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TAYAIZETSE BHROHH DEE
— Smith 7 2 + DM & FEEE —

R CRFC (R R

— XLsIC

EREREBAINE, RO Al %) &5 (Free Exercise Clause) " IZ
B3 2 Rl IENE & LT, 19634E® Sherbert v. Verner?, & kO, 19724
D Wisconsin v. Yoder”? Zi# L T, \»b W % Sherbert 7 2 F 2 EAfLL., 2
DHEDOFGIICET 2 HRICB W THT A P2 LIFLIGEAL TE %, HT
A Mz XU, BUfE. T £ B FliE (compelling governmental
interest) % {EiET % i b HIBRAY T A WFB (the least restrictive means) | T7%
WD TRBINATA) 1 THEEIWEAIE (substantial burden) ) 2T 5 Z &%
FFENme, w9y L Ladss, FHEAFTE, 1990 4£0 Employment
Division, Department of Human Resources v. Smith?, & X8, 199340
Church of the Lukumi Babalu Aye, Inc. v. City of Hialeah® %@L <.
Sherbert 7 A F kgt L, FGHUCBT 2 ¥ k@ aMIEL LT wb
W% Smith 72 b2 HEREL 720 H7 2 Mz kiU, figric, RENT
Ts) & BRI BT 5 T58r V4 2 i (law that targets religion) |
3. T kS 72 86 (the most exacting scrutiny) | ICIRE LD o, Bk 23E
BESNBYNE G, THEBOT I & RIS BIRT 2 T80 P A
(religion-neutral law)) &, Lk 2 E5EEFETICORELOoNL LR L
I, BEZHELINS, LwH7,

L Ladss, DRERZHAGEL T 25 13, BTH b, KIKoLa, T
BT E ) 13, TEBIThAIR R I X o TR S s s, RERIC BT
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ZEMHFTIC K % Smith 7 A F O 6492 URBINA M, oREL B
T, 1993 4E, ARERESE. BEFEE o8N E b > T UERENA fEE
# (Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993 (RFRA)) ;¥ Z & L . Bl -
Smith 72 % %% L C. Sherbert 7 & F i3 ¥ 7, #it->T. RFRA @
HlER. TRBUCHLIN AR 12 X o T RBINIT A ZIHESI N HF IR, TR
BoAMRIE FELD LT LA, RFRAIKILT 2 2 &k > T, &HPT
B2 RD 5 EHDHRRIC A > 7, ZAUTH LT ARER S EHFTIE
19974 ® City of Boerne v. Flores? 12T, Kiiz, RFRA2SHHEIF D &
ZOTMBIFIC OB SN2 M T, BIEE 14 £5Hilcv ) TEdT) 50
(Enforcement Clause) 124D CHUFMERR GlEFSEA DN OMFR IR 1 OEEIT R
RERT S, Lv) TEENEEMR (substantive power) ; Tld7Z . AREIREHK
HIFTIC > TEFRI N Z D K ) RiE#EIT A% TPk v LiEIET 5 (prevent or
remedy) | 7z® D TFHE (remedies) | ZEHEERMAIERT 2. L) THpHHEE
%9 5 MR (remedial power) ) T®H %) OwlkiZz B2, RFRA %2 &EE ML) &
HRT 2 EFIRHCO, PR, T3R8 H 2 9288 GBI BT 2 nlild A e &
L. Smith 7 X FZFR L7z, ZHITRL T, AREREES X, Flores ik
#%. Sherbert 7 R P 2#iE 3¢ 2 k2 HlE L &k 9 & 242 ki L
1999 427 H 156 H. FhtlcB Tk, REMWA B (Religious Liberty
Protection Act of 1999 (RLPA)) 'V % 306 K 118 TR L 725319, LBEIc B W T
13, RLPA OflliE % 3282 L T e — 5O MRS I [ - 72 72 12 0 KR
RLPAEZRIZ, FERICHR 20 DI, 78 - BIES ., R, vV—=v 7kl
D THMAH) o R & AL K - BRRER, ARBEDO L) %
WA F ) ISR 2 A8 &I Sherbert 7 A+ O & R T 2 RLPATER D
—HBD A, 20004E7 H2TH, EFHIBEIC BT, a3k,
49 A 22 H. Clinton A#aEA &4 L T FREW LR & X OB
# ¥ (Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000
(RLUIPA)) )7 & L THOZZ AT, LA L ARHS, §TIC, EOHh 0 Milk#EH
FHic BT, RLUIPAIZHTY 2 EE RS LI N T B E0v) 9,

DLED &) R HE 2. A3, HEICb % o> TERERESNITOE
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EIRRZEZ 95 EilA 2 REESICX 5 Sherbert 7 2 b 218G X ¢ 3374
DOFEEEORPIEN T 2 5B HEICHT SN E» BT 2L, £,
Smith 7 & F DFEMEEZF TH 5 Scalia #FHHIF & Stevens HHFHIC X3 Z2hzn
@ Smith 7 A b Oz FEp D i, FESOEHINGZAZRHCO22b 5
FHBEAEDEET 2 Smith 7 A F235, WA ZHEICL > THEZLLAES D
DTH B D, XKIZ, Smith 7 A b2 R - 8 L 72580 5> O T kG
ZFH#5 012, Smith 7 2 ~ OBEGRICHEZIE, RBO H RS, OREMIL,
FE DX IREINR 00 R FELET 5 T LI k- T, Smith ik,
Lukumifge, & kO, Flores gD 7 X U AlcB 2 EHDOHM, %#E
U5 L RHANET 5. BERNIC, AR, 7 &2 Smith 72 b2, Bl
My OB 22, L) ZEZ2EHETEILICEDZTHS I,

Z Smith7 X DB

1 Smith72 kORE

Smith 7 2 F &, Smith HJic &1} 5 Scalia HHEIC X 2 ERH. B X
O, LukumifPic 817 % Kennedy #HE 12 X 23EERERIC XU, TREW
fiks) 2 BIMIT 2% TREEHWEDS § 2 14 (law that targets religion)
— TREEINT R & ERECHHT 2 THE (purpose) s % b — &, [
B (religion-neutral law) ), — TRENAT A, % ARG HLE S
3 T (effect) ) Z b OFEHR—L 2L, BIFICBIL T, TRt Ehn
BflfE 7 A REMH S, B, 2 2icw) TRRIceEnafiig 7TA R
73, Sherbert 7 A F O FCHEE SN T35 o - OEEHEA (watered
down version of strict scrutiny); Tl 7% <. T b B # % % 7 (the most
exacting scrutiny) ; & FRI N2 D CIR S N B a1 LT S vk
iz THeRsER ) HHETH OIS, B ZEEL SN BT, BHEICH
LTk, UREOAMRARFEE, FHEIE, URBIChYINREE oo THhER)
B TREMENF IS5 2 k) Bk kT 2 boTcaal, ot b
135 Sherbert 7 2 F2NEMA I UGBV EVH T EDARLLT, ZOHENMES
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\\\\\

ZbALbMEINL FTH A, ZNAKT, BkzadELIns, twv
9%,

bo L b, Smith HRICE T 2 EERNOPT, Scalia #HEIX, X2
FRBAC I 2 g 2B LTk, 13 Sherbert 77 2 b 235 & 1572 o,
MR L6 b, RO B %I SIS 2 50 2 HRIcE T 2 &
L, 2R Db LA, Smith7 2 ME, 22 230H0rsE B a5 b
DTH % E LT, Smith HHRDITIC ERE R SHEHAFTHY Sherbert 7 2 T % i
LT "SENEONE) ORI TRZ AR L 7l Td % 24 H, T/
Hb. Sherbert Hphze &0 TREEMETIEL, 1<BIT 258, B X
DRoO#BEN, 12T 2 Yoder {kz ., XD & 9 12 Smith ik L 74 A5 4~
T4y vatsIlickoT, RIS, Smith 7 A M=o Dfilsh & T
7eo ThbH (1) Yoder ko X 912, "FHo A7 F£EZ T Tldk
(L TBo#BER 0L) Rz2oo&E LoRBELEHAGL Tw 2 (n
conjunction), &9 NEBAVIREE (hybrid situation) ) % 59 2MF]T5R (M
T, S ERME L TRRIRE ofistirs) &L (2) Sherbert ko L 9 i,
BURFI Y AT A0 PRI LT MEBIY 722 BI#F (individualized assessment) |
ZHHELRO LS, L) TREMEREL) o X9 4 TEH 72 SR o6l L
(system of individual exemptions) | % i Z 2 EH (LUF, 2z R, MEy
ZEROWIEL ofIst L ER) ICBIL Tk, P L LT, Sherbert7 A k%A
SFBE, LwHH,

2 TREEBEVEBLEYZEE, & TRHECHINEER OZNHE
Sherbert 7 2 F @ F T3, 72 & A2 "FH cx LT 9B HEHMB
(discriminatory purpose) ; D7\ FEREICRSI R ERE) THoThH. 5%
AT R ZHETT 2 T 23 o074 613, Mk : TR ERA i
DA IG5, fEoTo 2Tl MREy 1T 2 48k THINY XD
b LA, R BEHEIN TR TH S, L LAads, GREREHH
Fri%, flio&EE LofREICB T, B, TSRO A ok, R
Wz e L CEETR S ke, TRBINEICEED R (content-based
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law) ) &, TRBENEICHZ N2 A (content-neutral law) | &1 247 L. B
BRI L TiE, Tk AL HEMER . B IcBI L Tk, DR A SR E A
L?, F7. PPESGSE SHOMEB T, A%k e L OEBEF RS .
EHtz, TARRICHE-D CEEM (race-based law)y & TARRIC 137 [ 70 4t
(race-neutral law) ; & 12 45 L. BB L T, THEKS S A SLde% . BHIC
BIL T, TAPPEEAJEHEZEM T 22, &) AlER AR 2 M7 L <
W3, ThbL, INSOFEICE VTR, TRBL v L DA I LT T
BERK, 26> TTRBG 2wl TAR 2H0ES 3258, TROLRD.
WTRANTIE TR FEMEDNEH S S\, fEo T 2 2T TEREL
oL TARE) ISR 2 8% R, Kh vt LA THIN) @SN
TW2DTH5, <L LT, Sherbert 7 2 b DR ¥MEIZ, TREEHWES
U & TEEISRNINAR LR AT A LR, 2NEIAD. B
FiT TR EMER WA T I h ok, EEA B, FLT FXIT,
Smith 7 & b, "F¥ D A4 HE FHEOFRIcE T, KEOHH. B
KO PR I T 2 AER A ILERIC R 5 o T BB IR L L
CEHBFRI N B E, UEBREHCES § 25 & RPN 2 kA
ST Ly TRE IO a4 TR Xhbd LA, THIY) 2H
WTz77u—F, $abb, URE LT ENNERN, 2o RHE
MOBL T 2% ORI HKES WEEZENT 2 E 20 LE0ThH
2%,
bo b fMhoFELE LORE E O D 6 UL, Smith 7 & F 23, TR
ZHOESL M L URBICHSIN LR L2 oL, mFICEH I N
92 AERAHEICBI L CTA 74 T4 Y IRy — Vw5 2 L 2N E K
3. ZOURITELL, 77VAVIEE LSRR E D, EHICH
MZeikat) 1B Tt BIEE 1 L OBIRT. W 2 5EMEEICH IR
Loz, Ew)EAZHEMT 2 Lt MBI HEE SN2
TH»9 P, ZOEMADMZIE, Smith HPICE W THEEERZHMEL 7=
Scalia #HT & FEPLINA S T TIC Lee MPI 517 2 AEEROTT
Smith 5 A F OHiZEZE LR L T Stevens BHEIC L > TH, 2 FN T
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\\\\\\

ENDBRD K H 7% Smith 7 A FZ2FER LD S - DDOEL 25O I R
INs,

Scalia# I OFRILIC Xdud, BIEH 1 &I X > THBRICIREE S 115 T7RE
DEMAREE) OMR L TREOHB) LD/ 7 LMk > T, TERBIARICH
VIR ISR 5 TR M D A HRL. BIEE 1 &
B AL TRBL RT3 ENEHE DR 2EET 2 b0 TH
2y TRBG v L TRBL SR REH) & vl URBINT R v

L TRBUTA 2HIEIT2 I8 2508 LTh, Lk ZELEOMED
LBV, EWVI P, fEo T, Sherbert I TRIE & 7 - 7= TRFEME T
e Bw T, BUFOMERMN 2B EBREIC X 5 URENGER, o&mRss, R
BOITRT 2 TEMNEHN, 2532, LFIN20THLY, ZHUxL T,
Stevens HHI'E Ol Xdu, BIEHE 1RV DRBO M AR, FHE L
EIEE 145500 9 PR S£ITE DR 7 LLIC K - T BIES 148 (T34
414 (Religion Clauses)) (. ##, & RS, Lo PSR (equal
treatment) | — W bW 25 TRBUCKT M550 (religion-blindness) | — % {£
L. & Db, TREO AR A, R ORI B LT R
oy TR B PRS2\ (unequal treatment) | 22511 L, FH—KMIC,
MEZS 28 1) S0k, TERBIN 2%\ (preferential treatment) ; % 25119 %
LOTHLHHIT, B BERICE LT RENHE, Ooads Tk 25
T2, BEEFAESE RV, Ewvw) P, 5T, Sherbert HH TR
RHE 7o o 7z TREEMMBEIE, vk, HaNGaEk P53 nTesicy
Db 6T, TFEHIGE) DRSS NG EiE, TR TS TR
PELRB ) 22T 5, LHHINEIOTHEY,

7> { L. Scalia #HF & Stevens #HHT £ 12 X % Smith 7 &  Ofa#lid
DREO A AREE) LIUCB LT RBICh N RER) »o o Tk %
CREIEON S ) ST B 2 s id, R LERE RS Lo TR, o,
DREAHPNI 238 3. BE2aE L3N, EHEHOESL T2k
13 Scalia#HIEIC & > Tid, DEHIHW, 2. Stevens#HHEICE > T
. TRPERIC 22T 200, BXZEELIND, L) T HE
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ALDTH?%, LT, ZNiE, Lukumi FPRI2E T, Kennedy #HIE IS
F BWER A CAL CBEWHL 2 k912, REO A H % IR FHOREN
HELT, TBRIE. BERNGEREO LT AZIIEST 25 2HE L T3k s
2oy bbb, RYEERIE. Ko hw L TR TOFERNERE L
7200 HBHVIE MEEHDFERIEA TR I N I BB L TTAE R
Mz U2k [LTiEasw]) 2 Ew) HEEERME (nonpersecution
principle) | P IZRET LD TH 5,

3 T - —OEAR M OEH

Smith 7 A FD T TIE. H2EAL. ZOAEEICEL T FEHICPIIm
Rk THBBY, BLzAELINSG T, EHEEHOEL T34 T
HoEEE. TRUICR IR T A MCEoT, BhZEELA S, o
T e B3RS URBUCHSIINZRIEE) Th 2 000 % HIlT 9 2 FLHED R
S TEEITL %, LukumiHikiz BT, Kennedy #HIE I X 2 BERRIZ,
s BHWHEHER | TR 37k (neutrality) | OBLE & T—HRAYE FH 0T AEY: (general
applicability) | DEAFD DD 70 v 7 615 Wb 2 Tz - —iiysE
TEEME) OB E L TR I ICER L, Thbb, 3. H1 7Tur ok
2 T OBRIC OV TR, HBEAD, 20 THIN (objec) ) I2BWT
URENITH, ZHETZ2X92MT 20T 2w EThh, 2o THW,
DEEIE, YUFHEAOEXO T30 (face); DA ST, YFkdto R
(effect) ) ICETHO, T, IcBWTIE, HANZAXE] AV TLA
FHUE 69, RIS I W T AEFIC X o TEE S U BURFIEE DK
CBETH BRI TR TR RBIET 5. b3 DEAGE A
(overinclusive law)] TIERWI ETH B, EWH®, Rz, F2 7w v i
% T REA RN OB IC OB TIR, B BEHD, NIk o TR
SNEBRIIEOZBIRIC 7> T, FBD JESRBITTh ZBHT 52 L%
o TN DR BT B 2 10 ko TUBBOFNIS 2R L L9 £ T
3. Wbz DE/NIERZ2%EE (underinclusive law) | TREBRWI ETH 5.
EVnH P,



194

ZHUSK LT, Scalia #FHE X, Lukumi HRIZE T 2 ~FHEELoH

L TROE LT, PO KATE VI KK, EE LT, 2O3E (terms)
ki5%%ﬁmﬁdw1$ﬁﬁéﬁﬁéﬁﬁhﬁméné%@?%5®KHL

MR ATREME D KA & v ) KfalE, EE LT, ZOXF T2V TR

LT H B ZOHM. RV LBITIC X > TEMN RO 701
HBREDOFHNT R HCES T2 IGHH SN D TH S, W L ER
L. Kennedy#H'E 2 & > CTEFHDV S sz Tehaik - —#s T agE) @
FUWRICHRFZ R B A T, R 613, Kennedy%ﬂﬂ] N QNI SRVA TINO))
TRICBI L T, Scalia e & dE > T, MG TR 1Icxd 5 T
WHIN, oAk 6T, TZMNNAE (discriminatory effect) | AT 5, &
IERERAL 22 LItk > T, "FHENOESL T 2558 OBRNE 2 HE
PICHRER L7, e, TMsE A mTaEE ) oL <. MEB o Ahk
FESIE L, TAPE L\ (unequal treatment) 2> SEMIZ 2 REET 25 b D
ThH. AVEER, B, BEL X9 & T2 BRI . FEWICERE-D
F o7 ATREEIET2 I EICk o TORBRT 21T 5. LB L 72K
4972, L LT, Scalia#HH XD T LA, Stevens #HI'H o bLfig % -
L7z 6THDY,

= SmithT X FDER

Smith Fliktg, FEEE. #O DO THENFTIE, Smith 7 & F 2@ L. 5
MR B2 ML T b, 2 2Cid, TRYER] 3, -3 Pz ¢ —
MRNE A ATRE 2 BT TH 5, - FHEERZRZN L), BELLD T
(intent) OFFL [237\ 2], 2RI ENE (discriminatory motive) O IZEEAS
RINUE, WHRAEIEE I GEKDEC L [0 00 5w, T 4%
ZlZBITT BIcdH 7o T, KEHMN 7 BN (anti-religious purpose) ZH L T
Wh EW) Lk BEHLS v, (LIFERBEIL X 9 9 21 ORI ORI s
WD HIE, MNP T MRIISET FTRE T H B L wYNICE
26N W EHRINT WS L H I, Scalia#BHE D RMRIC % 6 - T, MR
FIRHE DI SRR LR TR IcT s ERINERN) PEGENS
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Lz koT UEBINTR) RRIT 2. B X2 RBP4 kA
ELTAGILRESINTVEDTH S, fE>T, TDLHIC Smith 7R+ A3
R - EH SN TWRRD I2BW»TId, RFRA Z{ilE L 2 AR EHSOEE
. ELWHDTH-7THH9. L Lo, EE Koo Nk
¥, Smith 7 A FZEH L o2 b, FHEWHEAFREZAZL TS, 22T
1%, Scalia #HIE 1T X > T 547 Smith 7 2 F OIS -5 TRRAIREE,
ofiIFh, B RO, MEMNN A REROHE, ot Shs ZEick> T,
PRENCHPSII 2B I LT Tedrice s nnafilts 7 A FSEH I, X
Sz, kD HEEARC L, Lukumi HREICE VLTI, Tk - —#RINEH
THEVE ) OBEEO T, Tt oZfRICBIL T, Kennedy #HIE o Bfi#ic
726 5T, MR TRESHIRMICZE L v TR T2 TR,
DEHEIND T LICE> T, o, T MA#EM vREE) DI L <.
Stevens HHITy O RARIC 2% 5 5Ty TREG & ESHL L TPEELRG, B
BAIIND I EICk>T, UEEITA) 2T 23R, LIFLIE. REH
PHOWES T2 EREIN, TRPRIIeENLAIE TAMIRELD S
NTVEDOTHBY, » L LT, Smith7 A M2 BRERE oplst. B
O, MEBI 72 BB ) OFlsh, 706 N, THzd: - — 8 T Re
DEMEE, FRIC. RFRA 2%&EML) & S 17z Flores HIRBZICE W T, FHN
HNTFRDI.ODENLYiARLE LT, ETETHELLDLELS>TOLDTH
%,

1 TREEHIRRE oo

NREIREE) OB, #6220 D THECHIFTHIC B VT MR FHRE D3,
PR D F 7 SEE) OMER] L fe T hotkc 28 LofkEE2 FRT2 2 L
Wk o T TEBITHRY IR T s TRtic e Enbaflig T A F o
FHADTDITEM L T 2035, ZD K9 % NRRIVIRE, OBIsNSZED &Nl
Bl A v, 2B E LT, (1) BREKIIRE, ofidtiE, "HEDH
H2e 2 OEF LT, o2 EE LofErTFRINGEE 2 LItk
T, 3T POV Tl B e, (2) RIS, TEEDHAFE 5&9H
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DI o EORBRICHE D W TSI 2 W LIZ 2 DI b b 53, R
. DREIREE) OBSHC b ERLE2 2 Lk >TY, Z2b 2 NRKIN
IREE) DPISICHRA D Z L ZNEABICERB R BB ENELoNE Y,
bold, Z0k) nEERIRT 25 A E LT 89 KINIX AR i #H
FiAs, BEREWIRGE, OHIS DR E LT, DR A2 FERE, O
"Bt 2 MEF] (companion rights); DFARICEI LTI % TEE DR
(fair probability) ; (G&ic k> T, THiAA (likelihood); TR 2) Z%RT 3
b5 &b 5 LWHERER (colorable claim) ) OFEMEZFLIR L 729, L) Tk
DHEH SN 29, wituct &, R, TREIVIREE oWt 3R 22 e % 1
729 DIE, Yoder Pz HRIL 72 REBEE ) BT 2FITH S H T, A
%513, BIEH14500) TFa—7nk 2 FHEICKES THOBERE 13,
ZHNAKRTIE, TIPS A FHE L0l S U370 o (TS SErEDS SR &
N2vbhbWws HAWNENER (fundamental rights) | TlEZw) EINB T L5,
FREO A MK ORI TIREND Z LISk >THIO T, THikEHE
Ty FREDSHA SIS 2 LR 3o TH DY,

2 MERIKGEEROBIES DFIs
MEB 72 bR DML, DBIFt . D0 D TRECHTTHIRIC B v T 9,

Sherbert ik TR & 7 > 7o TRIEMERIE) OIRDASCHEA SN, H 5
o HIC MEM R GBRORIEE ) 23T s T 386, YIEHOMITIC
H1-o>T "THEE (administrative discretion) ; ZH 3 2fTHTIX. T
PENGLMH LI, URBINRR 265725 2 L2 RRA LRV, LR
INBH I EICk>T, Smith HkRDEH Z T 2 7= D Dt & ShTw
20, LT, AR 2R SebROBIRL ) OB X, R, TRIEME TR (<8
BIL 72 MEMN R RbR o, 22 5 LU RAHE, oXIRicks T, &
PR EZ R TTH S H W, kR 61F, V—=r U LERESEYEE
D &) 2 EHIAEGNE. Faic X 2 BHRHEESS, 2R X 2B 2
EPEIC L o TRBMIICHERI U2 5T T » LREE O RHE EX
NN T 2R 2Rt T 206 TH S P, oL b, ZD k) L TGN
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DHFIEIIS LT, RLUIPA % 7o, vk by SR8 3R H o i
N2 TpiceEndfilis 7 A @M ICOWT, HE, TEENEAHE
DI, B IS Y 5% M o fE S I B L Tl AN 22 T (individualized
assessments) Z AJgE7% 6 L3 IEXTHNIFIERXTHNTFHizw LIEHITZ 2
ZITfi 2 A BRSO T 2w LTI WS b D) ¥ Th 54
BEBELTHEY,

3 THI - —RRERA TR OEH

TSzt — MBI ATRELE ) DBEF IR, D2 D FIECHIFTHI RIS B v

TW MERNN 22 SR OfIE) OB 2 FRRINICEG LT, & BEHICBIL T,
Vi AT EORTT (o T, il Bl Eea). GERINAK, B
KO TERIRAIE) 2EA L. M. MBaEEo T HRRER) ML E
NTL20461E, TPUIcLENGIEH) & LIC, EENGER 26572
EEGELESG, EMRENS 2 Ik o T, BIE IR L CHRNICEA
INTVEY, 22 LT, Tz - A arae k) OB W T, &
LIERO T TO HIHRETER) OfFERD. URERLIR) OREOREE R L 7%
5THH). HmEZGIE MEERIE. ZOVIEHN BHIHE) & MBI
IZBWT, HBIGLE) 2887210 00b 6§, EANGLE) 26587
D% 61E — T EAEWT A 2EEL T 38T TEKREENE
(overinclusiveness) ; %, /7T, "HAARITA) 255 EL TRV AT HEd
AR (underinclusiveness) ) Z 2 L. fiE>T. Z22ICBWT, 20X % 155
Bl s TR, pofEimS s TERIINEN %2 b ohuc
HEHOBESL T2 & LGRES L. TRdiceEnnaflit, 7 & Mchke
LOoNE I EICEEZDLTHDT,

FEHITKAT

P ERTEZ X912, SmithT 2 b DT T, FEEWHENTRE X, (1) TR
WRIRAE, DFIA, (2) MERIM 2 el ok, (3) Trhark: - e A
HIRENE ) DBELED BT NPICTFA B Z LIk > T, AR E LT, #HpTic, 42
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BT A ZRHIT 20T 2 TRiceEhhaflit 7 A F O %z
RKLB2DTHZ, 2L T, o TROANLIUFEAZDIE, Thiz
M- —MRIE A ATREE ) OBETH S 9, B 6L Sherbert7 A PO T T
M E SN DD T 77 T4 ANKHKZRR LG22 6THE, b
t. Smith 7 & Mz kg, Tz - — A AT RerE) o2z e L v
IPEHBEACES T 2008 12, 5590 5 BRI BHEHRA Tk <. TRD B
) IR Lo onBITnEL 6T, 20k, T9ZENEH OFL <
BINZVGEETE S RNDEDTH DY,

2 LT, H2iENR AL L SFHRT 5 X 91, T[Smith 72 F o] &KX
AR X ., D AT BB RS A TR AT B 2 e R R TT E
BN ETH D, - FENTRE, S DMBIITR D £ 7k ERd 2
HoWBIRBUSB LT, BllilEE2 S D RBEEMNEGEING, LI FELED, B
1 DFE (Smith ) OIS 7, £z, 52 DR (Lukumifik) oHic
BEEEEDOND, ZNDBN—ATHLDELIE, 1FEAETNTOERIL
HOZI T IISEH AR 2 D DT 2\, 7 X ) A ORI, ARk
EoFThs, —MHHANGETHZ2 L 0) TEPERT D029 Th
D7k 51E, GRERERAFTNEE L D7 Lk, FROERLEMELTH
203, R, AR E L THRNUBRPN LI T 20 TH B, . i,
DI L4uF, "Smith ks X O Lukumi Hpkr o BT 2 3280 H i
FESERIUZ, bolFS, BINIC, FBEE 2. BRI MAEE oK &7
72 HBLRE (equalregard) TH 2T K HBRT 2L DTH %, - SmithHpk
DFER E LU CRBO HHAFEROTIROWME X, RN ch o7, B, EHK

B Th oo, Smith¥ikEs kO (Fric) Lukumi¥ko FTid, FHEEH
. LIF LI N8B (fE-> <. —MIICEM i cRw) dHE - BORIC
ko THEIN-AIH b OTHAH 1D &, 61, FLAlowEIC LN
. T L ZAREREFATTD., FRO Bl FEEAEHIZ, SRR 5 K
R (antidiscrimination norm) D A2 REET 2 b DTH 5, &) I
EE L FET 5 & LTo, —MRAVE AR DTS, FH D D U 25 (R
HREL TR THAH[I], - HoHr0 FilEHITE, [Lukumifk] 2 &>
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M2 LT BUAS, BBIOMARIIT 2% T TICRBR L T 28410, R8T
PR LR Lk, BIEEEICRE LD oS, L) EMHZ R Ik
BHTEL, AREREGERAFTE. wOTY, »2sifHRz2ELESD, 20
9 HPFER I NULIN ST E, XL, 29T 25 2 EPWHEIICZ2>T
WLTHAHIH) M EwI,
¥ B E 2%, Sherbert5 A b & Smith 7 2 MBI 25 “Bli” & “FHEE”
DR, bbb, ZORIFEIF LB, FIIC, Sherbert 7 A b3, B
. TREINAT Ay 2RISR LIS 2 b D EFEZ oy, TR LR, %
AT ok EFRHC?, Smith 7 2 b id, Bl Bid. SEENT A %
IBEAERELELZVWDD EEFEZ SN, EELIE, 2) TR L5200
HNwOTH b,

-
1) 5% ﬂ@ﬁﬁa&%ﬂﬁj FHDOHBIRFICBI LT, FEL <I1E, i TaREERE
IEH SR ) PRBO Al 9Ek SFHICB T 2 iikg AL E0 etz ©

o< ( ) ~ (PU-58) @ﬁaﬂﬂﬁ%k?[‘m(%ﬁﬁ WH95531 H, 969549 E (2000
), 985565 H. 100555E (20014F) %#&lHd Kk, k. Zlifn . 2001411 A 17
H. HAREABICE Tl S Nz 43R B0k 2 0 B 1 2 et 1ot
LD TH D,

2) 374 U.S.398 (1963) (Seventh-Day Adventistd{EfEns, LEH &3 2 LEH
DERIT R A L 72 72 D ISRIE S 7 JEEMIE SO 2 HEE L 72 & 25 MY
JEHs, FEREZ MG ISR Th 2 TIES 2B % Lic, - Bir 2 A4 L7 [F])
IR T 5L LT, UEHHEE2ORA L LanEEL %ﬂt%@])

3) 406 U.S. 205 (1972) CEHMNBLHD & Tt % FRIEY X ¥ 72\ Amish B I
LT Al AE DR LRSS RIS S 5 & & 292 b - TRl
T 2 MEEEM T 2 2 L onEE L S HHl).

4) Sherbert7 2 MZ, BIEF 1 &Ik > T "EHOEMARER) 40 E REICH
Iz IEHoHH OFBICB L TTTIRASh Tl wb® 5 Mg EL
(strict scrutiny) ; &t (T iz Fhnaflis & b HIR TR WFER) T
ZREREHR LT 2) ZFSHOHEBICBH L 72D O TH %23, IS 2 A
DOHBIER & LT, =& 2 URBIN T4 28652 THW (purpose); @7\
PRBUCHNIIN R ThoTh, 2z Bifild 3 TR (effect) ) 23d L85
5, LWIHBEEDP S, 2D L) B RICFERNEB» S A VE (T, 2n%
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B B TR E K E (religious objector); & MER) 1k L T T Bk
(exemption) | %H%Lt; TUER S RIS 25, L) 7 7a—F 2
L. B> T MRS, BORI THIUARRIC THI., TSRy I BIET )
By 2UET B, rﬁiﬁ@ﬁtldj DFIEH SN RN A Y v T4 v 7
DUEMERIR IS, ROLIBRZODDAT vy 706K % AEHFAILMEL L CER
fbans, bbb, HrAMckiuL, (1) 1 ATy 7& LT, REWR
FrE YD, B O o TSR I i 7 RIS & (sincerely held religious
belief) ; I LT, H217k%2@mT 5, HoHV0IE, BT Lick->T AL
FREIICEIRE DT & 7177 (religiously motivated action) % SR B
FLTWw3, L) MGUEMNAM ovREEfEz#sn (LT, SEEH E, T8
H; % (burden inquiry) &MER), (2) FHE2AT v 7L LT, 20 k9% TH
BNEAE Y TRBINEOT ) il J:c“(vmtéfihtﬁru SEAEEEDIEER L . 5
FEE YR BT T 2 BRI, MEEAtO VIEH BRI 23 Tt
PENBALEE ZIEETL2HDTH 0 N VJY’)\ WA O IR HINER T B (B
FB) 7 TIRLBIRNTHZOWER) TH5, L) I LoValELE#INns (B
T, ZhEREEE e Enaflit, 7 A+ (compelling interest test)
EIER). &9, See JouN E. Nowak & RoNaALD D. Rotunpa, CONSTITUTIONAL
Law § 17.6, at 1377 (6th ed. 2000); Jesse H. CHOPER, SECURING RELIGIOUS
LiBERTY: PRINCIPLES FOR JUDICIAL INTERPRETATION OF THE RELIGION CLAUSES 54
(1995); Laurence H. TriBE, AMERICAN CONSTITUTIONAL Law § 14-12, at 1242, §
14-13, at 1256 (2d ed. 1988).

5) 494 U.S.872 (1990) (Native American ChurchDfEfEds, Mikick>TZ D
Fris sl gis] % b o TEE I STV % peyote % 3BT L 72 72 0 I fil
SN, REMESOBNZ BT L7 & 2 A, MYJEH, FEHEZ G B

5 T Ik TEI N DD L LT UEHHEEZER L LaaEL3n
7o ZR0) .

6) 508 U.S. 520 (1993) (Church of the Lukumi Babalu Aye ® %% 7= 2 )
YOETBEE LT 2 S&BlhvEE & S Fil).

7) See infra text accompanying note 20. % - & &, SREIREEHITE, 19634F
@ Sherbert Iy & 19904E 0 Smith ¥P o [, Bz 113, Sherbert 7 2 b % e
Lreds, KB L3, TREIRON ) ORRITHZ 3L A EERLTE L, T4
5. Az BT, Sherbert7 2 F D FT MG T ONERTRESER
S PE, 2 fEHIR 4 Bk —Sherbert P IS EHRL L 72 THZERIERIE, (<BE9
% 3HEk (Thomas v. Review Board of the Indiana Employment Security
Division, 450 U.S. 707 (1981); Hobbie v. Unemployment Appeals
Commission, 480 U.S. 136 (1987); Frazee v. Illinois Department of
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Employment Security, 489 U.S. 829 (1989)). & X\, THloZKEM, ¥ 3
Yoderfiljh—L 227\, Z OfOFISRICE T, FEHRFIEL. (1) Sherberts
2 M2V S TR R Al 7 A P EEOSICHNT 2 2 o koT, T
MR REL VLI I LA, M50 o N Mok s (watered down
version of strict scrutiny) ; &SN f4 2 ThiE#H A (intermediate scrutiny)
FEHEICIEIGE L 072D (e.g, United States v. Lee, 455 U.S. 252 (1982)). (2)
Sherberts 2 Mz 9 i) HE&M L CGHM L, LRI X B TSKIT
T OHEOREY D b8 L2, MHAICHEOFENERICK LTHBT 2 X5
i3 2 @i (tendency to coerce) | OAMEA JIMIELHE L L <, THEMNEH,
DOWEEFL (D2 2 LICL > T oW Fnaflis, 7 A b oI TR
BN H OMEFH FRE%Z 8L 7~ Y (eg, Lyng v. Northwest Indian
Cemetery Protective Ass'n, 485 U.S. 439 (1988)). (3) —fkiiRtE X b b T
% LoMER]) OFIFIPTFRI NG 2 L IN%O»DOREEDKRI T B L)
TUt. SherbertF 2 b 2 AUHKZ AT, it b @04 AR aLE: 2 (4
%A (rationality review); JEHEZEH L7z h LT & 7% (eg, O'Lone v.
Estate of Shabazz, 482 U.S. 342 (1987)). See KaTHLEEN M. SULLIVAN & GERALD
GUNTHER, CONSTITUTIONAL Law 1454-62 (14th ed. 2001); GEOFFREY R. STONE ET
AL., CONSTITUTIONAL Law 1473-76 (4th ed. 2001); ArRNnoLD H. LoEwy, RELIGION AND
THE CONSTITUTION: CASE AND MATERIALS 364-403 (1999), % L T. FHEHTS £
7oo TS DB 6 o T, FRRIC UREINEONE ) ORI FiR%E (3 LA ERR
L T&7, See James E. Ryan, Note, Smith and the Religious Freedom Restoration
Act: An Iconoclastic Assessment, 78 Va. L. Rev. 1407, 1416-22 (1992).

8) 42 U.S.C. §§8 2000bb to 2000bb-4 (1994).

9) 521 U.S.507 (1997) (RFRAIZIED T, HEDS, MOEREERERICL S
BN DMEEDOGRD GIEME % S - 7 4i) .

10) & &b, FHEHFTL ~LTld, Flores®Hyss, RFRA I, MBI I X h
BIRLY TRIIRIICEENS T H 5 20 BN S RS HD TR KA L L
TEHEANTHD2DEP I L THMRD 0N Tw b, Se Gregory P.
Magarian, How to Apply the Religious Freedom Restoration Act to Federal Law Without
Violating the Constitution, 99 MicH. L. Rev. 1903, 1915-17 (2001).

11) H.R. 1691, 106th Cong. (1999). 7 ¥. RLPAIZ. FloresH[#»RFRA % &%
Lo Lo DEIH OfMEEZEIEST 2 X<, HHERA D RLPA %2 MU 2§ H
THEELOMME LT, EEHE 1584 1 Hicw) Tt 481 (Spending
Clause). X %, Ffi 3HIZ\9 THEKERG) 496 (Commerce Clause) 124k
JLL T3, See House CoMM. ON THE JUDICIARY, RELIGIOUS LIBERTY PROTECTION
Acr or 1999, H.R. Rer. No. 106-219, at 14-18 (1999) [hereinafter Housg
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REPORT] .

12) See 145 Cona. Rec. H5608 (daily ed. July 15, 1999).

13) ACLU 7% & D AMENIfRIC & - T, RLPA, TRMEEH, vl TRIBOA v 7
W% R S EHBIRE X MEERRICB W TENT 5 2 L2 IEYSL
35, L0 ) B X N7, See Jennifer Dorton, Note, The Religious Liberty
Protection Act: The Validity of Using Congress' Commerce and Spending Powers to
Protect Religion, 48 CLev. St. L. Rev. 389, 402-08 (2000). Z%&. FBEcHBWTIZ

MRS (sexual orientation) ; 7\ L THSWARIRAE (marital status) j 123&>
CERMEIEILS 256 M Tl RIVGEMEFNZBY§ % 1 (civil rights laws) ) %\
L MZ500%5 1Rk (antidiscrimination laws) | % RLPA @i #iFH 2> & Bt L &
5B % BT DIEIERDIEIR S N 03% o 72, See Jack S. Vaitayanonta,
Note, In State Legislatures We Trust?: The "Compelling Interest" Presumption and
Religious Free Exercise Challenges to State Civil Rights Laws, 101 Corum. L. Rev. 886,
898 & n.47 (2001). FERE. EffAL2 TRIEDA v 7] ~OEEOEE L 25
B2 ST 2 EE AR LT TERIESIRDE 2WH T2 2 L3, Tk
e WD BN DBRRICEWT TRRiceENaflig 23 k0 e LCEEE
SN PGB & L, for example, case cited infra note 45. Contra
Swanner v. Anchorage Equal Rights Comm'n, 874 P.2d 274 (Alaska 1994)

(MBIl T BOofic, TediceEnofilig 2675 L TAELEIN
7=4); ¢f. Bob Jones Univ. v. United States, 461 U.S. 574 (1983) (5%
HHZ LD W T AT ZRIBGR % S22 FASL K220 & diREE oo Suft ks % 45
5 2L AEZARNIFFEICB W T TR bl 2075 LTEEE S
ﬂf:$1'ﬂ]) < LT, FRERHEIT L ~ovcid, TARE) 12560 < ZERIEE Ik O BURTF]

3. ORERTHAN O %7 % - DBob Jones M % 55T #IC. R
H"J*UE CEI B LINDH, MENER BXO TSR, (<o NS IED
ZhiE, BT LS, Z9 TlEk v, See Harlan Loeb & David Rosenberg,
Fundamental Rights in Conflict: The Price of a Maturing Democracy, 77 N.D. L. Rev.
27, 40-47 (2001); ¢f. Boy Scouts of Am. v. Dale, 530 U.S. 640 (2000) (&4 %
RECHIFTE. RBOHMAERE) ONER] & FBRITIEIES 1 i8S Tt o R
M (freedom of association) ) 1%, "RPEEE, OMEWNEILOBIFFIRGICE X 5
EHRLTV3D),

14) S. 2869, 106th Cong. (2000).

15) See 146 ConG. Rec. S7779 (daily ed. July 27, 2000); 146 Cong. Rec. H7191
(daily ed. July 27, 2000); see also 146 Conc. Rec. E1563 (daily ed. Sept. 22, 2000)

(statement of Rep. Canady) (" A28 7 BURF D10 & 558D H 7 FEi8 % 1
Bid 2CTh A5 REE, LRELREARBOANBLAIC LD 70 DLLEOFH A - AR
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RDREIN TSI DTS % ).

16) See Statement by President William J. Clinton upon Signing S. 2869, 36
WeEekLy Comp. Pres. Doc. 2168 (Sept. 22, 2000) ("4, o0 HEICE»
TOEB X O AL FA D, H2h> 2 AR LI F BNl 2 (e T 5 it
TR THROLFETH S, L) T & 2VGELARWIRD RRDERICFHN
AHZRT LI L 25T 2THAS ). AkF, RD L) " DDIRBITE LT,
FROFEEERET 2 TH 59, Thbb, (1) ME L OCHT AN, FED
FRICHBWEMZ T 2L —= v 7w LR EASEY BT % ik 2 i
e LT L &9 &3 284, (2) ME X CHLF AL, 07> o ki
RV LIEIN T2 EOFROFEBRICHEENWAHNZHZ ) LT2856TH
Z)J) tj’o\ _0)$ﬁ?§E0)%U’fE ﬁio’c ’\‘?il_la?ﬁé* EN Floresﬂéﬂﬁ%’?_’ RFRA@J‘H

RFRA@@%KIB(W < F?)IH éh%*ﬁﬁﬁ)_fﬁﬁi ﬁx}JIfF’Z H#& L. RFRA %, Jllllidﬁ‘

VB E LB TS 2 HIER LT SEEIHIC OB S 0B LI BIELTwS (L
T, 2 & # " k. RFRAF & IF 3), See Religious Land Use and
Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000, Pub. L. No. 106-274, § 7(a)(1), (2), (b),
114 Stat. 803, 806 (codified as amended at 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 2000bb-2(1), (2),
-3(a) (West Supp. 2002)).

17) 42 U.S.C.A. §§ 2000cc to 2000cc-5 (West Supp. 2002). 7% ¥. RLUIPAIZ.
"are-LOO-pah" & 5% & 1 %, See Lawrence G. Sager, Commentary, 57
N.Y.U. ANN. Surv. Am. L. 9, 9 n.3 (2000).

RLUIPA ., 64> 61k, THHIFIH, 1< Fs'%?‘ %552000ccgk & W&Wﬁ
F B9 2452000cc-15 £ 25, 2 D% a 2 9, Migeic Kdu, Ml E L <.
D 2B D . TRHUAHET (land use regulation) D 72\ LEET) 128
15 MEA 7 TN RS b L I, M (person, religious assembly
or institution) ~D4HAY;, 42 U.S.C.A. § 2000cc(a)(1) (West Supp. 2002), %
7o. TIHINAE o RIVEEHERNICEI 3 2 3£ (Civil Rights of Institutionalized
Persons Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1997)] 1B W TER I NG E 720 L
T34 (person residing in or confined to an institution) ~OEHDS ;.
id. § 2000cc-1(a), M &Iz FNHBIFAILE (compelling governmental
interest) ZEHET 2HDTH D, 2D, 05 RLITP F IRBINHIAE % 1T
28 b HIPR T2 LB (the least restrictive means) THh % Z & Z37EFL 7%
VIR D | dd. 88 2000cc(a)(1)(A), (B), 2000cc-1(a)1), (2), "7 &z % EHDS
— A W RE e BAE (rule of general applicability) ISR T 2D TH -
THy. id. §§8 2000cc(a)2)(A), (B), 2000cc-1(a), MFHDEEIZHKEWEM

(substantial burden) ZFL T4 574w EHET S, Id. §§ 2000cc(a)(l),
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2000cc-1(a). b- &b, WiglE, TR SH. B X O, THERERG) SIHICED
CHIEHERR 2 W1 & 212§ 5 X < . RLUIPAOEHHIPHO RS & L <., TREmEaE
73y, DEABUN QWM BURI %521 3 70 75 L7 LiGE) (program or activity
that receives Federal financial assistance) ICEWTHINZb D), HD
. TAME E oG, b L < Id, MBS BT B, 3, A4 T4 T Ui E
DM (commerce with foreign nations, among the several States, or with
Indian tribes) 1Z¥2% KIFT D) THRITFNUI LS, ERET S, Id. §8
2000cc(a)2)(A), (B), 2000cc-1(b)(1), (2).

F7. FFETAREZ LI, RLUIPA. fREES NG5 TRBI T2 1B L <
ARERE T O HH -ISHST b RFRA ISR b 1T 0 A Ll Al &
LC MTRBOFEE L \v) LE 1, HEERMNAFANERIC Lo TRV 6D

(compelled) bD, H 2wk, ZiUt s > ThL%E%T (central) bDTH 2
PEPICDDD 6T, H 6 FHEDFEEE G ERIE L. id. § 2000cc-5(7)(A),
Sherbert 7 2 k i\s 9 MiH 15 % i TRER 27 b D12 LT %, See Roman
P. Storzer & Anthony R. Picarello, Jr., The Religious Land Use and
Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000: A Constitutional Response to Unconstitutional
Zoning Practices, 9 Geo. MasoN L. Rev. 929, 954-62 (2001); see also Heather
Davis, Comment, Inmates' Religious Rights: Deference to Religious Leaders and
Accommodation of Individualized Religious Beliefs, 64 ALp. L. Rev. 773, 796 (2000)

(TINAICEET 2] RFRADHIHIED TClx, o0 0f L, [SEEN] Al
B RIS E > THhLE R THER W LB 2HETS %)0)"65) 5 kHBRL
7oo 2D &I BRFHINT R EOEAE, [RLUIPA] I & > THIRIICATE
SNty BB, RLUIPA@%U%L:ﬁﬁO T, ARERESIE. RFRAFIC X - TR
INB EBNIT A ICBAL TS, RLUIPALHILUDDICT 2 X HEIEL T3
See Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000, Pub. L.
No. 106-274, § 7(a)(3), 114 Stat. 803, 806 (codified as amended at 42 U.S.C.A.
2000bb-2(4) (West Supp. 2002)); accord Kikumura v. Hurley, 242 F.3d 950, 960

(10th Cir. 2001) GHEHAIHEEIIC & 2 INADOWS DEHD R D G RFRAF
D THEbiLID, RFERAFZ GEARTH 5 LML 72 LT, Th&EI: HHEL 7
W&, BLOFHENERIC K> TRV SNE b D TH o7, LEFTRL VA
Vi, LAL 72236, [RLUIPAZ W LRFRAF] 12w TE#DERK, @**@T

3. FEHOFEBIE, BIEHT O] RFRAD F ORI UG 2 &9 7. [Mi%5%
J:o’C] FWSNEHDTHRLTD Ky LIRS N7 HHl).
18) See generally Jorn T. NoonaN, JR. & Epwarp McGLYNN GAFFNEY, JR., RELIGIOUS
Freepom: History, Cases, AND OTHER MATERIALS ON THE INTERACTION OF RELIGION
AND GOVERNMENT 479-547 (2001) (Smith*f[Pe2» & . Lukumi|ik, RFRA Ol
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Flores¥fi#, RLUIPADfilE £ TEMEIL T22).

%%, RLUIPAD P COFANHER TR 2 bz H@ld 2 b0 e LTl at
http://www.rluipa.com (last visited July 3, 2002) (Becket Fund for
Religious Liberty237 v 7V — 57— F 25z R4 L T 3).

19) See Michael W. McConnell, Religious Freedom, Separation of Powers, and the
Reversal of Roles, 2001 BYU L. Rev. 611, 617. 2. Ty &5H. B X, TR
R SIHICEILY 2 RLUIPAZ, Wis&HDO P CHEETH D ETEET LD L
L <. see, for example, Gregory S. Walston, Federalism and Federal Spending:
Why the Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000 Is
Unconstitutional, 23 U. Haw. L. Rev. 479 (2001); Evan M. Shapiro, Comment,
The Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act: An Analysis Under the
Commerce Clause, 76 WasH. L. Rev. 1255 (2001); Ada-Marie Walsh, Note,
Religious Land Use and Institutionalized Persons Act of 2000: Unconstitutional and
Unnecessary, 10 WM. & Mary BiiL Rrs. J. 189 (2001); see also Letter from Marci
A. Hamilton, Thomas H. Lee Chair of Public Law, Benjamin N. Cardozo
School of Law, Yeshiva University, to the United States Senate (July 24,
2000), 1, available at http://www.marcihamilton.com/rlpa/rluipa_letter.htm

("#A [Hamilton] 1%, --- [Flores HRIZE T 2 iR AMIOFFIRAIA L L ]
RLUIPA D T&H %2 RFRADEHEFRICHRI L 72 [H3]. SREmE AT X
2 AR, 8 & O BBEOFEHRICE T 2 B S 213, RLUIPADSRIEHALIC
it 2 % WIREE I Wi TR TH 5 9 1), HUSH L L g O FTORLUIPA
DEELEE XTS5 0L LT, see, for example, Heather Guidry,
Comment, If at First You Don't Succeed... : Can the Commerce and Spending Clauses
Support Congress's Latest Attempt at Religious Freedom Legislation?, 32 Cums. L. Rev.
419 (2002) (TR 12BE§ 2 HE RSy ): Storzer & Picarello, Jr., supra note 17

(TR BT 2 BEHD). ot b, EOD FHEHITX. 7Tl
RLUIPAZ &G#E LR L TWwW5, See, e.g., Mayweathers v. Terhune, No. CIV.
S-96-1528 LKK/GGH P, 2001 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 22300 (E.D. Cal. July 2, 2001).
¥ 7o, ARERESIC XU, RLUIPA, Uil 508, B X 0L THEGHERG ) 4o
AT, FloresHIslc 3\ CEBS N T 4IHIC b AEMICHKILT 5 b
DTH S, L9, Seeinfranote b4. LD L %036, RLUIPA X, L LoRHLIC
B4 2 RERI A T, EEEOWH FOMEB AR L DL TH A 9. See, e.g., Marci
Hamilton, Struggling with Churches as Neighbors: Land Use Conflicts Between
Religious Institutions and Those Who Reside Nearby, 116-11 (Jan. 17, 2002), at
http://writ.news.findlaw.com/hamilton/20020117.html (T[#£ic & 2 - HiF)
M &, EBER2YED L S 2 A& T 24 Db L Rw ZRINEIS —
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ZE, BRE. HAEOME — 2B LY 5, - fEo T, EHEWEEW . thod o
W % LI & AR, MEREE . R EIR, B X O il AR & o THES
DR HIfH A _$¢%«< V=D v JURELHT S k) HERENT
S, R 7§?7b>6 RLUIPAZ, & ST, 72588 % . FHEKIC L > T
THAZR S DIZL TL %5 7%1); Developments in the Law — The Law of Prisons, 115
Harv. L. Rev. 1838, 1895 (2002) (T[RLUIPA®DMlEIC &> T] &b Lz, i
BB ST 2 INAOFBIMER R, (HHuF BT % [m?f(ﬁ"]] MefI 32
BOSTIE) FENADZNE D bBEIEICHRSND 2 EIck ).

20) See Smith, 494 U.S. at 879; Lukumi, 508 U.S. at 531-32, 546; see also Flores, 521
U.S. at 514, 529 (M7 H il aE 22 i itid, 72 & 2R LI ik
RIS K > TR S e  CTHUFEIAT R S 13 % 1 TRBO Al 72 %
B L], - RBRINERE XM AZHWE S T 2 8E N L HIWClilE S - ikg

(26 DfRbETH 2] )).

21) See Smith, 494 U.S. at 881-85; see also Flores, 521 U.S. at 513-14 (T2 —fit
PSS AT B 20 A SRR DA% S A L e o e ME— g4I [Yoder
ok 512] thoEE LOREED Do T il [£]. - [Sherbertflko &
512] MO FZERERLE (ST 2 78O |l FHRICEED CEEEREE2HFEL

[FplTh-o7]1)).

22) See United States v. O'Brien, 391 U.S. 367, 377 (1968).

23) See Washington v. Davis, 426 U.S. 229, 239-40 (1976).

24) See James D. Gordon IIl, The New Free Exercise Clause, 26 Cap. U. L. Rev. 65,
66 (1997); Jesse H. Choper, The Rise and Decline of the Constitutional Protection of
Religious Liberty, 70 NEiB. L. Rev. 651, 659 & n.50(1991). Compare Sherbert, 374 U.S.
at404 ("TdH 2D HZz v LR (purpose or effect) 23, —2%wL X
TOFRDOHTZHAET 2D D TH 2 D% 613, YkkHL, &k L g
H % 11), with Smith, 494 U.S. at 878 (FRHDEEZEE LT 2 L) T &5, - [Y
ZikHto] HIY (object) Tid7e <, B, —MICEM R <. tho i CcHRI%
BUEDRBER 2B (effect) TH 2 D726 1F, BIESE 1 &3, BRELINTwAR
W),

25) okt b, ZOrO AL, SmithT A M &, UREISHIIN B, (1<
B L C TEHERA, R WEH T 230 TH S, EERL T3, See, eg., Miller
v. Reed, 176 F.3d 1202, 1206-07 (9th Cir. 1999) (FZELHDs & S MEH S 0
B 2 HEAf S 2 106 L. B HCHER UET O EHT O 72 DI Z DRIR 2 ¥k $ %
IMEZBEHT 5 2 EPAELE IN/FH); see also Frederick Mark Gedicks,
The Normalized Free Exercise Clause: Three Abnormalities, 75 IND. L.J. 77, 89 & n.48

(2000) (oL Z kA IR L T 2 & 2 TREO AR ik -
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T RS AL FEED BRI N2 0 E LTH KA E L TUEIES 14512 9 T
U FRER VL T a—7uk R FEICK - T THHEMEERE) MEIERE
s, EERET3).

70, 8000 THIHITIL, Flores Iyt RLUIPAFISERT. WA RHIHE
FlFIRICB WL, Smith Mk k b b L A, 2 OSURD LS 2 O'LoneHpkic
LT 2 2 LI ko T RBISPY I e A 1B L T TABEMES ) JEHER
H L Twiz, See, eg, Ward v. Hatcher, No. 97-16390, 1999 U.S. App. LEXIS
3410, at *3-10 (9th Cir. Mar. 1, 1999) (MIIEHTIC & 5 Orthodox Jew DI AIC
X9 % kosher diet DIk D BAEE & I L7 F W ); see also Shelly S.
Rachanow, The Effect of O'Lone v. Estate of Shabazz on the Free Exercise Rights
of Prisoners, 40 J. CrurcH & St. 125, 126-28 (1998) (T #k#E:HIfri%. Flores*lik
#. INAD TELE o) 12BT 2 AREREER AT O HHE— 3. Turner
v. Safley, 482 U.S. 78 (1987) (NARIDSCHEDBHIAEE L Sl INADUE
ﬁlﬂ@?ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁnﬁ% &I IcB WL INAD TEE ORI 23 2 Bl H,
SRS, ORISR HECRE LD 5NE, Ev) I EAHIS IS, K
12, Z@Turnerfliko 8 HE D O'Lone kI B\\ T, 2dp s TABRESA, Jt
#3, INAD TR H i 52 ORI 2Bl M Sz — sl L
2%, LIERT3).

26) See Smith, 494 U.S. at 879 (quoting Lee, 455 U.S. at 263 n.3 (Stevens, J.,
concurring in thejudgment)) ("F#oH MR, DY EAsHE

DFBEDWT S (B B\ IF, 2) {ThEHETE (bovid, M72) LI
o, — I A A RE . ﬁmeV) Az 7 (valid and neutral law of
general applicability) g (26 5 S WA Z LR L 72\ ).
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307-10 (2000) (Scalia, J., concurring in the judgment) (Scalia*ﬂfﬂﬁ N
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29) See Lee, 455 U.S. at 263 n.3 (Stevens, J., concurring in the judgment);
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5, LI EREFHH LA LIk T %, See id. at 346 (citing Rogers v.
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Joun H. Garvey & Thomas C. BerG, ReLiGioNn anp THE ConstituTioN 205-17

(2002) (FHERHITL _RMICE T 2200 2R MEZ BB L T»3).
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(9th Cir. 2000); see also Am. Family Ass'n v. City of San Francisco, 277 F.3d
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W7z 2 Lukumi ik 2 b3 2 b DTH 5. £\, See Memorandum of
Law of Intervenor United States of America at 19-22, Unitarian
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BEEILTAEEN LA F2EM T2 2 ENAEEINFHICEB T 2 HER
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W 2 EIF IS 2 —HtZ k> (uniform treatment), &) FIETH %,
turbanZz\» L dreadlock & . yarmulke & @z2¥ 0%, To Ry LR CHh 2 721
Tlx7 £ | Sikh7\» L Rastafarian & . Orthodox Jew & DZERTH H 3 [M L],
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T A MZEMH L7, See Lukumi, 508 U.S. at 546-47; accord Brown v. Borough of
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