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[ Abstract] The religion clause of the First Amendment of the Constitution of the United
States includes the Establishment Clause and the Free Exercise Clause. Both of these clauses aim
at ensuring government neutrality between religion and non-religion and protecting the religious
freedom of citizens. However, the Constitution does not explain what religion is. The Founding
Framers thought the meaning of religion was clear. They equated religion with theism. With the
religious pluralism of the United States, how to define religion in the first Amendment has become
a thorny issue. It is very difficult to define religion in the Constitution so as to maintain the bal-
ance between traditional religions and new religions. Throughout its history, the Supreme Court
has had surprisingly little to say about the meaning of “religion”. In some cases, the Supreme
Court said that a pure theistic definition is no longer legally adequate. At no point, however, did
the Court attempt to formulate a standard for distinguishing claims that fall within the “clearly non-
religious” category from claims that do not. The Supreme Court just deals with this problem one
case at a time. Several circuit courts and state courts have attempted to formulate some objective
criteria for defining “religion” for the religion clause. Unfortunately, they failed to reach a con-
sensus. Many scholars have also offered ideas from different perspectives. However, they prefer
logically consistent to solving the practical problems. Overall, the constitutional concept of “reli-

gion” is still pending until now in the United States.
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