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Introduction

I esteem it above all things necessary to distinguish exactly the business of civil

government from that of religion, and to settle the just bounds that lie between the

one and the other. If this be not done, there can be no end put to the controversies that

will be always arising. . . .

– John Locke1

1.1 introduction

For centuries, policymakers have struggled to identify the best way to address

the relationship between law and religion in religiously pluralist states. John

Locke was a first-hand witness to the violence and deprivation generated by

nearly a century’s worth of religious warfare in Europe and responded to the

religio-political turmoil of his era by writing his famous treatise, “A Letter

Concerning Toleration.”2 Although the concept of religious toleration pre-

dates Locke,3 the Lockean vision of religious liberty has garnered a significant

amount support among legal and political theorists around the world. Locke’s

influence is perhaps most deeply felt in the United States, due to the role that

his writing played in the development of the First Amendment to the U.S.

1 John Locke, A Letter Concerning Toleration 18 (Prometheus Books 1990) (1689).
2 See id.
3 SeeHeiner Bielefeldt et al., Freedom of Religion or Belief: An International

Law Commentary 5–6 (2016) (discussing toleration in ancient Persia,Macedonia and Rome,
as well as in later Islamic and Christian kingdoms and empires); Kristine Kalanges,
Religious Liberty in Western and Islamic Law: Toward a World Legal

Tradition 3 (2012) (discussing the work of Grotius, especially his De Jure Belli ac Pacis, as
attempting to resolve religious conflict through law).

1
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Constitution,4 but Locke’s views have been adopted elsewhere in the world,

either directly or indirectly.5

As innovative as the principle of religious toleration was at the time, Locke’s

proposal failed to provide a lasting solution to the problem of religious pluralism

and the inherent conflict between religious and political interests.6 Over time,

policymakers came to realize that toleration alone is an insufficient means of

protecting religious minorities, since toleration can be withdrawn at the whim

of the majority.7 Instead, religious liberty must be established as a legal right.

Although a strong consensus surrounds the notion that religious belief and

practice must be protected, the means by which those principles are to be

implemented vary around the world. Contemporary societies still struggle to

accommodate the demands of those whose allegiance does not lie primarily

with the state while also protecting the rights of those who do not share the

religious values of the majority. The situation has become even more compli-

cated in recent years given the ever-increasing diversity of religious traditions

found within and between states8 and the concomitant expansion of what

constitutes a religion9 or religious practice.10

4 SeeU.S. Const. amend. I (“Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion,
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.. . .”); Michael W. McConnell, The Origins and Historical
Understanding of Free Exercise of Religion, 103 Harv. L. Rev. 1409, 1430–31 (1990).

5 See, e.g., Caylee Hong & René Provost, Let Us Compare Mythologies, in Mapping the

Legal Boundaries of Belonging: Religion and Multiculturalism from Israel

to Canada 1, 9 (René Provost ed., 2014) (“Secularism is a hallmark of liberalism: the
separation of religion and politics, and of the private and the public, are critical, defining
distinctions for the western liberal state.”); Aldir Guedes Soriano, Liberal Democracy and the
Right to Religious Freedom, 2013 B.Y.U. L. Rev. 581, 582.

6 See Stanley Fish,Mission Impossible: Settling the Just Bounds Between Church and State, in Law

& Religion: A Critical Anthology 383, 387–89 (Stephen M. Feldman ed., 2000).
7 See, e.g., Metropolitan Church of Bessarabia v. Moldova, 35 Eur. H.R. Rep. 13 [105], [129]

(2002) (noting “tolerance. . . cannot be regarded. . . as a substitute for [legal] recognition”).
8 See Equinet, A Growing Agenda: The Work of Equality Bodies on the Ground

of Religion or Belief 9–10 (2015) (discussing religious pluralism in Europe); Pew Research
Center, Global Religious Diversity: Half of the Most Religiously Diverse Countries are in Asia-
Pacific Region 5 (Apr. 2014); id. Appx. 1 (containing an index of 232 countries in terms of religious
diversity); Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Edward N. Zalta ed., 2016) (entry on
“Religious Diversity (Pluralism)”); see also Bielefeldt et al., supra note 3, at 39;Martha C.

Nussbaum, Liberty of Conscience: In Defense of America’s Tradition of

Religious Equality 358–59 (2008) (noting scope of religious pluralism in the United
States); Tom Bailey & Valentina Gentile, Introduction, in Rawls and Religion 3, 3 (Tom
Bailey & Valentina Gentile eds., 2015).

9 See Bielefeldt et al., supra note 3, at 19;Mark Juergensmeyer,Global Rebellion:

Religious Challenges to the Secular State, From Christian Militias to al

Qaeda 18–19 (2008); see also Chapter 3.3.2 (discussing the definition of religion).
10 For example, some people have claimed that the payment of government-mandated employee

health insurance violates their religion, even though that act does not resemble any previously
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Difficulties have also been caused by the ever-increasing competence of the

state. Not only does the Habermasian “expansion of law” generate a rising

number of tension points between law and religion,11 it also results in the

“juridification of religion,” whereby conflict is framed in legal terms and

resolved through legal means.12 Commentators in several countries have

suggested that litigation of religious issues will likely increase in the coming

years.13

Although the world is paying increased attention to the interaction of law

and religion, many analyses are colored by emotion and concerns about

violent extremism.14 Although much of the analysis in this regard has focused

on issues involving Islam, the Secretary General of the United Nations has

recognized form of religious practice or manifestation of religion. See Burwell v. Hobby Lobby
Stores, Inc., 134 S. Ct. 2751, 2755 (2014) (involving corporate shareholders who were “seeking to
enjoin application of the contraceptive mandate insofar as it requires [the corporation] to provide
health coverage for the four objectionable contraceptives”); S.I. Strong, Religious Rights in
Historical, Theoretical and International Context: Hobby Lobby as a Jurisprudential Anomaly?, 48
Vand. J. Transnat’l L. 813, 835 (2015). Michael Perry has therefore suggested that religious
freedom should be characterized as moral freedom. SeeMichael J. Perry, FromReligious Freedom
to Moral Freedom, 47 San Diego L. Rev. 993, 996 (2010) (framing moral freedom as “the right
to freely practice one’s morality: to live one’s life in harmony with one’s moral convictions and
commitments” and claiming the right to moral freedom has been respected by various domestic
and international documents).

11 2 Jürgen Habermas, The Theory of Communicative Action 359 (1987) (defining the
increased “juridification” of law primarily in terms of the “expansion of law, that is, the legal
relation of new, hitherto informally regulated social matters,” as opposed to “the increasing
density of law, that is, the specialized breakdown of global statements into legally relevant
facts”).

12 See Russell Sandberg, Law and Religion 194 (2011); Lars Chr. Blicher & Anders

Molander, Mapping Juridification, 14 Eur. L.J. 36, 36 (2008); Russell Sandberg,
Conscience and Equality: Negotiating Emerging Tensions, in Religion and Equality:

Law in Conflict 3, 6 (W. Cole Durham, Jr. & Donlu Thayer eds., 2016). The juridification
of religious rights can be particularly problematic for members of those faith groups that value
privacy as part of their religious beliefs and behaviors. See Ernest Willheim, Australian Legal
Procedures and the Protection of Secret Aboriginal Spiritual Beliefs, in Law and Religion in

Theoretical and Historical Context 214, 215 (Peter Cane et al. eds., 2011) (noting “the
Australian legal system establishes a non-Aboriginal process for the authentication of
Aboriginal religious belief” which is “inherently offensive to Aboriginal people” and which
requires the disclosure of secret practices and beliefs that are traditionally restricted to certain
individuals or groups).

13 See Julian Rivers, The Secularisation of the British Constitution, 14 Ecc. L.J. 371, 377 (2012);
Emma Green, The Religious-Liberty Showdowns Coming in 2017, Atl., Dec. 28, 2016, www
.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/12/the-religious-liberty-showdowns-coming-in-2017/5114
00/?utm_source=msn.

14 SeeU.N. Secretary General, Plan of Action to Prevent Violent Extremism, ¶2, U.N. Doc. A/70/
674 (Dec. 24, 2015) [hereinafter U.N. Plan of Action]; Martha C. Nussbaum, The New

Religious Intolerance: Overcoming the Politics of Fear in an Anxious Age

16–18 (2012).
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recognized that “[v]iolent extremism is a diverse phenomenon without clear

definition. It is neither new nor exclusive to any region, nationality or system of

belief.”15 Indeed, “virtually every religious tradition” gives “images of vio-

lence” a place of prominence, just as “every religious tradition teaches peace

and tranquility and allows for violence only in the most extreme instances.”16

Thus, religiously oriented violence can be found in ostensibly peace-seeking

religions such as Christianity, Judaism and Buddhism as much as it can in

Islam.17

While religiously oriented violence is the most visible form of religio-legal

conflict in today’s society, it is not the only issue of concern. For example,

social scientists have begun to appreciate the problems associated with “micro-

aggressions,” particularly in situations involving religious belief, practice and

identity.18 While these types of intrusions may not appear significant to

observers, the cumulative nature of these actions can wear an individual

down to the point where more a more vigorous response occurs.19 Concerns

about micro-aggressions and similar phenomenon should be taken seriously,

particularly in light of data indicating that religio-legal conflicts are often

underreported.20

15 U.N. Plan of Action, supra note 14, ¶2. 16 Juergensmeyer, supra note 9, at 213.
17 See Fundamentalisms and the State: Remaking Polities, Economies, and

Militance (Martin E. Marty & R. Scott Appleby eds., 1993) (discussing the potential for
violence in a variety of religious traditions); Yatir Ettinger, Violence Between Ultra-Orthodox
Sects Rocks Jerusalem Neighborhood, Haaretz, Oct. 28, 2011, www.haaretz.com/violence-be
tween-ultra-orthodox-sects-rocks-jerusalem-neighborhood-1.392357 (involving a violent dis-
pute between members of the Hasidic Gerrer dynasty and the Sikrikam, another Jewish
sect); Richard Fausset, For Robert Dear, Religion and Rage Before Planned Parenthood
Attack,N.Y. Times, Dec. 1, 2015, www.nytimes.com/2015/12/02/us/robert-dear-planned-parent
hood-shooting.html?_r=0 (involving a self-professed evangelical Christian who killed three
people and wounded nine others in an attack on a Planned Parenthood clinic in the United
States); Charles Haviland, The Darker Side of Buddhism, BBC News Mag., May 30, 2015,
www.bbc.com/news/magazine-32929855 (involving violence at the hands of Buddhist monks
in Sri Lanka).

18 See Derald Wing Sue, Microaggressions in Everyday Life: Race, Gender, and

Sexual Orientation 5 (2010) (defining microaggressions as “brief and commonplace,
daily, behavioral and environmental indignities, whether intentional or unintentional, that
communicate hostile, derogatory, or negative, racial, gender, sexual-orientation, or religious
slights and insults to the target person or group”); Kristina Benson, The Freedom to Believe and
the Freedom to Practice: Title VII, Muslim Women, and Hijab, 13 UCLA J. Islamic & Near

E. L. 1, 16–17 (2014).
19 See, e.g., Brian J. Grim & Roger Finke, Price of Freedom Denied: Religious

Persecution and Conflict in the Twenty-First Century 8–10 (2011); Jews in the
Bible Belt’s Small Towns Face Curiosity, Ignorance, Haaretz, Aug. 31, 2012, www.haaretz.com/
jewish/features/jews-in-the-bible-belt-s-small-towns-face-curiosity-ignorance-1.462022 (discussing
experiences of Jewish persons in small towns dominated by Christians).

20 See Equinet, supra note 8, at 19.
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Policymakers involved in the area of law and religion must also recognize

that many conflicts that appear to be religiously motivated are in fact gener-

ated primarily by questions of identity and control and only secondarily by

religion.21 Thus, any effort to address questions of religious freedom must also

take broader social conditions into account.22

1.2 research goals

Reported increases in both religious litigation and extralegal religious conflict

suggest that existing approaches to religious rights are in need of improve-

ment.23 This book therefore seeks to identify a new theoretical paradigm that

accords with contemporary concerns about the relationship between law and

religion and makes the concept of religious liberty “more appealing to both

reluctant traditionalists and reluctant liberals.”24 The task is a difficult one,

since it not only involves values and principles that are inherently resistant to

compromise25 but also requires the integration of both Western and non-

Western religio-political philosophies.26

This study undertakes a cross-border, cross-cultural and cross-disciplinary

approach that is somewhat unusual in a field that is dominated by studies

reflecting a single national perspective.27 For many years, researchers

21 See Juergensmeyer, supra note 9, at 255; Claire Mitchell, Religion, Identity And
Politics in Northern Ireland: Boundaries of Belonging and Belief 1–2 (2006)
(noting a consensus that the conflict in Northern Ireland is essentially “ethnonational” rather
than religious).

22 See U.N. Plan of Action, supra note 14, ¶¶24–31.
23 See Pew Research Center, Trends in Global Restrictions on Religion 9 (June

23, 2016) (noting “a rise in religion-related terrorism” from 2013 to 2014) [hereinafter Pew
Research Center, Trends]; Green, supra note 13; Rivers, supra note 13, at 377.

24 Bielefeldt et al., supra note 3, at 38 (noting a need to engage with both ends of the religio-
political spectrum).

25 SeeChristopher W. Moore, The Mediation Process: Practical Strategies for

Resolving Conflict 64–65 (3d ed., 2003) (discussing a “circle of conflicts,” which includes
conflicts of interests, structure, values, relationships and data as well as ways to address each
concern); Robert Rubinson,A Theory of Access to Justice, 29 J. Legal Prof. 89, 101 (2004–05).

26 See Kalanges, supra note 3, at 4–5 (noting “variation among the religious traditions (and
legal-political cultures) that dominate Western and non-Western states suggests a fundamen-
tal challenge to the universalizability of the principles upon which international human rights
law [including religious rights] is based”).

27 See, e.g., Boris I. Bittaker et al., Religion and the State in American Law (2015);
Christopher L. Eisgruber & Lawrence G. Sager, Religious Freedom and the

Constitution (2007); 1 Kent Greenawalt, Religion and the Constitution: Free

Exercise and Fairness (2006); 2 Kent Greenawalt, Religion and the

Constitution: Establishment and Fairness (2008); Ira C. Lupu & Robert
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considered this type of narrow concentration to be the only appropriate model

for work involving religious liberty28 because of the actual or presumed

religious homogeneity of most countries and the notion that every constitu-

tional system was the unique product of particular legal and cultural influ-

ences.29 However, the globalizing tendencies of the late twentieth and early

twenty-first centuries not only generated a significant increase in religious

pluralism, they also triggered the rise of comparative constitutional law as a

legitimate field of scientific endeavor.30 As a result, an increasing number of

scholars have begun to consider the interplay between law and religion from a

comparative and international point of view,31 although some academics

continue to adopt a single frame of reference, such as that involving history,

sociology or politics.32

W. Tuttle, Secular Government, Religious People (2014); Mark Hill et al.,

Religion and Law in the United Kingdom (2011); Sandberg, supra note 12.
28 SeeDerek H. Davis, Law,Morals, and Civil Religion in America, 39 J. Church & St. 411, 415

(1997);W. Cole Durham, Jr., Perspectives on Religious Liberty: A Comparative Framework,
in Religious Human Rights in Global Perspective: Legal Perspectives 1, 15–25
(Johan D. van der Vyver & John Witte, Jr. eds., 1996); Silvio Ferrari, The New Wine and
the Old Cask: Tolerance, Religion and the Law in Contemporary Europe, 10 Ratio Juris 75,
77–79 (1997); Johan D. van der Vyver, Introduction, in Religious Human Rights in

Global Perspective, supra, at xi, xix–xx.
29 See H.C. Gutteridge, Comparative Law: An Introduction to the Comparative

Method of Legal Study & Research 29 (2d ed., 1949); Konrad Zweigert & Hein

Kötz, Introduction to Comparative Law 39 (Tony Weir trans. 3d ed., 1998);
Durham, supra note 28, at 24.

30 See, e.g., Vicki C. Jackson & Mark Tushnet, Comparative Constitutional Law

(2014);Mark Tushnet, Advanced Introduction to Comparative Constitutional

Law 5–8 (2014) (discussingmethodological advances in comparative constitutional law); id. at
71–72 (noting the importance of balancing and proportionality in contemporary comparative
constitutional law); id. at 91–93 (describing the role of international law in domestic constitu-
tional legal analyses).

31 See, e.g., Norman Doe, Law and Religion in Europe: A Comparative

Introduction (2011); Carolyn Evans, Freedom of Religion Under the

European Convention on Human Rights (2001); Malcolm D. Evans, Religious
Liberty and International Law in Europe (2008); Claudia Haupt, Religion-
State Relations in the United States and Germany: The Quest for

Neutrality (2012); Mapping the Legal Boundaries of Belonging, supra note 5;
Ronan McCrea, Religion and the Public Order of the European Union (2010);
see also Equinet, supra note 8, at 4 (calling for increased international networks of human
rights experts and practitioners to address issues involving religious liberty); Harold J. Berman,
Comparative Law and Religion, in The Oxford Handbook of Comparative Law 739,
739–51 (Mathias Reimann & Reinhard Zimmermann eds., 2008); Ran Hirschl, Comparative
Constitutional Law and Religion, in Comparative Constitutional Law 422, 422–40
(Tom Ginsburg & Rosalind Dixon eds., 2013).

32 See, e.g., Anthony Gill, The Political Origins of Religious Liberty (2008); Law

and Religion in Theoretical and Historical Context, supra note 12; Dominic
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Over the last few decades, increasing interest in the relationship between

law and religion has led to an exponential increase in the amount of scholar-

ship concerning these matters. However, the literature reflects a number of

gaps, most notably in the area of jurisprudence. Indeed, comprehensive, cross-

border theoretical analyses of religio-legal concerns are virtually non-exis-

tent.33 Furthermore, there is relatively little diversity in the nature of the

research that is conducted. For example, while a number of scholars refer to

the work of John Rawls34 and John Finnis,35 relatively few discuss other

contributions to legal philosophy, such as Cass Sunstein’s notion of incom-

pletely theorized agreements in matters of constitutional law36 or Ronald

Dworkin’s suggestions for compromise in politically and religiously charged

conflicts, such as those regarding abortion.37 Religious rights theorists have

also paid scant attention to the work of H.L.A. Hart, Hans Kelsen, Lon Fuller

and Joseph Raz, even though analyses regarding the interplay between law and

morality, positivism and natural law, and internal and external perspectives on

law would provide important insights into the debate about the relationship

between law and religion in contemporary legal orders.38

This book attempts to redress these shortcomings by generating an extrana-

tional theoretical construct that provides a new and broadly applicable model

of religious rights that is suitable for adoption in a large number of legal

McGoldrick, Human Rights and Religion: The Islamic Headscarf Debate in

Europe (2006); Religious Liberty in Western Thought (Noel B. Reynolds & W.
Cole Durham, Jr., eds., 1996); Lorenzo Zucca & Camil Ungureanu, Law, State and

Religion in the New Europe: Debates and Dilemmas (2012).
33 Most theoretical analyses exist only on the national level. See, e.g., Micah Schwartzman,What

if Religion Is Not Special?, 79 U. Chi. L. Rev. 1351, 1352–53 (2012).
34 See John Rawls, A Theory of Justice 61 (1971); John Rawls, Political Liberalism

(1996); see also Daniel A. Dombrowski, Rawls and Religion: The Case for

Political Liberalism (2001); Rawls and Religion, supra note 8.
35 See John Finnis, Natural Law and Natural Rights 85–86, 89–90, 98, 410 (1980);

Michael J. Perry, TheMorality of Human Rights: A Nonreligious Ground?, 54 Emory L.J. 97,
131–34 (2005).

36 See Cass R. Sunstein, Constitutional Agreements Without Constitutional Theories, 13 Ratio
Juris 117, 117 (2000).

37 See Ronald Dworkin, Life’s Dominion: An Argument About Abortion,

Euthanasia, and Individual Freedom (1994).
38 See Lon L. Fuller, The Morality of Law (rev. ed., 1969); H.L.A. Hart, The

Concept of Law (2d ed., 1997); Hans Kelsen, The Pure Theory of Law (2d ed.,
1967); Joseph Raz, The Morality of Freedom (1988); Lon L. Fuller, Positivism and
Fidelity to Law – A Reply to Professor Hart, 71 Harv. L. Rev. 630 (1958); H.L.A. Hart,
Positivism and the Separation of Law and Morals, 71 Harv. L. Rev. 593 (1958); H.L.A. Hart,
Book Review, 78 Harv. L. Rev. 1281, 1287–88 (1965) (reviewing Lon L. Fuller, The

Morality of Law (1964)); Joseph Raz, Kelsen’s Theory of the Basic Norm, 19 Am. J.

Jurisprudence 94 (1974).
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systems. In so doing, the research utilizes an international and interdisciplin-

ary methodology that relies on existing studies while simultaneously expand-

ing the applicability of those works. As a result, this book not only incorporates

various principles of international and comparative constitutional law, but

also includes elements of legal and political philosophy, comparative religion

and international relations.

This methodology is admittedly novel. However, as Steven Smith has noted,

“if our present unsatisfactory condition is the product of inquiries and ways of

thinking that [are] doomed from the start, then merely pursuing those inqui-

ries and persisting more assiduously in those ways of thinking will only

preserve, and perhaps even aggravate, our current confusion” about religious

liberty.39

It is expected that the unusual nature of the current research will generate a

certain amount of resistance. For example, some people may oppose this

exercise because they fear that any change to the existing religious rights

regime will injure their own position.40 In fact, the theoretical paradigm

outlined in the following pages provides a superior means of protecting the

rights of both religious and non-religious people and harmonizes certain

political principles that were once believed to be mutually exclusive.

Therefore, when considering the proposals in this book, it is important to

avoid assumptions and “directionally motivated reasoning,” which is an

unconscious cognitive distortion that can affect the rationality of the decision-

making process.41 Special efforts should be made to resist the status quo bias,

which is an empirically proven psychological phenomenon that leads indivi-

duals and institutions42 to prefer the established course of action over other

39 Steven D. Smith, Foreordained Failure: The Quest for a Constitutional

Principle of Religious Freedom 16 (1995); see also Christopher L. Eisgruber &
Lawrence G. Sager, The Vulnerability of Conscience: The Constitutional Basis for
Protecting Religious Conduct, 61 U. Chi. L. Rev. 1245, 1248 (1994).

40 For example, liberals may worry that an increased emphasis on religious liberty will lead to
theocratic legal regimes or morally restrictive social codes, while conservatives may be
concerned that an expansion of religious rights will allow foreign or cult-like religions to
gain increased cultural traction in their local communities. See John Witte, Jr. & Joel A.
Nichols, “Come Now Let Us Reason Together:” Restoring Religious Freedom in America and
Abroad, 92 Notre Dame L. Rev. 427, 429, 434–35 (2016).

41 Brendan Nyhan & Jason Reifler, The Roles of Information Deficits and Identity Threat in the
Prevalence of Misperceptions 2 (Feb. 11, 2016), www.dartmouth.edu/~nyhan/opening-political-
mind.pdf (noting individuals often rely on unconscious “biases in information processing that
occur when one wants to reach a specific conclusion”); see alsoWilliamSamuelson&Richard
Zeckhauser, Status Quo Bias in Decision Making, 1 J. Risk & Uncertainty 7, 8–9 (1988).

42 Although there are a number of key differences between individual and institutional (or
group) decisionmaking processes, the status quo bias is not limited to individuals. See
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options, even when those alternatives increase the welfare of the decision-

maker.43 The status quo bias is particularly problematic in the current context

because it operates on an unconscious level and increases in direct correlation

to the complexity of the issue under discussion.44

Other people may oppose the current research because they believe that

this sort of analysis is unnecessary, based on research suggesting that the

influence of religion is waning in contemporary society. While it is true that

some countries are seeing a reduction in the role of religion in people’s lives,

globally the world is becoming both more religious and more religiously

diverse.45 For example, Tom Bailey and Valentina Gentile note that

[i]n the United States. . ., while strong Christian forces have persisted, neo-
Protestant movements and an unprecedented array of other new religious
groups and sensibilities have also emerged. In Europe, while the traditional
Christian churches have declined, they have been replaced not only by more
“secular” cultures, but also by new forms of Christian and other religious
influences, including the oft-emphasized Islamic ones.46

Finally, some people may oppose the current initiative because they believe

that now is not the time to be expanding religious rights, given fears about

violent extremism.47 Indeed, Mary Ann Glendon has suggested that concerns

Samuelson&Zeckhauser, supra note 41, at 45; OzanO. Varol,Constitutional Stickiness, 49U.

C. Davis L. Rev. 899, 938 (2016). Instead, the principle also “influence[s] policymaking
within organizations, both public and private. Once made, policies frequently persist and
become codified implicitly or explicitly.” Samuelson & Zeckhauser, supra note 41, at 45.

43 See Samuelson & Zeckhauser, supra note 41, at 8. “The status quo bias is best viewed as a
deeply rooted decision-making practice stemming partly from a mental illusion and partly
from psychological inclination.” Id. at 10.

44 See Stephen M. Fleming et al., Overcoming Status Quo Bias in the Human Brain, 107
Proceedings Nat’l Academy Sci. of U.S.A. 6005 (2010), www.pnas.org/content/107/13
/6005.full.

45 See Pew Research Center, The Future of World Religions: Population

Growth Projections, 2010–2050, 5, 9 (Apr. 2, 2015) [hereinafter Pew World Report].
46 Bailey & Gentile, supra note 8, at 3; see also McCrea, supra note 31, at 28–29 (noting

significant differences between the religiosity of agrarian societies and the United States on
the one hand and Western Europe on the other); Pippa Norris & Ronald Inglehart,
Sacred and Secular: Religion and Politics Worldwide 70, 74 (2004). Some
commentators have suggested that a religious revival exists in Europe, although it is a move-
ment that is driven by immigrants, particularly Muslims. See Ino Augsberg,Religious Freedom
as “Reflexive Law,” inMapping the Legal Boundaries of Belonging, supra note 5, at
81, 82–83. However, generalizations can be difficult, given significant differences within
various regions. See Doe, supra note 31, at 10–11 (providing statistics on religious affiliation
in Europe);McCrea, supra note 31, at 29–31 (noting differences in religiosity within Europe).

47 See Witte & Nichols, supra note 40, at 429.
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about certain religious groups have put religious freedom at risk of becoming

“a second-class right.”48 However, empirical studies have shown that reli-

giously oriented conflict decreases in societies that provide robust protection

for religious liberty, which strongly suggests the need for the type of research

contained in this book.49

1.3 methodological concerns

Creating a methodology capable of developing a new theoretical paradigm

that is both consistent with contemporary concerns about law and religion and

that addresses the needs of people who hold a range of religious, political and

philosophical perspectives is admittedly difficult. For example, theorists work-

ing in this field must find a way of balancing rights that are said to be

inherently incommensurable50 and that appear to reflect a zero-sum analysis

(i.e., a situation where what is good for one party is bad for the other).51

Another issue that is particularly challenging in this type of analysis involves

conflicts between two aspects of the same basic right. For example, the

question of whether a municipality can engage in prayer at the beginning of

its town council meetings can be framed as involving some people’s positive

(i.e., affirmative) right to practice their religion as well as some people’s

negative (i.e., defensive) right not to be required to participate in another

person’s religious practices.52 This so-called negative right is distinguishable

48 Mary Ann Glendon, Religious Freedom – A Second-Class Right?, 61 Emory L.J. 971 (2012).
49 See Grim & Finke, supra note 19, at 2–3.
50 See Equinet, supra note 8, at 30–31 (discussing tensions between intersecting rights, includ-

ing religious liberty);MichaelW.McConnell &Richard A. Posner,AnEconomic Approach to
Issues of Religious Freedom, 56 U. Chi. L. Rev. 1, 51 (1989); Cass R. Sunstein, Incompletely
Theorized Agreements, 108 Harv. L. Rev. 1733, 1748 (1995) [hereinafter Sunstein,
Incompletely Theorized]; Robin West, Progressive and Conservative Constitutionalism, 88
Mich. L. Rev. 641, 697 (1990). For example, “the metaphor of balancing ‘says nothing
about how various interests are to be weighted, and this silence tends to conceal the impos-
sibility of measuring incommensurable values.’” Virgı́lio Alfonso da Silva, Comparing the
Incommensurable: Constitutional Principles, Balancing and Rational Decision, 31 Oxford J.

Legal Stud. 273, 275 (2011) (citation omitted).
51 See da Silva, supra note 50, at 284, 299.
52 See, e.g., Town of Greece, N.Y. v. Galloway, 134 S. Ct. 1811, 1821–23 (2014) (holding that prayers

opening town board meetings (which were almost universally Protestant Christian) did not
need to be nonsectarian, since that would involve the government too much in religious
matters and “[t]he First Amendment [of the U.S. Constitution] is not a majority rule”); see also
Lautsi v. Italy, 54Eur. H.R. Rep. 3 [31] (2012);McGee v. AttorneyGeneral, [1974] I.R. 284, 316–
17 (Walsh, J.) (noting that Article 44.2.1 of the Irish Constitution is not “a constitutional
guarantee of a right to live in accordance with one’s conscience subject to public order and
morality” but a “right not to be compelled or coerced into living in a way which is contrary to
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