, Calvin contrasts the veil of Tamar with the dress

of prostitutes of his time: “When it is said she veiled her face, we hence infer that
the license of fornication was not so unbridled as that which, at this day, prevails
in many places.” He implies that the whores of his day do not bother with a veil,
unlike Tamar, who is fully aware of her sin and puts on a veil to hid her shame:

“the veil of Tamar shows that fornication was not only a base and filthy thing in



the sight of God and the angels; but that it has always been condemned, even by
those (i.e., Tamar) who have practised it.”* As for Judah’s inability to recognize

Tamar, Calvin attributes this to the hand of God.*°

Thus far, I have highlighted some of the religious motivations behind the

separation of the veil from prostitution (upholding Judah’s character, moral
exhortation), and have touched upon other factors that appear to have influenced
the above interpretations, for example, exegetical considerations (LXX) or
contemporary practice (Ramban, Luther). It is to the last of these, contemporary
custom, that I now turn in a more sustained way with a brief historical survey of
the veil’s usage and meaning--from Assyria to Arles--particularly as it relates to
social status and prostitution. Such contextualization of the interpretive life of
Genesis 38:15 illuminates possible reasons for the lack of correlation between
Tamar’s veil and prostitution in the exegetical tradition. First, a brief word on the

veil is necessary.

In using the term veil, I do not assume that the face itself must necessarily have

been covered. Over the centuries, one finds evidence for a wide variety of veils or
coverings, whether one wished simply to cover the top of the head, conceal the
hair, or all or a part of the face (note already Ramban or Luther above).’ Some
veils were transparent (silk), and thus concealed little, while others masked the
identity of the wearer.’> Moreover, modern analogies suggest that veils could be

manipulated, depending on the company or other circumstances.” We of course



10.

do not know how ancient readers or hearers of the Genesis story would have
envisioned the veil of Tamar, but the text implies that it was substantial enough to
conceal her identity. Additionally, the text also leads the reader to assume that
Tamar retained some type of covering during intercourse, given Judah remained

unaware of her identity until it was too late.

As mentioned above, Middle Assyrian law prohibits prostitutes, slave women,
concubines unaccompanied by their mistress, and unmarried hierodules from
appearing unveiled in public. Those who do so are subject to severe punishments,
including fifty blows, pitch poured over the head, and the cutting off of one’s
cars.”® The law, as Lerner observes (building on the conclusions of Miles and
Driver), serves to institutionalize class distinction for women, here distinguished
via their “sexual activities”: “Domestic women, sexually serving one man and
under his protection, are here designated as ‘respectable’ by being veiled; women
not under one man’s protection and sexual control are designated as ‘public
women,” hence unveiled.”’ Likewise, van der Toorn has identified appurtenance
as the primary symbolic meaning associated with veiling.”® The punishments are
equally harsh for those men who fail to take the appropriate action against
violators (fifty blows, pierced ears with thread drawn behind the back etc.). This,
however, raises the issue of identification: how did one determine that a particular
woman was illegally veiled? Lerner assumes that the veil must have covered the
face, head, and figure, and thus, in the case of the female slave and slave

concubine, would have hidden any visible distinguishing marks, but others



11.

12.

maintain that the veil in the ancient Near East only partially covered the face.”’
Regardless, the Mesopotamian prostitute would have been recognized by her

dress, possibly hairstyle (thus no veil), and location.®

Outside Mesopotamia, we have little evidence for the distinctive dress of
prostitutes in the ancient Near East prior to the Greco-Roman period. Egyptian
artistic convention represents them as covering less, not more. Women were not
veiled in ancient Egypt and prostitutes, at least as depicted on a recently published
New Kingdom papyrus (perhaps portraying scenes from a brothel) and ostraca

(Deir el-Medina), wear little to nothing at all.”’

In Greek literary tradition,
particularly Homer, the veil (kpriSepvov) signified sexual chastity and purity,
traits obviously not associated with the celebrated heteraia of literature or art.*
With regard to the latter, mention must be made of the numerous examples of
heteraia, usually naked, depicted on red-figure vase paintings and drinking cups
(6th-5th centuries BCE). Other than catering to their male clients, the paintings
depict heteraia engaged in various domestic activities, for example spinning or
washing.*' Needless to say, veiling, or covering or any sort for that matter, plays

no role in identification; in fact, precisely the opposite is the case. Their status as

heteraia, where not obvious with clients, is signaled by their nudity and pose.*

In Greco-Roman Egypt, prostitutes were recognized by their see-through
garments, ornaments on the ankles or feet, or even messages such as “follow me”

imprinted on the soles of their sandals.” The available evidence indicates that



13.

Alexandria in particular was a major center for prostitutes in the Roman east, and
the translators of the Greek Genesis were probably not oblivious to their presence
or appearance.*® Thus, without disputing the exegetical motivations isolated by
Wevers (see note 10 above), the LXX expansion to Genesis 38:15 could reflect as
well the translators’ knowledge of current practice in that veils were not a part of
the prostitute’s dress; therefore, it was necessary to clarify that Tamar’s veil was

required only for concealment.

In Roman society, the social standing of the respectable and morally upright

woman--the mater familias or matrona--stood in stark contrast to that of the
disreputable prostitute (meretrix), a distinction reinforced in Roman law by way
of the lex Iulia de adulteriis coercendis of Augustus (ca. 18 BCE).* The lex Iulia
equates the status of the adulterous woman to that of a prostitute. The
juxtaposition of matrona/meretrix, drawn also in literary contexts (e.g., Plautus,
Cicero, Horace), focused especially on garments as markers of the respective
positions. The matrona was identified by her stola (a long outer dress with
decorated hem) and vittae (ribbons or bands worn in the hair), while the prostitute
wore a toga. Those women convicted as adulterers were required to don the toga
in order to differentiate them from respectable women.*® The lex Iulia also
addressed the problem of matrons appearing in public without their stolae, or even
dressing outright as prostitutes.47 Later, in the 6™ century Code of Justinian
(Corpus iuris civilis), we find a type of “enforced chastity” for the adulteress, and

possibly the repentant prostitute as well, who were compelled to put on a veil.*® In



14.

15.

the eastern provinces of the Roman Empire, sufficient evidence exists to show that
women generally were veiled in public and could be divorced or punished if they

appeared otherwise.*

Christianity as well followed current practice, albeit often with different
justification. Paul’s oft-cited admonition that women cover their heads (1
Corinthians 11:2-16) was in keeping with his own tradition, but he, like others to
follow, felt the need to offer various theological reasons for the practice.’® In his
treatise on veiling (De virginibus velandis), the early Church father Tertullian (2d-
3d cent.) recommended that all Christian women be fully veiled, not simply to
accommodate custom, but because it is the will of Christ, their Espoused.51
Likewise, Athanasius (4™ cent.) exhorted virgins to let their “face be veiled and
downcast” in their encounter with others.’* In his Apostolic Tradition, Hippolytus
(4™ cent.) advised that men and women be segregated while in church, without
greeting one another, and that the head of the women be covered completely.™
These few representative citations allow us to place the expansions in the Vetus
Latina and Vulgate in some perspective. If they were not simply following the
LXX at that point, Jerome and the early translators could have been motivated by
the need to clarify for their readers Tamar’s use of a veil, for them a symbol of

purity and chastity, not prostitution.

Rabbinic tradition offers no specific law stipulating that women should be veiled

outside the home, but the rabbis appeal to traditional practice of the time. For



example, a husband may divorce his wife if she appears in public unveiled, a
violation of Jewish practice (M. Ketubot 7.6,). In the gemara (Bab. Ket. 72a), the
question is raised as to whether or not the prohibition is based on the Torah
(implied in Numbers 5:18 according to the school of R. Ishmael) and, if so, the
reason then for the appeal to Jewish practice alone. Other passages in the Talmud
reinforce the importance of women going out with heads covered and we have no
reason to doubt that the custom was prevalent in Jewish society, both east and
west (Medieval manuscript illuminations, from the 13" to the 16™ centuries, as a
rule depict Jewish women with their heads covered).” In the light of this, the
targumic expansion (Neofiti, Pseudo-Jonathan, and echoed in Genesis Rabbah)
may have derived, in part, from uneasiness with the implication that Tamar’s veil
signaled anything other than a properly attired widow under the protection of her
father-in-law, a widow whose modesty caused her to remain veiled even while not
in public. The second interpretation in Genesis Rabbah--Judah did not consider
her a prostitute because of her veil-appears to be an attempt not only to redeem
Judah’s character, but also to align the verse with contemporary practice. As for
Rashi and Ramban, both refer to the dress of their time, although the former does
not do so within the context of Genesis. In his commentary on the Talmud, Rashi

explains W27 1 717 (M. Ket. 2.1 with gemara in Bab. Ket. 17b) as “a veil on the

woman’s head which covers her eyes just as is done in these parts.”>> Thus, his
comments on Tamar’s veil as a means of concealment, not the sign of a prostitute,
1

could reflect as well his knowledge of local custom in northern France of the 1

century. We saw above Ramban’s opinion that the prostitute sat at the roadside



16.

with face partly veiled. The larger context of his description is instructive: “The
reason for the covering of the face is that it was the way of the harlot to sit at the
crossroads wrapped up in a veil, with part of the face and hair uncovered,
gesticulating with the eyes and lips, and baring the front of the throat and neck.
Now since she would speak to the by-passer in an impudent manner, catching him
and kissing him, she therefore veiled part of the face.””® One suspects that
Ramban has in mind contemporary practice, and, indeed, his later comments
regarding male prostitutes who still veil their faces in his day confirm this

impression.’’

The institutional and civic need to maintain proper distance between classes via

restrictions on dress arguably reached its zenith with the sumptuary laws in late
Medieval and Renaissance Europe.”® As with the Middle Assyrian and Roman
legislation, the purpose of these laws was to provide clear demarcation of status,
to address the issue of “women out of place, pretending to be what they are not.””’
While applicable only to that segment of society that could afford such luxury
items, particular statutes were aimed at regulating the dress of the well-to-do
prostitute. These parallel similar requirements, often religiously sanctioned,
imposed on Jewry under Christianity and Islam.®” A survey of sumptuary laws in
countries such as Italy, France, England, Spain, and Germany reveals a variety of
restrictions (e.g., regulating furs, silk linings, colors, belts, types of fabrics, use of

gold and silver in ornaments, buttons, décolletage, openings or slits in garments,

jewelry, platform shoes, etc.).”' Prostitutes in particular were required to wear
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certain garments or distinctive markings on their clothing as a means of
identification (e.g., a cord or silk belt, striped hoods, a neckband or cloak of a
particular color, a sleeve of different color/material or with a specific marking,
special ornaments, bells, etc.).®” These laws varied widely from one region to the
next, depending on local preference and the evolving styles of dress. In some
cases (Arles, Siena, Venice, Ferrara), specific laws were enacted which banned
the more elaborate and less transparent veils. Authorities feared that the
anonymity afforded by these could hide or encourage inappropriate behavior.* It
is not that one never encounters isolated cases where prostitutes could be veiled,
but the garment in and of itself does not emerge as a sign of the profession.
Rather, if covered at all, the prostitute would have been recognized as such by the

color of or marking on her veil.

While the evidence is chronologically and geographically sporadic, the above
necessarily brief overview of the veil’s usage nevertheless highlights a number of
recurring themes regarding its meaning and symbolism.** In fact, the Assyrian
laws constitute the beginning of, or at least attest to, a socio-legal tradition that
endures, mutatis mutandis, into the modern era wherein veiling may denote social
status, ownership, decency, chastity, or modesty.®> What is lacking is a clear or
decisive link between the veil and the prostitute. This is not to say that prostitutes
did not at various times or places wear veils, but they were certainly not alone in

this.



18. We have observed how a number of ancient translators and later commentators
puzzled over the events of 38:15--why didn’t Judah know it was Tamar and what
led him to believe she was a prostitute?--and sought to clarify the verse via
expansion or commentary. While their answers to these questions differed, it is
significant that in all but one case (Ramban), they avoided linking the veil to her
guise as a prostitute. This interpretive tendency accords well with our conclusions
regarding the veil and prostitution. Thus, the familiar interpretation of Tamar’s
tactics--Judah believed her to be a prostitute because of the veil--should, I believe,
be reconsidered. Rather, the separation of shroud from profession in the exegetical
tradition (long before the discovery of and current appeal to Assyrian law) and the
absence of a link historically between the veil and prostitute provide compelling
historical precedent for the reading that Tamar’s shroud was not decisive for
Judah’s perception of her as a prostitute. In other words, the veil of Tamar

concealed more than it revealed.
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Literature in Honor of Jacob Milgrom, eds. David P. Wright, David Noel Freedman, and Avi Hurvitz
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1995), 327-39, esp. 330 (I thank Gary Rendsburg for calling my attention to
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* For cases where the veil does not indicate harlotry, compare, for example, Rebecca in Gen 24:65, or the
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made by Menn, Westenholz, Sarna, among others). For veiled brides in Israel and the ancient Near East,
see Roland de Vaux, Ancient Israel, Volume 1: Social Institutions (New York: McGraw Hill, 1965), 33-
34; van der Toorn, “Significance of the Veil,” 330-36; idem, Family Religion in Babylonia, Syria, and
Israel. Continuity and Change in the Forms of Religious Life (Studies in the History and Culture of the
Ancient Near East 7; Leiden and New York: Brill, 1996), 43-45.

> See Middle Assyrian Laws, A 940, in Martha T. Roth, Law Collections from Mesopotamia and Asia
Minor (2d ed.; SBL Writings from the Ancient World 6; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1997), 167-68. Compare
Bird, “The Harlot as Heroine,” 200, 204; Goodfriend, “Prostitution,” 506; Menn, Judah and Tamar, 73;
Westenholz, “Sacred Prostitution,” 247, n.6; and Gerda Lerner, “The Origin of Prostitution in Ancient
Mesopotamia,” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society 11.2 (1986): 236-54, esp. 247-52.



% See Bird, “The Harlot as Heroine,” 204 n.17; Francis I. Andersen and David Noel Freedman, Hosea

(AB 24; New York: Doubleday, 1980), 225; also earlier reference cited in van der Toorn, “Significance of
the Veil,” 329, n. 10. Pedersen was aware of the Assyrian evidence, but dismissed its relevance for the
biblical text: “The Babylonians and Assyrians had definite rules for them [prostitutes] in the laws; thus in
Assyria they are not allowed to go about veiled, this being the privilege of the married women; it is not
likely that this has been the case in Israel, seeing that Tamar veils herself when playing the part of an
hetaera (Gen. 38,15)”; Johs Pedersen, Israel, its Life and Culture I-I1I (London: Geoffrey Cumberlege and
Copenhagen: Branner og Korch, 1926), 44-45.

7 Skinner notes, but does not discuss, the LXX addition (Genesis, 453). Procksch cites both LXX and
Vulgate and comments that the veil covered the face and made Tamar unrecognizable (D. Otto Procksch,
Die Genesis, tibersetzt und erkldrt. [KAT Bd. 1, 2d/3d edition; Leipzig and Erlangen: A. Deichertsche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1924], 205, 210). Dillmann, the most significant exception, states that the veil was
not the reason for Judah’s thinking her to be a prostitute, and notes that this interpretation is supported by
the LXX and Vulgate (August Dillmann, Die Genesis [4™ ed.; KHAT 11; Leipzig: Verlag von S. Hirzel,
1882], 380).

8 John W. Wevers, Septuaginta Vetus Testamentum Graecum Auctoritate Academiae Scientiarum
Gottingensis editum, 1. Genesis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1974), 365.

? For these and similar variants, see Vetus Latina. Die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel nach Petrus
Sabatier neu gesammelt und herausgegeben von der Erzabtei Beuron, 2. Genesis, ed. Bonifatius Fischer
(Freiburg: Herder, 1949-54), 397.

' Although one cannot rule out the possibility, I am assuming that the addition in LXX and Vulgate is
exegetical and does not reflect a Hebrew Vorlage different from MT (the Syro-Hexaplar indicates its lack
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in the next verse, that Judah did not know she was his daughter-in-law. But by inserting the statement at
this point in v.15, the LXX explains as well the purpose of the veil. See John W. Wevers, Notes on the
Greek Text of Genesis (SBL Septuagint and Cognate Studies 35; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1993), 639-40;
and his “The Interpretive Character and Significance of the Septuagint Version,” in Hebrew Bible/Old
Testament: The History of its Interpretation, Volume I: From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until
1300), ed. Magne Sebe (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996), 84-107, esp. 95-107. For a
different estimation of the value of the Greek Genesis, see Ronald S. Hendel, The Text of Genesis I-11:
Textual Studies and Critical Edition (New Y ork/Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), esp. 16-20.

" The impression of concealment or covering is reenforced in the use of the verbs 702 and ﬂ'?ﬁ Owith
reference to Tamar’s change of clothing in v.14 (contrast the more common W25 when she changes back
in v.19). Furthermore, the description of Tamar’s transformation in v.14 lacks reference to actions
characteristic of women who assume the role elsewhere in biblical texts (painting the face or ornaments).
As for location in 38:14 (MT’s 7™ Sy TWR; but see versions), compare Jer 3:2 (prostitute
encountered 207377 '73-7), Ezek 16:31 (7077 52 URM2), and note interpretation of 38:14-15 in The
Testament of Judah (12.2) where Tamar is dressed as a bride, but sits in public like a prostitute. For the
problematic Ennaim, see J. A. Emerton, “Some Problems in Genesis XXXVIII” V'T 25 (1975): 338-61,
esp. 341-43, and Ira Robinson, “bepetah “nayim in Genesis 38:14" JBL 96 (1977), 569.

12 See Migra ot Gedolot sub Rashi on 38:15. Compare the similar interpretation of Rashbam (Rabbi
Shmuel ben Meir), commenting on "']'73-71717 1 in38:14: 7717 172 XYW D oD



13 See also the Babylonian Talmud (Megillah 10b and Sota 10b).
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David M. Golomb, 4 Grammar of Targum Neofiti [HSM 34; Chico: Scholars Press, 1985] 156; contrast
Michael Sokoloff, A Dictionary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic of the Byzantine Period [Ramat-Gan: Bar
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v. 26, “and he did not know her again”[p. 255]); also Michael L. Klein, The Fragment-Targums of the
Pentateuch According to their Extant Sources, Volume I: Texts, Indices and Introductory Essays
(Analecta Biblica 76; Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1980) 151 (MS Vatican Ebr. 440), and his Genizah
Manuscripts of Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch (2 vols.; Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College, 1986)
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translation follows Michael Maher, Targum Pseudo-Jonathan: Genesis (The Aramaic Bible 1B;
Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1992), 128. For the text, see E. G. Clarke, Targum Pseudo-
Jonathan of the Pentateuch: Text and Concordance (Hoboken, NJ: KTAV, 1984), 47.

' For Maher (Pseudo-Jonathan, 128 n. 13), the sullenness of Tamar accounts for why Judah did not love
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17 See, for example, Marcus Jastrow, Dictionary of the Targumim, Talmud Babli, Yerushalmi and
Midrashic Literature (reprint; New York: Judaica Press, 1972), 656. If one reads the verb D2 (as
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(Dictionary, 20, n.2). See further E. M. Cook, Rewriting the Bible: The Text and Language of the Pseudo-
Jonathan Targum (Ph.D. dissertation, University of California, Los Angeles, 1986). Note the variant
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Targums, 1:150).
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"% This interpretation is also present in Yalqut Shim ‘oni (Gen. 38:15) and Tanhuma (Wayyesheb 9:17; see
Menn, Judah and Tamar, 306).

%" For the full text, see Judah Theodor and Hanoch Albeck, Midrash Bereshit Rabba. Critical Edition with
Notes and Commentary (Reprint with additional corrections by Albeck; Jerusalem: Wahrmann Books,
1965), 1.1041-42.
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whereby 1277 5 is read as 1317 85 (Judah and Tamar, 306, n. 45).

2 Here following Menn, Judah and Tamar, 306, n.44.

 For royal and messianic themes in Genesis Rabbah’s commentary on chapter 38, see the excellent
analysis of Menn, Judah and Tamar, 310-54, esp. 349-50.

* See his commentary in Migra ‘ot Gedolot on Genesis 38:15, comments following 71317 5 1aun .
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Works 7; ed. Jaroslav Pelikan; Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing House, 1965), 25-31.
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Metzger, Jewish Life in the Middle Ages: Illuminated Hebrew Manuscripts of the Thirteenth to the
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Silences of the Middle Ages, ed. Christiane Klapisch-Zuber (trans. from Italian, 1990; Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1992), 150-51.
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einer Sozialgeschichte des Alten Orients, ed. Volkert Haas (Konstanz: Universitdtsverlag Konstanz,
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Giustiniano e I’assunzione coattiva dell’abito monastico,” in Studi in onore di Giuseppe Grosso (vol. 6;
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Goddesses to Christian Saints, ed. Pauline S. Pantel (trans. from Italian, 1990; Cambridge and London:
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knowledge of the appearance of prostitutes in the Byzantine world (see Claudine Dauphin, “Brothels,
Baths and Babes: Prostitution in the Byzantine Holy Land,” Classics Ireland 3 [1996]; online at
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