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Chair Manning, Vice Chair Reynolds, Ranking Member Hicks-Hudson, and members of the Senate Judiciary
Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 87.

| submit this testimony not only as a graduate of Ohio public schools and universities, but as a young Ohioan
who was born and raised in Dayton and who has worked in our state’s civic institutions. | have interned in a
congressional district office, served in election operations in Montgomery County, and spent years helping
register and educate young voters about democratic participation. | care deeply about the integrity of our laws
and the constitutional principles that protect every Ohioan. Combating antisemitism is an urgent and necessary
responsibility, and any serious effort to address it deserves careful consideration. However, Senate Bill 87 does
not offer a constitutionally sound or practically effective way to confront antisemitism in Ohio. Instead, it
introduces significant legal risks, threatens protected political expression, and duplicates protections that
already exist under state law.

Growing up in a Jewish household in Dayton shaped my understanding of both history and responsibility. |
understand the legacy of antisemitism and the very real threats that Jewish communities have faced and
continue to face. My opposition to this bill does not stem from indifference to antisemitism. It stems from a
belief that protecting Jewish Ohioans must be done in a way that strengthens, rather than weakens,
constitutional protections. The First Amendment is not an obstacle to justice, it is the foundation of it.

SB 87 proposes incorporating the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance definition of antisemitism into
Ohio law by attaching it to the enforcement of ethnic intimidation and related statutes. The IHRA definition was
explicitly developed as a non-binding educational tool intended to assist with data collection and training. It was
not drafted as statutory language, nor was it designed to serve as a standard for criminal or civil enforcement.
Converting an educational guideline into binding legal language fundamentally changes its purpose and
function.

This shift raises serious First Amendment concerns. Political speech occupies the highest level of
constitutional protection, including criticism of governments, advocacy movements, and public policy debates.
Courts have consistently affirmed that criticism of foreign governments, protest activity, and boycotts are
protected forms of expression. Several of the IHRA examples reference criticism of Israel or Zionism, including
allegations that Israel is racist or the application of what are described as double standards. Once those
examples are incorporated into enforcement statutes, speech about a foreign government risks being treated
as evidence of discriminatory intent. That dynamic creates viewpoint discrimination, which the First
Amendment does not permit.

My experience working in public institutions and organizing civic engagement initiatives across college
campuses has reinforced how essential open debate is to a functioning democracy. When the state signals that
certain political viewpoints may be legally risky, even indirectly, individuals adjust their behavior. Students,
journalists, educators, faith leaders, and community advocates may self-censor rather than risk potential
consequences. Even if the bill contains language asserting that it does not infringe upon constitutional rights,
courts evaluate how laws operate in practice rather than relying solely on disclaimers. If political speech can be



introduced as evidence in criminal or civil proceedings, individuals will reasonably fear that engaging in public
debate could expose them to legal scrutiny. That chilling effect undermines open discourse and weakens
democratic participation.

In addition to constitutional concerns, SB 87 is unnecessary. Ohio already maintains comprehensive laws
addressing ethnic intimidation, harassment, discrimination, and violence. Those statutes provide tools to
prosecute threats, vandalism, assault, and other forms of hate-based conduct. During my time working in
election administration in Montgomery County, | saw the seriousness with which Ohio treats the integrity and
safety of civic life. Senate Bill 87 does not close a gap in existing law. Instead, it adds ideological content to
enforcement mechanisms that already function without it, creating confusion rather than clarity.

The bill also risks misrepresenting Jewish identity by implicitly suggesting that criticism of Israel or Zionism is
inherently antisemitic. Jewish communities are diverse and encompass a wide range of political, theological,
and ethical perspectives regarding Israel and Zionism. Many Jewish individuals and organizations actively
debate Israeli government policy or reject Zionism altogether. Embedding a political definition into state law
risks marginalizing those voices and reinforcing the inaccurate assumption that Jewish identity is politically
uniform. As a Jewish Ohioan who has engaged in political activism since middle school, | know firsthand that
our community contains multitudes of perspectives. The state should not codify a singular political
interpretation as representative of an entire people.

Antisemitism is real and must be confronted with seriousness and consistency. The appropriate response is
vigorous enforcement of existing laws against threats, harassment, discrimination, and violence, not the
adoption of a vague and politically charged definition that entangles the state in policing protected speech. As
a young Ohioan who plans to continue building my life and career in this state, | urge you to defend both
Jewish safety and constitutional integrity by rejecting this bill.

For these reasons, | respectfully urge the Committee to vote no on Senate Bill 87.

Thank you for your time and consideration.



