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The citizens of Minnesota deserve better than this Un-Equal Rights Amendment. SF 473, like its predecessor, once again 
conceals abortion-up-to-birth in innocuous language, aiming to deceive Minnesotans into voting for abortion for all nine 
months of pregnancy with no protections for babies at any point, and placing that extreme position into the heart of our 
state Constitution. It also includes no protection for faith, creed, religion, or conscience.   

The proposed Amendment lists race, color, national origin, ancestry, disability, and sex, further defining sex to include but 
not be limited to “making and effectuating decisions about all matters relating to one’s own pregnancy or decision whether 
to become or remain pregnant.”   

However, the ballot language that is proposed to be offered to the people for their vote merely summarizes this definition as 
“sex, including pregnancy.”   

Every citizen of this state opposes discrimination against a woman based on her pregnancy. But the actual policy which 
would go into our Constitution would provide a fundamental right to make decisions about “becoming and remaining 
pregnant” with no protection for babies at any gestational age, including healthy but inconvenient viable babies. Thus, 
by agreeing to prevent discrimination based on sex and/or pregnancy, voters would be unknowingly enshrining unlimited 
abortion into our state Constitution.   

Polling consistently shows that an Equal Rights Amendment containing abortion is unpopular. To keep its slim chance at 
passage, abortion proponents know they must shroud abortion in innocuous language to keep voters in the dark. A KSTP poll 
from May 2024 also shows that 64% of the registered voters surveyed thought that abortion and the Equal Rights Amendment 
should be handled separately. Only 24% of Minnesotans thought the issues should be combined in the same amendment.¹ 

If this proposal were truthful about what it's trying to push into our Constitution, Minnesotans across the state and 
throughout the Twin Cities would vote a resounding “NO.”  Not only do Minnesotans oppose combining abortion with an 
ERA, but 68% of Minnesotans consistently say that they want reasonable protections for babies, particularly those who feel 
excruciating pain and could just as easily be delivered alive and thriving, rather than aborted.²   

In the context of the plethora of rights listed in this so-called ERA, the omission of creed, religion, and conscience is 
startling. Creed was included in previous versions of a Minnesota ERA up until 2024.³ It is clear that this current language 
does not advance true equal rights. It threatens the rights of those who disagree with its agenda. 

Even the Equal Rights Amendment that passed in 2024 in New York included language protecting creed and religion. The 
language on the ballot question presented to the people of New York also matched the true text of the amendment to the 
constitution.⁴ Like the citizens of New York, the citizens of Minnesota deserve equal protection for creed, religion, and conscience.  

Furthermore, because discrimination based on “age” is not included, this proposed “equal rights” amendment still leaves 
several demographic groups out. There are no protections against discrimination for newborn babies born alive as a result of 
the abortion protected by the “decision whether to become or remain pregnant.” While the Amendment purports to protect 
people on the basis of disability, newborn infants born with disabilities and/or congenital diseases are left in question.   

At a time when our legislature should be particularly careful to avoid even the appearance of fraud or deceit, hiding 
unlimited abortion in a new constitutional amendment proposal is not the conduct of a trustworthy government. The truth 
will be brought to light, and Minnesotans will see this amendment for what it is.
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