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Committee Chair Manning, Vice Chair Reynolds, ranking member, Hudson and the 
other members of the Senate Judiciary Committee: my name is Larry Bresler.  I am here 
today speaking in opposition to SB87. 
 
I am a Jewish individual who is an active member of my synagogue in eastern suburban 
Cleveland.  Although the level of antisemitism today does not begin to reach the levels 
that I experienced and observed growing up in the 1950’s and 1960’s, I still find the rise 
in antisemitism very disturbing.  As an individual who last year retired from teaching at 
Case Western Reserve University after many years teaching and also having a Jewish 
grandson in his first year at Miami University who has just pledged to a predominately 
Jewish fraternity, I have been particularly concerned in the rise of antisemitism among 
young people. 
 
So why do I oppose SB87?  There are two reasons: 
 
1. The International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) definition of 

antisemitism that is the basis for defining antisemitism in the bill is faulty. 
 
The two sentence IHRA definition of antisemitism by the IHRA is reasonable but non-
specific: 

 
“Antisemitism is a certain perception of Jews, which may be expressed as hatred 
toward Jews. Rhetorical and physical manifestations of antisemitism are directed 
toward Jewish or non-Jewish individuals and/or their property, toward Jewish 
community institutions and religious facilities.” 

 
Where the definition becomes problematic is in some of the illustrations that clarify it, 
particularly that focus on Israel. For example, one of their illustrations of antisemitism 
states, “Accusing Jewish citizens of being more loyal to Israel, or to the alleged priorities 
of Jews worldwide, than to the interests of their own nations.”  I have known Jewish-
American citizens whose highest loyalty for religious or familial reasons is to Israel.  
Saying that this exists is not antisemitic.  
 
Another illustration of antisemitism states, “Drawing comparisons of contemporary 
Israeli policy to that of the Nazis.” I will tell you that I and other Jews I know have said 
that the Israeli treatment of the Palestinians is genocidal and many of their behaviors 
toward the Palestinians have been comparable to Nazi Germany.  Does that make us 
as Jews antisemitic? 
 
Finally, when the IHRA published their definition of antisemitism, its title was “IHRA 
non-legally binding working definition of antisemitism.”  Nevertheless, if this 
legislation is passed, the state of Ohio will make it a legally binding definition. 
 



2.  It would jeopardize free speech protection in Ohio 
 
In 4112.01 (26) (c) of this legislation it states, “The definition of "antisemitism" in this 
section shall not be construed to diminish or infringe on any right protected by the first 
amendment to the United States Constitution or the Ohio Constitution.”  However, it 
very much does so. 
 
If there is a protest against American policies in support of Israel at a college campus or 
elsewhere that is interpreted to be disorderly (such as protesting at a school), and 
comments were made against Israel that violate the IHRA working definition of 
antisemitism, the penalty immediately doubles from up to 30 to up to 60 days in jail.  
Likewise, under the loose interpretation of a riot in Ohio, if five or more people do any of 
various forms of civil disobedience at a school that includes violations of the speech 
IHRA antisemitism definition, they could be facing felony charges of up to a year in 
prison. 
 
Currently under 2927.12 of the Ohio Revised Code ethnic intimidation is defined as 
menacing, criminal menacing, criminal damage, criminal mischief and 
telecommunication harassment by reason of the race, color, religion, or national origin 
of another person or group of people. If found guilty it increases the charge and penalty 
by one level. Ethnic intimidation certainly already covers those who are Jewish.  The 
only addition the new antisemitism provision provides is to include free speech as an 
offence. 
 
It should be noted that the full protection of free speech was a consistent theme in the 
2024 elections.  In fact, during in one of his first acts in office, President Trump issued a 
presidential order ending federal censorship when he stated, “our Republic, enshrines 
the right of the American people to speak freely in the public square without 
Government interference.” 
 
Furthermore, Senator Jerry Cirino, one of the cosponsors of this bill, emphasized in 
advocating for the passage of Senate Bill 1, that “Senate Bill 1 will allow students to 
exercise their right to free speech without threat of reprisal by professors or 
administrators.”  This bill could do that for students who criticize Israel.  
 
As a person of the Jewish faith, an Ohioan and an American citizen who values free 
speech protections for all, I urge you not to pass SB 87. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 

 


