
Chair Manning, Vice Chair Reynolds, Ranking Member Hicks-Hudson, and members of the 

Ohio Senate Judiciary Committee: 

 

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

My name is Rana Abuhashim, and I am testifying on behalf of YUSRA Organizing, grassroots, 

Muslim-led coalition of young Ohioans committed to advancing justice, equity, and human 

rights for all communities. 

  

Rising incidents of hate must be addressed with appropriate urgency and seriousness. However, 

SB 87 is the wrong approach. Rather than strengthening public safety, SB 87 threatens Ohioans’ 

First Amendment rights, expands government overreach, and unnecessarily alters Ohio’s 

criminal law in ways that invite confusion and selective enforcement. 

Freedom of speech is a foundational American right protected by the First Amendment of the 

United States Constitution, particularly when it involves controversial or unpopular viewpoints. 

SB 87 jeopardizes these well-settled protections by defining antisemitism in a way that allows 

political expression related to a foreign government to be used as evidence of discriminatory 

intent under Ohio’s ethnic intimidation statute. 

This represents a significant departure from longstanding constitutional principles. For 

generations, courts have protected peaceful political expression about both domestic and foreign 

governments. By incorporating this definition into criminal law, SB 87 creates opportunities for 

the government to scrutinize and potentially penalize speech based on viewpoint. 

The principle at stake is clear: When did protecting a foreign government from criticism 

become grounds for limiting Americans’ constitutional rights? 

SB 87 adopts the International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance (IHRA) “working definition” 

of antisemitism into Ohio law. The International Holocaust Remembrance Alliance definition 

was never intended to function as binding law. It was not vetted for First Amendment 

compliance and was not designed to regulate Americans’ speech or political advocacy. 

Kenneth Stern, the principal drafter of the IHRA definition, has repeatedly and publicly opposed 

codifying it into law. Stern has warned that doing so risks unconstitutional viewpoint 

discrimination and suppression of academic and political speech. 

When the principal drafter of a definition warns that its use in legal contexts risks violating the 

First Amendment, that warning deserves serious weight particularly in a judiciary committee 

tasked with safeguarding constitutional rights. 

Ohio law already enhances penalties for crimes motivated by race, color, religion, or national 

origin through the state’s ethnic intimidation statute. That framework properly focuses on 

criminal conduct, not protected speech. 



SB 87 does not fill a legal gap. Instead, it expands how expressive activity may be used to infer 

motive and trigger enhanced criminal penalties. By tying a vague and expansive definition of 

antisemitism to the ethnic intimidation statute and by expanding qualifying offenses to include 

riot and aggravated riot the bill risks drawing peaceful protest and political advocacy into 

criminal scrutiny based on content rather than unlawful conduct. 

At its core, SB 87 asks Ohioans to trade a foundational American principle freedom of speech in 

exchange for protecting a foreign government from criticism. That trade is neither necessary nor 

constitutional. We urge this committee to reject SB 87. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

 

 

 


