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[ 4) Everson v. Board of Education, 330 U.S.1, 67 S.Ct.504, 91 L. Ed. 711 [1947].
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O AL 2Bl SCHR AR 2001 4R A5, 55 203 —209 BT) o HEET TR E S E SCH SR A58 [ U8 35 — R 2 FE], IR
it 3.4 T NEEE— RZFEHTHE OB & & M CEEME T BURBE £ XS — R R, CHE bR 7RG
H)2005 4E55 5 M, 55 28 -32 .21 1T) .

(61 Jimi: QNGB T30 BUN B 5 8 T B 485 ) , CrE 2 WF 90 ) 2011 £ 3 493,56 179 - 190 7T,

« 27 .



(s #Irid) 2012 £ % 4 4

B 000 9 v T XTI AR 1) % MR R B ] B B SR S A ) A i A S SR — R 2
i B o HEVE— R 2R T 75 R B S8 S A A SR O OR S TR KGR Z B 5
S B AR T RO B R B SRR SLIEE RROCR ST IR B A e HLUS 7E 1940 AR
R UR URHETE SRR N S P 3T o 1 3R U 25U 58 B R SR 005 3 B el AS A 0 Sk A R0 5 ]
B4 78 15 1 3 ORI LA RS —— S5 R I A RS EEE B A i SRR
5 A RS B IR AR X 1, O T AR AL S RO S N R B ik R0

= R AT E IR R AL

T U 25 VR 5% [ S N R R VR RV BKOR M S A S 1 S5 0T Bl B el D S 0 e BRI A Y
PO, 25 55 3 — V) o8 B0 sh A A i SR AT E A, S 300 3 A i A A EE R R AL 2R 52
Sk P S ] AN W7 i A 2 % L S R — M8 I 8 DR KA Ok R U 2 N, = ko O B
A LR B E TR o X LEYRIA P, 5 [ IR d5 i 3k B W — PR R H0 sh i i
TEFR IR o 3R I T8 D 2% 200 Bl 4R P 1 S e UG ) S A R O T B e 0 B
1963 454 B (19 HECRF UR 9 49 58 (Sherbt v. Verner) o IR U 90 90 S8 57 1 [ 530 D) A1) 45
R, 2655 1 % 00 B A 15 TR R AR A . I IR RE B AR A T A2 B b Ik B R DR A
YDA A7 BESK RO AN BRSO S5 0 g B i BEAT R o 7E 1972 4F B T B
FIMURATESR b T I IREE ik 20K 72 R 32 8 AR I S5 0, KRB IR i iE Be il o 1]
WRFEEDER SR BN s B AR B T 3R [ i 12 4F 355 0 3k (1 12 4F 3055 0F A M E K
(3 A i, 0 Bk 1] v IR B O U

I 2 36 V) M) g 00 R D) 25 55 F) 503 20T B i ik O R S0 U 4 S B R R SR i
AR LA LR i A0 28 SR A £, 56 I B AW LA HR VR VA PR AR o A AR XN A B8 AR
A VBT R S w4 - s T (Employment Division v. Smith ) 58 i, 58 [EI5CHS £z oy 35 Be k1
I ¢ 38 V1A 4 0 KR U B 3 1 2% 0 2P A5 0 kA, % 0E Sh AN A IR R SRR AL L
IRF AT AR T L] 5% 2800 2l i L) o (ELRIL ) % 28005 3l 4 0 e 32 o S D U A8 Al IV o BT A
NA BT AR TR X 2% B 3l iy e 7 1 38 [ A S A 800 i A o 2 SO B, i
1 552 52 1 S50 R 45 M AR s I A A I R A AR 2% A A& R R — A7
PRAE T8 T AT D A R TR RE G TS5 U B, U AT AR B 1 2 T T AT O A 34 A
T 4 5t bk 10 3 HE 3l o M XN N 7 B Al A VR o] 7 i 7 7+ s 2 0 SR A D 2
PR SRETE - MG S - AR, AR EREABSHERE RBEOONE LR
SO P R Bk o TR B0y X P ) 9 R A A R T A A R i BR AR I 25 R i B
ol P A= i T R R o A DM R R 0 it s SR OB A T 0 1) BREAE TR V432K
FIZE BT o PR 1 5028 09 By i A 8 — b AR $ BORS B0 500 il SRR R 3 vk A R
PF T B2 YR B B AR . BURIB &S - L m M © - AR g JRUE — R N3 b B
STHUAG IR JE B, DR 35 5% 1N 3802 1) 26 A A3 PO o ol 5 e o 2Rl ), At AT T 1)
AR DRI 3 5 5 ol Ak #3352 Ml R o Rl XM 0 B Al Ak TA R AT T AN A 5

(77 Reynolds v. United States [98 U.S. 145 (1878) 1.
[8) Cantwell V. Connecticut [310 U.S.296(1940) ].

.28 -



% B A H F BE s WA BRI R

T DM BT G B9 A5 IR A ATT R ol T IR AT B AS 2 AT O T B R o RO b TR T B A
TP AR B B E AR 25 5 R RTRR A TABAIAE 8k 50 — B IE S T A b AT 3 20
SRR o ZFE RIS EVREVEON B L BE , LR I NS0 AR SR 45 45 5 L R R A
TR, DR A AR B8 XD T A 35 B D L A Bl P A O R TR AR AR o AR T M
o VR E WU TA A, B o P i B ) A O S T AR R S A AT B8 S R UROR B SR I, DR A il e
AN R B A BB BB HRAS SR B0 AN S B8 S it M B0 R0, T A 4 R i 4 I R A 4,
A RE LE 24 1 P B 268 25 5 RO <6 0 it i 20 B 0 2% 0 f A0 B A o IRl TR M o v 3 Bt i e
R A BORAT IR T o 1987 4F, A IR 0ol A 1 ) 30 356 590 B i ok B, gt ol Ak 12
FEA O 0 (8 R S A el 1 1 2k 5 A A1 198 5 3 SRR A DG B o IO me ik B R T K
8 AP B 85 0 e 1) ke SR P A [l i e T o R ) i 0 B 1 TR P R I R A D
PR 2% 280 PR B O B e AP 05 T A A LV B 2 N ik A O O3 AN ) ik T B
PR, PR IXRE Y 28 1 A 8 A 50 — B IR S N S JOR , PN BUR AN RE TR 46 45 5 2 b R 5
o RN BUR 0l Ak SLFR R 5 do ik Bt & 1 8 & BRI dee i ik Be e e L 6 HE 3 i AR
A B A A A D) M i 8 3 e 1A R L DA T8I B — 1B TR SR 0 2% U B B b AR AR T N BUR
A 1k A 2 A SO 0 Pl B l , 1 DR 8 A/ 41 248 20 5 ok A DR PR A ) 24 0 vt e )
NS BEI M BT o AR XN N g B8 D50 A0l AL e BT 7% 91 - Sl T 5 oy R BR T
VF 9 N S S 1) 255 2% 0 i I R e RSN [ 5 3E U A i R B A T AT ) % 0
BB i SO Sk, % B0 A A s A G R S O R R 0

=B WP AR R B B A
“ IR 35 BRI SR

(] P ik B AC B B A v T M P A X 8 0 N 8 5% 80 B A R E AL, (s AR
FHBIE AR E PR~ 20) 26 18 4% 1% A MUE « % B ACREA (i JH ) ¥ 78 B 47 AR IEAR AT /9
Zr et AT A C B E M2 S OB HCT B B b7 S T A E O SO 2
A AR NI AR B At 35 5 M 5 N AT B AR AR G L A 21 e DR ke ot R B A A R AR
9 2% AR A e 1 S HOR BT B A DR E AL . B RO 2 NS OB 2 RSB 4 A
2 E, BA BUER N AR BUE O F AN AE 4 B R 5 R 3E R S RE ) B 38 KA
S AR A0 552 B2 TG B 2 ok A B 61 S N 5 I AL S A o AR AR B A i MR A
ARBAFE N 18 2% 20005 Bl PR E AU 52 BERR R, 2 AR 17 1 W 0 B AR DR B N B A AL
i RSCIEWIE o OLEARI ALY 3 848 | FOWE KT ILER TN, A&l AR
AR ARG 3% BE AT B R a2 EE VLA AT, B0 UL EE 1) dee R M) £ o — b B T
55 18 Z55 1 CHLAE « 4l 29 [ B R K85y, B AR A B XU %) LB 19 37 15 R ke B A7 AL ]
AR RSSO AT BURR A o SRR A B0 T AE 198 WA A K L B 5R E RR R A 1
AT o JLZE A S R A AR A AT 32 2o iy o™ CL B AURI 2 249 ) 13X A 4% 3 D I )
T LR 45 e R AL JEUN , ACHE BB I R I 37 A0 AR AR N 2% 03 2l Bk S A D Ik A2 3
“OLE A 5 de R AL SR A A o 5% T e AN D802 52 ) T 08 vk AR — 18 1B 5 R H R i 2

{9) Employment Division V. Smith [494 U.S.872 (1990) ].

- 209 .



(s #Irid) 2012 £ % 4 4

£ TG PR T A B 0 A 125 2 4 R 2R AR N 5% B0 3l e 8 AR 5% O A AL ARG 9 e R
TSR N % 200 2l G2 A 1 o L 6 (T R e g 2 e A S 1 AR At v AP AR R A
() 5% 2005 B e e AL A2 L B R 4 g Ak it D A8 A 1Y) 5% ORIk Ik — R 2
1944 4 ()35 ARl I 5 B 18 ZE M %€ (Prince v. Massachusetts ) F1 1968 4 4 A J i M] HE F1 42 UL
WE VR4 BRI Bi 28 (Jehovah’ s Witnesses in State of Washington v. King County Hospital ) i i
ST o

Lh g% 8N B VA AR Ik 12 2 DUR IR B4R 5 %R 18 % LUT B9 R JSAE Lo B AE A 3k
B SO S s A R o G, HB AR DGR A 51 AR R — S 9 % A £ e B A
PN /N A I B TR 6 A M 3 T O A 4 TR A T % D D DL B AR SR U R
R G, MR HE AN 1) BORF B 8 /N Lo % 0 B Oy FRAT Y, WY EOA0 H i B E TR L . BUR R
P A AL AR o 38 EIRHS i A B A Ry, SCEERT DL A & B B R B AT AS REAE %
BUAFE R % T WO S TE S, O T L EE B R 5, AT DAXE ACBE R0 At 25 5 W 4 A i W 47 A
YR BB . CLEARRA 29 ) By L 2E ] £5 fe KA T 0] 7 B2 5K 4 2 16 A 20 A A A0 B 1 H Al
P WA NI TR B LB AT A A R, A0 B R At 25 7 W 4 A AN BB DA o 803 H 90 45 4
Gt g R TS R S G S N E R S N R R e W e s R B - e P R T ANA S 7]
BAE TR B I B TR SR s S T 9 B s i N IR SRR R EE sh A i
FE AR B ¥ & TR NC Y e v E U i N A AN el R N0 B N5 K NS B D) B
FEALSZ " )L ) 25 dw KA T ) 4 il %) S O A )

BRI U D B 1 2 M P AR RS 2 B RN AR UL UE N R B 4R 4 R 4% IR 2k B R 1
ZEAE Ry e SR BUR 3 R A5 22 B AN WLAE A % F 3R A A A A I . BROAR e IR BE IR
o O A A I 1 R D AH T — B AR R Gk BE A R AR A TR Y e, 1968 A 36 [ Bk
P B e 1 Bt A LA R M IS AR A DL AIE VR 4 R B B ZE I, A Sy M EURE R LA L 1Y i I
10 I A AR A0 HB AL WL UE 1 5% BORCR] D B T ACRE RN LAt 325 5 W B AR SR AR N 1 O
PO B e B2 B )L g g5 A T I 7 A AR 1 S 0 9 1 R

O k08 I I NS B A i i A 5 AL

O 28 P R AR A D A B0 e B o R, 4 56 [ 45 e 5% 35 M1 1993 45 % =5 Bk el R
TH86 NEMRI K AR, 10 B LUTJLER 17 £ FIRIEET 1993459 A 1 HIEH
A LV S9r SCA 0 B i Lt DX A5 A AR e LA B 27 1 T SRR RO AR R A 4 % #) 18
% Z Y AR JLEE 300 24451999 4R 1 3 |, LUESE T Al 1ok B S /Y8 T A8 H Al ik
“HLIER B E T Y 14 ZAESE P 6 2 LE ) B R U N it H R AN B
i, —J5 WAL TR BAFE N A B IS AR, 75— J7 AR AL T SRR RE W 37 A0 R AR
TR WA SEE B AN PR Z - A %E L 5 S W PR RO 208 B3 10 5ik A 2R AL AL AR
Jy , 98 o 20T 5 AR Py A0 A ITCEE R Al 4> 2 B UL BRI 5ik ol 8077 5% AL LR (BRI BCRR R T

(10} Prince v. Massachusetts [321 U.S.158 (1944) ].

(1) [EIPAR - T - KB D9 - B - g IR ITEREA ), ORI IR T3 B2 AL 2B 1 < hitp : // www. pacilu-
tion. com/ShowArticle. asp? ArticlelD =2095 , & 5 /i [a) B [[] :2012 44 H 9 H .,

(12) RJ7SC:CRME T S 0D (e atak B 32) 1999 42565 4 89, 55 147 - 152 T,

- 30 -



% B A H F BE s WA BRI R

) LU BN GORURE P — 6 TR Ak Bk 57 39 Sk B 23 50 0 AT 4 v o Ao AR 8015 e i
AR BT, Xk X e AT A 0 a5 S AT S 1 M A A DG A L M AR O IR] el R R AR R B X
HAE AT A AL AR B M0 SR MR AR o 50 ] 2807 B AL A 7 10 A 2 {6l i A0 200 A0 3 T 5
I 5 AR LA A5 AT AEBE , e Do vy 2 45 T X DL E I R O K sl E 9 452, (E L A
JE B o ) R e AR e X AR OB R B AT " AT O T AR BOR A B R — R AR
TR 52 MG H 1 5& [ AR 48 TL A O3 SUAFE 1 22 09 W9 A, 43 G iz o o 2807 % A i e 3K
O R AR DI 2 AT B A R R ] T BOW R ISR AT HOR AL s AT
U FEALHUAG X R AR 4o 92 it 98 1 207 etk o 20 22 60 .70 A AUAR 2 K EE il 51 il i A
B 55 1 55 TR SR 1] AL 2 o (O RBURIRTE IR BUM) [ B 2 29) 55 18 4555 4 3K
WLIE + AR N 24 4 2 45 TS R AL, %5 F ACBERT (U IS FH ) 36 2 W 4 DR TE A AT 19 9% ¥ g i B A
1A MG 32 55 FORE S T 0 A " SRR 2 W N2l T R T L R
{5 AL 8 1R S AT, oA AT 1 2 D 58 ) 2077 0 AR B8 77 A 0 TR, ] LR AR X AT
T Je 1 A 9 O FR AR TR DR AR L B sl R R AR R RE T AR — A ARE AR R
P55 1 i 2% 2 E i ALk A
Sy st G 58 ) B e A BT S R R U, A 0 SRR SR 1) 12 e H 3 A URAE L
(A M AP (R TRV SR, S [0 20 M 5 ik Bt SRR AR X AR 80U AF Ll R R iR o 0T B
F1 o0, nAE 1977 4R IR 15387 58 (re Estate of Langford) i 41 7 i e 15 28 25 0 B4R 1 %
R W3 B VR IR B 4 BT 400 6 3% (g 1 ) 2 500 (ELA A 90 20 1 e AS SRR A BE AT X D
BRI, 3 5 181 f4 40491 40 1982 4F 19 28 B R 85 27 5 T %8 (Taylor v. Gilmartin) |, 3¢ [E I 5 + 3 [u]
T 6 A SRS FNE S8 W AP XA AR 000 R AR 5o AR i 3 5 1 2 A o o T
PR (E 3R 1 f BRESCAF T 20 AN A S T 20 e A e O T G0 — S0 B X AR O T o
A 50 ] SO R AU 5 B ST S, S IR IS g ek g 1999 4F (19 0 Bk A U B 15 0 0 4 5
(Scott v. Cult Awareness Network ) $f sUAFE N (9 4F i 5t 52 15 18 J8 %, SCRE RS JUAF 1 o o ) 20
FRALBL A7 LUSAR T RS o0 5k B, B IR0 AR R M4 X T AR i) R AR
18 J& %2 DL b S0 i 4 5% 1 T A o ) 0 R A AL 2% O o M U A 30 1 S 7
BEUFELY 5T E PSR —A 21 208 208 40 1 AR bS5 7 2 IR
K A A iU 7= SR R 2 3 B B M) A B4 o 3 PR B B, SCREAS R R O A A
YU, i 30 I 5 ) T A AR LA AR B R e L AR O D 1) T
FR s DX B Ol T — IR I A4, A AR Al B a7 Xl St R A R . 2 )
BB A W e 2T B N B — AN TR RO St 58 R R k. A Ok
EVF B A d e ML HF AN GO SRR 1k A AN B EME R PO
A8 181 325 e A A Lt s ol 4 B i P B 7 4 3, 7 L E @ UAF A BEA B T AR T L
SR HUE MR A, BR AR A AL A5 I 34830 I BT 1 20K M 473 5, AR 5 D A 2 80 0l o o 2200 7 4 AR L
FEA 2 A 3 (0] 36 B SR R A PE ) S BB i AR B SRS T =AU e — AR
SN A T3 R IAF T 3 B MW B AU s = AR RNE & 9 N2 A T3 AR

(13) Howard O. Hunter & Polly J. Price. , “Regulation of Religious Proselytism in the United States” ,B. Y. U. L. Rev. 537(2001) ;
AR R (AR R SE SO Bz 3l ), (CHE SR 00T 5 ) 2001 4R 55 3 31,46 25 - 35 1,

(14) Cynthia Norman Williams, “ America’ s Opposition To New Religious Movements: Limiting The Freedom Of Religion” ,27
Law & Psychol. Rev. 171(2003).

- 371 -



(s #Irid) 2012 £ % 4 4

R0 5% S5 R M B R BOASUD 5 = SCRE RN 58 W 3P AN A T 30 AR G 1 e B 1~ 22
SRHUE MR £ BTSSR 2 15 A 0 0 245 8 110 o5 2 18 %2 RSB R, S0 R 1) B 55 A
A B S ) IR G — [ B 2y i AR A AR R R AT O AT U A 5‘%!
R R SO BAHN ER MBI E " B2 5 T RT3, BBy i 280F 5 R fig

JRH) W BHRR R AT A 5 R B S G R A R 2% Tk BT Bl I RO A Fﬁ/i[&mﬁﬁ
JEU B 2 0 S O 2% RS AR 18 A 8 U 1 o ) 2R B AL AT O M O AL R
A0V T AR S N, RARE I 18 S 2 BRSNS A R 52 AR N A 7R E e
NT ¥ 0 B A PE 55 R IR B 3 D 5E o 200 3 AR

T AL R AN A A
o % RFEWE 25T

2 22 B BOR AR N, VT HE 45 52 B BK 2R, O R AR M 25 S BE MR 47, 45 R AR N
A BE 3 RRS #A3 T T0] R S 5 20 2N 75 X RS A 52 B0 1 T A8 R AR A SO B e AL BE R
Tﬁﬁ$ﬂ%1xj\ﬁc ACHE 52 A0 0 00 R BOR AR 0 2 &3 s T ISR R BGA B ST AR 4l
S0 DS I A% T AT, 1 (o 3 Ao 3 26 8 1 1 T AL, 0 I 1992 48 19 IR 16 1 v A 5008 5% FE [ B
128 3l 2H 21 & ( George v. International Soc’y for Krishna Consciousness,In c. ) #ff 37 #2 71 24 2H 23 %
G 1 52 380 0 T ) R BSLAF S 2800 B B AL B S AT IR W 2 B A 1) 5% 280 491 1 R
TR AE A 14 J8 % i R AR IS e M 25008 5% 78 [ Priz s 4 407, e M 5008 5% 0
Pz 3l 2 SURs I i BeUGES Sk LA 88 ACHE 09 i 4, DD 5 SR i & o T ¥ B T 5 A Z50R
SR Prig s 2 B KBS DU A ACRBE T 0 IE AR . R & O NIEWI ARk L2
JUE A2 R s ), 55 3 MBS AR A5 2o U, IX BE I 1 AR A s o g o 1D S e e A o A A0S
52T [ Priz s L 200 JeUE TR ih B HBE SR A5 T 3200 T3 36 0 A A M R AR T PR I £, B AR T
U L W T B R R EL3 — 0 151 3R T A 0 40 R P A2 B 405 T B R AR RS Bk 5t B AL
BT R WA DA

N AT R T BOR R BUR 1T
AN 52 B R AR AU I A 4

o AR B EAT BCBUR P, BE 2 DL ) BUAE BUR, O 4E 37 28 IS B A AR AAL 2 22 3L A
i, BUR 00A MR AT i SO BUR AR R R 5T o T v 3% 7 S BUR A8 2800 BOR AT 30 Al BE 2 5 20
USSR U BUR AT i 2 77 S BUR A 20 BUR AT 3l v 68 A O R 2 75 f RS
FRATE b AR 55 o 98 [k e AE o 4 v W S 3 BOR X 8 ) B BUR Y 5% 20 3 B9 9T i 5
A AL, AN 32 IR I S AR AL 4 Ak 114 2% 80O 3 B

o B 5 A 2 2000 A 1) 4 FE B 78 R 56 (5] %€ (Andrade v. United States) o & [E A8 20K T2
A A RS S0 0 M 1 = B Bl A7 KR 45K, 1993 4F 2 H 28 1R 5 oK A

(15) Howard O. Hunter & Polly J. Price, “ Regulation of Religious Proselytism in the United States” ,B. Y. U. L. Rev. 537(2001) ;
58 R (ORI E SO 262 8 ) , (it B BOwF 92 )2001 4E55 3 491,56 25 - 35 1

- 32 .



% B A H F BE s WA BRI R

EHR NGO A AL K E A B R, R THIR BN 5T K B ORI 5k
o R RO AN DY S [ I ) AR e T B R T 5 BRI B, XU iR ST OH L ]
FEAMAAEIENAETIT . 1993 454 H 19 B, 36 B BRI A R & s #E 50, I wofe R T
HAH P bE pO5S B T — B 1 A T BT A 1A L B A ok . R TLHAETE
el 1) 25 BBEIIC K, K 35| A HEL T R 18 O R R A 5 2 R AL 86 N BE B il . 5 B Bl 1
Jai R TR 9 3 73 B B3 A 5 RS VR BT, A DA R A 5 A Bl 1 4l A 3l o Al DR R R
(3 5 55, R s S IS B SR A, sk W £ o YR BE Ao, DR O R T A G 1) BUR T
K BORTE B L T 347 3 A FEAL LI T BOA SR R4 oAl 3 SR 05k, BUR 7E %%
TGHEBURAT N BT R BRI S 2 E i R I AL 2 A BT A Y, AT LR 3 X
S A 3 AT O e SR BUR A AT X i 2k el I ek F R IR B SR A (E H
B U100 BT PER 58 [E 58 dhy ML L 1T o 2 00 B AR B 9 B BOR AR E ) BUR AT AN 2 Bk
8 I AR AL U5 8 6 5% 0 93 R

£ 45 i

5 [ B L A7 A R R 2% 2035 2l 1) 2 28000 B0k D 3o 28 ) 45 9 ) i 5 ] LA 5%
O 2 1 T 2R BT A SO 302 B b R T E B AT, U I S O ) R U 3 B T
A [ 2 s B2 i 19, 47 R A A 5 [ 6 5% 803 9 18 7 TR e AN IS, 36 I B % 0T
B [ H 2R A A BR F

T 5% UM 2 2 G IR S R A OB 2 B 4 10 B B 1 RIS T 3 L B AN ST A B
VBN B 2% OB, A O 5 Rl 28 57 RO 22 5F — B ok el ol LA IR — R 2 T R B R T
o — k2 R BT A R BOE S A R, A — D B R BRI R E T 7, — e A
S EAEFRAE R M AL ZY, DA RIS (88) U R B 55 B0 1) FRATTIA o 5% BB AR o i 1
— i 5 R 25 A A 2 B — AR R T, 53 U SR T T EEE , LR B ] R R
TR YA T A B0 v IRk B o 7 dh i 9 B AR T D RERE DG IS R R E D 25 7 B
PHAE T 9 Z 50 W G KB E D 25 7 ad K B 1 11 3, i S v Ak A O o i vl R Y i i A ke
B 10 A Ak L AR T o SR 0T S A R e T S ) A BT DR R A R e T B B B
5 O A e PR BRI o BB B AFAE R W SR HOF A SR B A B AL TR, S T I
SR AL R MBS T S Z 5 MHRX — NAWAT I i g R A&
HB s Bk G, B T 07 A HOBtsi A2 77, i = 5 i PR 2% ol 3 B B Ok v iR Y 8k
B, 5t 1 B8 H DAL s e MR o 0T S i o 7 ke =2 e I ) R S AR R Y i 52 R S [ o
TR — B IR 52, 5 R IR0 I 2 M IS0 o =2 A RV 5% 800 Sl ) S VR A, S i AL ik = 5 B0k
Il W ke = 2% BT S E A SE Ok R = O 0 S i GRS 3k K N R S R RO R E
] ™ 8y o J3E DA

(16) Andrade v. United States [ 116 F. Supp.2d 778 (D. W. D. Tex. ,2000) ].

(7)) [EIBRK (P EZEEN =6, ChE RS 23R (SRR 2008 455 4 11,56 93 - 112 T G - (k%
BRI IR —— 15 3 [ 3 P K24 R ), R 5 A ) 2007 4E 55 6 1,45 52 - 53 it

(18) [SEIPHE)R - Wik ovw AR - 55 od - A5 0002 )« i RR S 02 A I D5 18T ) L A U %, T N IR OR 2 AL 2004
AE 5 348 T

- 33 .



(s #Irid) 2012 £ % 4 4

BRI | ORI HLE R A A TR L S AR R R AR R Y SR ORI B R SR
(4 A T3 AT 3R A B 7 o B IR R A, U R 5 2% 2 A TR 2 B AR S AR, At S5 0 H Y
P A AN 2 52 BSOS R A, DA Z S S e o T S v AR il o AR i 1997 4F 19 R 2t
Plh o R ) LU SR MR | LU e BRI — 5l S R LA ) ) S T B v R R
T S5 1B R %550 6 AR5 4 SOME S FUA S AT O A H R A0 5 ik ARG AS e
VRENTEESL AN G 3l 21 5% 20y 7 5 o 3B 0k ] 46 R BT TR O 14 4% IR A LE R
DI EEAR S3 B BUEIC AL LI St 7 B3R 48 BRPIL OC T R 37 3 B o o ¢ 1 i
ZRER LAY 18 T3k s i kAT N R S B S, Wk 2001 AR SR 0k (RIS Pl AT —— L R R
R WM T A S B S T S ] OB AL 1200k BUE PL BRI AR A X B SO A i
BRI ARAAT B AR ik 8 25 MO PR RN E FAG 3h S AR AT AR LA AL R
TR BERARTE T LU , O™ A5 L &4 H EBT TIPS 2 AT, B 2001 4R A
50 WLE AR 52 F 3 SRR AL 2 AR A BT 4 8 8 22 3 (9 AR S0 405 IR E AR
W98 T RO BRSS9 I R BEAR |, IX O A2 R 5 S RE 1 4R R 25 TR RE T 1 %
FH M T AAORUE RS P FRATIA AR T 5 [ B S O R kL B A
14 2% OB i E i R A B

[ Abstract] Through case law, a set of legal principles designed to regulate religious activi-
ties have been established in the US. According to these principles, religious activities shall not
break the law, are not exempted from irregularity, legal guardian’s right of making decisions in
relation to religious activities to be engaged by person under guardianship is subject to principle of
maximizing the interests of children, legal guardian has the right to choose where he/she wants to
send the person under guardianship for education, cult organization is liable for civil compensation
for mental injury, and government’ s actions in combating violence committed by anti-government
cult organizations are not subject to jurisdiction of the federal rules of civil tort. Russia and France
have established legal system of access to and mandatory withdrawal from religious market on the
basis of statutory religious law and have extended the plaintiff qualification of a civil tort case in-
volving cult organizations to family members of the victim of cult organizations and some social

groups, which are more rational compared with religious legislation in the US.
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