
As I was randomly checking my bank account activity one day a few years ago, I noticed 
something unusual. I did notice a one-hundred-dollar deposit, which I had not made 
and certainly did not recognize. This led me to place a call to my bank. As I was talking 
to the bank agent, I found out one more suspicious piece; someone had opened a brand-
new checking account linked to my two previously existing bank accounts. 
 
As a result of my call, the bank agent reassured me that, based on this very unusual 
activity, she was going to flag my accounts so no transaction could be done, at any 
branch or through an ATM, without my consent. This meant that from that moment on, 
I would be the only one, after proving my identity, authorized to make any transactions. 
 
Well, that did not help. A few days later, to my dismay and anger, I found out that funds 
were being withdrawn from my account without my consent or knowledge. I 
immediately called the bank, one more time. They confirmed my suspicion and 
instructed me to first report the incident to the local police and, at the same time, to 
immediately contact the bank’s Fraud Department. 
 
I drove to the local Municipal building and, after completing a police report, I reached 
out to the bank again, this time to the Fraud Department. 
 
To my dismay and surprise, the bank agent from their Fraud Department started 
drilling me with very disturbing questions. Their assumption was unambiguous. The 
moment I reported the illegal activity against my account, I immediately became the 
prime suspect. After close to one hour of grueling questions, very unpleasant and 
disturbing to say the least, the agent admitted that he was following routine procedure. 
The moment something like this happens, the first suspect is the one reporting. 
Apparently, it happens, too often, that when a person reports bank fraud, it turns out to 
be a naïve scam.  By creating this make-believe delinquent activity, they seek to get 
reimbursed for monies which has never been actually stolen. 
 
This was very hard for me to accept. I was, no doubt in my mind, the victim of fraud. 
The bank agent dealt with me, at least initially, as if I was the one who had committed 
the crime. 
 
This happens too often in our society, when, instead of defending and speaking up for 
the victim, we end up blaming the victim. I was the victim and, ironically, I was being 
blamed for the fraud. 
 
This is quite common in the presence of sexual violence, date rapes and in so many 
other instances in our society. 
 
When someone becomes ill, people often seek to blame past behaviors for a person’s 
current state of health. Cancer? They should have stopped smoking. Heart disease? 
Well, I guess they should have exercised more. Food poisoning? Should have known 
better than to have eaten at that new restaurant. 
 



Such cases of blame seem to suggest that people should have simply known or expected 
such things to happen given their behavior, and could have stopped them from 
happening, while, in truth, most likely there was no way to predict the outcome. 
 
We have a little bit of this pattern in this week’s Torah portion, Aharei Mot. 
We might be somehow familiar with this section in the Torah because this is the Torah 
reading for Yom Kippur. The section that we read on Minha Yom Kippur deals with 
forbidden sexual relationships. 
 
What is fascinating about this section is that these relationships are described not as an 
act that takes place between two consenting individuals. It is all presented, almost 
exclusively, from a male’s perspective. 
 
An even more interesting element is that, this topic is often introduced as if it had an 
‘ecological’ connotation. Verses 24 and 25 in Leviticus 18 read as follows: “Do not defile 
yourselves in any of those ways, for it is by such that the nations that I am casting out 
before you defiled themselves. Thus, the land became defiled; and I called it to account 
for its iniquity; and the land spewed out its inhabitants.” 
 
This focus on pollution totally leaves out the ethical question of this being a consensual 
act. Interestingly enough, when it comes to punishment, both partners, male and 
female, are punished equally. The Biblical text seems to show a lack of discernment 
between aggressor and victim. 
 
In contrast to this ‘pollution’ model presented by the Biblical text, most Rabbinic 
sources explicitly state that a married woman sexually coerced by another man does not 
become forbidden to her husband-she will not be the one punished. This Rabbinic 
model comes much closer to a model which is more centered on the significance of 
consent (or lack of it). 
 
The different approach presented by Rabbinic Judaism shows the intent to move away 
from the ‘blaming the victim’ type of approach that Biblical law presents; and therefore, 
an auspicious sign that the Rabbis were not comfortable with the initial model presented 
by Leviticus. 
 
This encouraging shift allows us to approach these incidents with a more open and 
egalitarian sense of what is at play when these incidents take place. This particular 
example is proof that Rabbinic Judaism is here to teach us that, whenever necessary, a 
new approach should be possible. The final interpretation of Jewish Law is still in our 
hands. 
 
Shabbat Shalom and Hodesh Tov as we move into the new month of Iyar! 
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