
Testimony on SB 87 

Chair, Vice Chair, Ranking Member, and members of the Committee, 

My name is Jay or Jawhara Qutiefan. I am an Ohio resident, a Palestinian American, and a 
community organizer. I am here to respectfully urge you to vote NO on SB 87. 

I want to begin with my family. 

On July 11, 1948, the village I am from in Palestine was forcibly ethnically cleansed. My 
grandfathers were children  one eight years old, the other fourteen. They witnessed the violent 
displacement of their village. They heard the screams of neighbors. They watched families flee. 
Their homes, land, and livelihoods were taken as villages were attacked and cleared during the 
Nakba and the theft of Palestinian land in order to create the Jewish state that was envisioned 
by the United Nations and the Bellfort declaration  

This is history, documented by historians, governments, and international records. 

My grandfathers were farmers. Their ancestors were farmers. My last name, Qutiefan, comes 
from the Canaanite language and refers to those who pick fruit. It reflects generations of 
agricultural life — tending land, harvesting olives, figs, and citrus, and sustaining family and 
community. 

That life was taken from us.. 

Both of my grandfathers carried this loss for the rest of their lives. Before they passed, they 
asked me to share our story so it would not be erased. 

Today, I cannot live on the land my family owned. I cannot farm it. I cannot visit the graves of my 
ancestors. The history of my family lives only through memory and testimony.  

SB 87 adopts the IHRA definition and ties it to Ohio’s ethnic intimidation statute. 

The definition includes contemporary examples focused on speech and political viewpoints  
particularly speech about Israel and Zionism. That means that I cannot share what happened to 
my grandparents. 

Under the First Amendment, political speech receives the highest level of constitutional 
protection. Americans have the right to criticize governments, ideologies, and public policies  
foreign or domestic. 

When a definition that includes examples about what people may say is connected to criminal 
law, it creates the risk that protected expression may be used to infer motive or intent. 



Even with disclaimers and amendments stating the bill does not infringe on free speech, courts 
examine how laws operate in practice. If speech can be used to support enhanced criminal 
penalties, it will be. 

This is how vague laws suppress speech not by banning it outright, but by making people afraid 
to speak. 

I am asking you to uphold the First Amendment and protect the right of every Ohioan to speak 
freely about history, politics, and human rights without fear of government punishment. 

We can fight all forms of hate while still protecting constitutional freedoms. 

Ohio must not trade liberty for a vague and political definition that is being weaponized to shield 
Israel from accountability. 

Please vote NO on SB 87. 

Any Questions 
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