
To: Chairwoman Ray, Vice Chairman LaRe, Ranking Member Brent, members of the General 
Government committee 
 
Re: Opposing Senate Bill No. 63 
 
First, thank you for allowing me the opportunity to share my testimony in opposition to Senate Bill 63. 
 
I oppose S. B. No. 63 as an example of big-government, nanny-state overreach in that it attempts to 
forcibly suppress reasonable, constitutional, good-faith attempts for ordinary citizens to improve their 
own towns, cities, and the like. To that end, I would like to share a personal anecdote. 
 
From a fairly young age I was deeply interested in what was going on in our nation and world. My 
earliest political memories are vague recollections of the Reagan presidency and the 1988 presidential 
elections, but Desert Storm and 1991’s Gulf War—when I was midway through elementary 
school—really helped me look beyond the usual trappings of childhood (toys, cartoons, etc.) and 
become more aware of the world around me. By the 1992 U.S. elections, I was starting to pay attention. 
President George H.W. Bush was, by far, the most popular candidate in the small Ohio town I grew up 
in; following suit, I also proudly endorsed Bush. Surprisingly for elementary schoolkids, it was actually 
a hot topic. I remember both on the school bus, as well as waiting for the school day to start that autumn, 
kids would as their friends who they—or their parents—were supporting.  
 
Every day I rode to school with a good friend, whom I’ll just call J. To my surprise, J and his parents 
weren’t supporting George Bush at all, but rather Ross Perot. We would debate, and although I’m sure 
our debates were extremely shallow at the time, as a young Ohioan, it did a lot to open my mind up to 
the importance of our American political system and what it means to be an American. For a while, I 
even told my parents I was supporting Perot, although before the election, I decided I wanted Bush to 
win after all. 
 
I’m sure you all remember what happened. Election Day came, and nearly two million Ohioans cast 
votes for George H.W. Bush, while a little over a million cast votes for Ross Perot. But there was a third 
candidate in the race, too: a politician from Arkansas named Bill Clinton. 
 
I barely knew anyone in my home town who supported Clinton, but statewide, he managed to eke out 
about 90,000 more votes than Bush. In other words, Clinton defeated Bush by a margin more than ten 
times smaller than the votes Perot had taken. And as you all are no doubt well aware, the exact same 
dynamic played out on a nationwide scale, with Perot winning about twenty percent of the nationwide 
vote. As a consequence, no presidential candidate in 1992 received a majority of the popular vote; the 
new president, Bill Clinton, entered office with the support of only a little over 2 out of every 5 voters 
nationwide. 
 
What was obvious to me, from that time on, is that simple ‘whoever-gets-the-most-votes-wins’ method 
can only be fair (from a morality standpoint) if there are only two choices. Election methods that prevent 
the majority from expressing its will, that would openly send someone into office who doesn’t even 



command a simple majority of support, don’t meet my definition of ‘fair’. Those are the exact concerns 
Ranked-Choice Voting is designed to address. 
 
All of the above does not mean that Ranked-Choice Voting is the right answer; it simply underscores 
that it is an honest attempt by ordinary citizens to promote effective, competent, wise governance and 
eliminate the possibility of rule-by-minority. For that reason, it is difficult to see why any ordinary 
citizen or honest politician would see the need to preemptively prohibit Ranked-Choice Voting 
state-wide. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Andrew McKenzie 
Dayton, Ohio 
 


