Vermont LGBTQ Equal Rights Amendment: What Voters Approved
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Vermont voters have backed a constitutional amendment that expressly protects LGBTQ people from unequal treatment under state law. The measure, known as Proposal 4, won strong support at the November election, putting sexual orientation, gender identity and gender expression directly into the state constitution. Here’s what the vote changes, and how it compares with protections in New Zealand.
Vermont voters give Proposal 4 a strong yes
The result was emphatic: about 79 per cent of counted votes supported Proposal 4, according to a preliminary election-night tally reported by VTDigger. The amendment adds explicit protections against unequal treatment based on sexual orientation, gender identity and gender expression to Vermont’s constitution. [2]
That means these grounds are named in the state’s highest legal document, alongside race, ethnicity, sex, religion, disability and national origin. It’s a significant step in how Vermont sets out its commitment to equal treatment. [3]
What the constitutional amendment says
Proposal 4 bars the state from denying equal treatment under the law on the listed grounds. Its language also preserves the ability to adopt measures intended to improve equality for groups that have historically faced disadvantage. [3]
The amendment gives people a clear state constitutional provision to point to when challenging unequal treatment by government. But what it means in a particular dispute will depend on how courts interpret and apply the text. [3] [4]
How Proposal 4 reached the ballot
The proposal had broad support in Vermont’s legislature before voters had their say. It passed the state House by 128 votes to 14 and cleared the Senate without opposition, before going to a public vote as the final step in the ratification process. [4] [5]
That route matters: the measure had substantial legislative backing, but the statewide referendum gave voters the final say. The official election results provide the record of how the ballot measure fared across the state. [2] [6]
Vermont and New Zealand take different routes
For readers in Aotearoa, the vote offers a useful comparison in how legal protections are written. New Zealand’s Human Rights Act lists sexual orientation among the prohibited grounds of discrimination, while Vermont’s amendment expressly names sexual orientation, gender identity and gender expression in its state constitution. [3] [7]
The laws sit in different legal systems, so the wording alone doesn’t tell the whole story about how protections work in practice. Still, naming specific grounds in foundational legislation or constitutional text makes the protections visible and easier to identify. [3] [7]
What happens next?
The amendment is now part of Vermont’s constitutional framework, but its practical reach will be shaped over time by legal interpretation and cases brought under it. The vote establishes the wording; courts will help determine how it applies in real situations. [3] [4]
For LGBTQ Vermonters, seeing these protections stated directly in the constitution is a meaningful public signal. It’s also a reminder that equal treatment depends not only on what the law says, but on how it’s put into practice. [3] [4]
Vermont’s vote makes LGBTQ protections explicit in the state constitution.
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