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Chair, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and Members of the Committee: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to offer proponent testimony on Senate Bill 87. My name is 
Julie Paris, and I am the Mid-Atlantic Regional Director of StandWithUs, an international, 
nonpartisan nonprofit organization dedicated to combating antisemitism and educating 
about Israel. 
 
We are here today to support the intent of this legislation. However, our support is 
contingent upon a targeted technical amendment concerning how the International 
Holocaust Remembrance Alliance, IHRA, Working Definition of Antisemitism and its 
accompanying examples are incorporated into Ohio law. 

 
1. The IHRA examples are integral—not optional 
The eleven IHRA examples are not add-ons, political statements, or commentary. They are 
an essential component of the definition itself. They provide interpretive guidance that 
explains how antisemitism manifests in contemporary contexts—particularly where it 
intersects with discourse about Israel. Thus, the suggested amendment to include the 
examples is a correct move. 
 
Without these examples: 

 institutions lack a consistent standard for identifying antisemitism, 
 training becomes subjective and uneven, and 
 enforcement risks becoming arbitrary or inconsistent. 

 
This is precisely why the IHRA included them. Excluding or fragmenting the examples 
recreates the very ambiguity the definition was designed to eliminate. 

 
2. Recommendation: Incorporate the definition and examples by reference 
The current substitute version of SB 87 lists the eleven IHRA examples directly in the 
statutory text. We respectfully recommend amending the bill to instead reference the IHRA 
Working Definition of Antisemitism and its illustrative examples as adopted on May 26, 
2016. 
 
This approach is not merely technical—it is essential. 

 
Why this matters for Ohio 
 
First, preventing “definition dilution.” 
Listing individual examples within statute invites line-by-line debate over each one. That 
creates a real risk of a “pick-and-choose” framework, where certain manifestations of 



antisemitism are included or excluded based on political pressure rather than principle. 
Referencing the definition in its entirety, as formally adopted in 2016, ensures Ohio adopts 
a stable, tested, and internationally recognized standard. 
 
Second, preserving the minority voice. 
The IHRA definition was developed by scholars, Holocaust experts, and representatives of 
the global Jewish community to articulate their lived experience of antisemitism. When a 
legislature edits or selectively restates that definition, it risks overriding the expertise of the 
very community the law seeks to protect. By referencing the established 2016 definition, 
Ohio respects the Jewish community’s right to define the hatred directed against it. 
 
Third, ensuring operational and legal consistency. 
Federal agencies, dozens of U.S. states, and democratic nations around the world have 
adopted the IHRA definition using consistent reference language. If Ohio creates a 
customized version—by listing examples or omitting the adoption date—it introduces 
unnecessary legal and institutional confusion. That fragmentation undermines the broader 
national effort to combat antisemitism with clarity and uniformity. 

 
Conclusion: The path to full support 
If SB 87 is amended to reference the 2016 IHRA Working Definition of Antisemitism and its 
illustrative examples by reference, StandWithUs will fully and enthusiastically support this 
bill. 
  
 


