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1. Lucci, D. (2021). John Locke’s Christianity. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. 244 pages. ISBN 9781108873055.

John Locke’s religious interests and concerns permeate his philosophical
production and are best expressed in his later works on religion, which represent
the culmination of his studies. In this book Diego Lucci provides a thorough
analysis and a reassessment of Locke’s unique, heterodox, internally coherent
version of Protestant Christianity, which emerges from "The Reasonableness of



Christianity" and other public as well as private writings. In order to clarify
Locke’s views on morality, salvation, and the afterlife, Lucci critically examines
Locke’s theistic ethics, biblical hermeneutics, reflections on natural and revealed
law, mortalism, theory of personal identity, Christology, and tolerationism. While
emphasizing the originality of Locke’s Scripture-based religion, this book calls
attention to his influences and context and explores the reception of his theological
ideas. Moreover, the book highlights the impact of Locke’s natural and biblical
theology on other areas of his thought, thus enabling a better understanding of the
unity of his work.

Penurnosuure narepecu u pazcbxacHusa Ha J[xoH JIOK MpOHUKBAT BbB
¢punocohcKOTO My TBOPUECTBO M €A HAW-SICHO U3PA3EHU B MO-KbCHUTE MYy TPYA0BE
3a PEIUTHUATA, KOUTO MIPEACTABIABAT KYJIMUHALMATA HA HETOBTE U3CieABaHus. B
ta3u kHura /{uero Jlyum npaBu 3a1p1004eH aHau3 U npeoneHka Ha JlokoBaTa
YHUKAQJIHA, XETEPOAOKCAIIHA, BBTPEIIHO U3UYNCTEHA BEPCUS HA POTECTAHTCKOTO
XPUCTHUSAHCTBO, KOSITO MPOU3THYA OT "'Pa3yMHOCTTa Ha XpUCTUSAHCTBOTO' U APYTH
HErOBH MPOM3BEICHUS — HAKOU U3BECTHU Ha MIMpPOKaTa Mmy0OuKara, Ipyru - He. 3a
11a U35ICHU BB3IuIeauTe Ha JIOK 3a MOopasa, ClIaCeHUETO U KUBOTA B OTBBIHOTO,
Jlyun KpuTHYIHO H3Ccle/IBa TCUCTUYHATA eTuKa Ha JIok, OubmelickaTta
XEpPMEHEBTHKA, PA3MULLUICHUSTA My 3a IPUPOJTHUTE U OOKECTBEHH 3aKOHU,
MOPTAJIM3Ma, TEOPUATA 3a JIMYHATA UACHTUYHOCT, XPUCTOJIOTUATA U PEIIUTUO3HATA
ToJIEpaHTHOCT. KaTo noguepraBa OpUrnHaIHOCTTA HA OCHOBABAILlaTa CE BbPXY
Csetoro ITucanue JIokoBa penurusi, Ta3u KHATa HACOYBA BHUMAHUETO KbM
BJIMSIHUATA BbPXY HETOBUTE OOrOCIOBCKU UJIE€U, KbM TEXHUSI KOHTEKCT U
peuenuus. OCBEH TOBa KHUTAaTa U3BEK/1A HA MPEJIEH IUIAH Bb3ICUCTBUETO HA
ecTecTBeHara u oubmneiicka Teonorust Ha JIOk BbpXy Apyru 00JacTH, KbM KOUTO
TOI HACOYBA MUCHJITA CH, KaTO MO TO3M HAYMH J]aBa Bb3MOKHOCT 3a MO-100p0
pazOupaHe Ha €IMHCTBOTO HA HETOBOTO TBOPYECTBO.

2. Lucci, D., Bernardini, P. (2012). The Jews, Instructions for Use: Four
Eighteenth-century Projects for the Emanicipation of European Jews.
Boston: Academic Studies Press. 214 pages. ISBN 9781936235742,
(Authored by Lucci: pp. 16-138 —i.e., 123 pages).

This book examines the four most important projects for Jewish emancipation in
eighteenth-century Europe. The essays presented in this volume analyze the
proposal advanced by the freethinker John Toland in 1714 and three projects of the
1780s, formulated by the state official Christian Wilhelm von Dohm in Frederick



the Great’s Prussia, the economist Count D’Arco in Mantua under Habsburg rule,
and the Abbé Henri Grégoire in France on the eve of the Revolution. Focusing on
the combination of humanitarian and utilitarian arguments and objectives in the
proposals to redefine the legal and social status of the Jews, this book is a
particularly useful resource for scholars and students interested in the history of
Jewish-Gentile relations and the Age of Enlightenment.

Ta3u KkHUra pasriiex/1a YeTUPUTE Hall-3HauMMHU [POEKTA 3a €BpeicKa
emannumnanusa B EBpona npe3 XVIII Bek. [IpencraBeHure B TO3U TOM CTaTUH
aHaIM3upar npennoxenuero Ha aeucra /xon Tonann ipe3 1714 r. u owe tpu
npoekta oT 80-te ronuau Ha XVIII Bek: Ha abpkaBHUg unHOBHUK Kpuctuan
Bunxenm ¢on Jlom B IIpycust ot Bpemero Ha @punpux Bennku, Ha IKOHOMHUCTA
rpad /I'Apko B MaHTya OT BpeMeTO Ha yIpaBieHUETO Ha Xa0cOyprute u Ha adat
Anpu I'peroap BB ®paniius B HaBeuepreTo Ha peBositonusaTa. Kuurara Hadmusira
Ha ChUETAHUETO OT XyMAaHUTAPHU U YTWINTAPHU aPTYMEHTH U LEIHU B
IpeIJIOKEHHITA 3a NpeiepUHIpaHe Ha TPaBHUS U COLMAIHUS CTaTyC Ha €EBPEUTE
U € 0COOEHO IOJIE3EH PECYPC 3a YUEHU U CTYJIEHTH, UHTEPECYBAILIU CE OT
MCTOPHUSITA HA OTHOILICHUSTA HA EBPEUTE C MPEICTABUTEIUTE HA APYTU PEIUTHH B
eroxara Ha [Ipocseuienuero.

3. Lucci, D. (2008). Scripture and Deism: The Biblical Criticism of the
Eighteenth-Century British Deists. Bern: Peter Lang. 256 pages. ISBN
9783039112548,

This book deals with the British deists’ biblical hermeneutics, its roots, and its
effects on European culture and society. Deist thinkers such as John Toland,
Anthony Collins and Matthew Tindal pointed out the historical and
anthropological origins of positive religions. Focusing on the human roots of
Judaism, Christianity, Islam and Ancient Paganism, they aimed at supporting their
efforts in favor of toleration and freedom of thought. In the context of the deists’
researches on the history of positive religions, the study of the Scriptures had a key
role. Deists and freethinkers opposed the influence that Christian doctrines and
authorities had on political and social life. They analyzed the Bible in order to
disprove the supernatural foundations of Christianity and of Christian institutions,
and, therefore, to promote the free search for truth. This book thus stresses the
significance of the deists’ biblical criticism for the development of Enlightenment
views of religion and for the secularization of Europe.



Knurara ananusupa Oubnelickata XepMEeHEBTHKA Ha OPUTAHCKUTE JIEUCTH,
HEWHHUTE KOPEHU U BIUSHHUETO i BBPXY €BpoIeicKaTa KyaTypa U 0OLIECTBO.
Heuctn xato Ixon Tomana, AaTeHM Kosmmae n Matio TuHman nocouBat
VCTOPUYECKHS U aHTPOIIOJIOTUYHUSA MPOU3X0J Ha MTO3UTUBHUTE penurun. Karo ce
CIIMPAT HA YOBEUIKUA MPOU3X0J Ha I0Jan3Ma, XpUCTUSHCTBOTO, UCIIsIMA U
€3UYECTBOTO, T€ CH MTOCTABSAT 3a 11€J1 JIa MOJKPEIAT YCUIUATA HA T€3U PEJIUTUH T10
MOCOKa Ha TOJICPAHTHOCTTA M CBOOOIHaTa MUCHJI. B KOHTEKCTa Ha U3CIICABAHUSITA
Ha JICUCTUTE, CBBP3aHU C UCTOPHUSTA HA MOJOKUTEIHUTE PEIUTUHU, U3yYaBAHETO HA
CBeTOoTO NMHcaHue UMa KJIto4oBa poJisd. JleucTure u Apyru nNpeacTaBUTEM Ha
cBOOO/IHaTa MUCHJI C€ TPOTUBOIIOCTABAT HA BIUSHUETO Ha XPUCTUSIHCKUTE
JOKTPUHU U BIACTOBH CTPYKTYPHU BbPXY MOJUTHYECKUS U COLIMATHUA )KUBOT. Te
aHanu3upat bubnusirta, 3a 1a onpoBeprasT CBPbXECTECTBEHUTE OCHOBU Ha
XPUCTUSHCTBOTO U Ha XPUCTUSHCKUTE UHCTUTYIIUHU U J]a HAChpYaT CBOOOTHOTO
ThpCeHEe Ha ucTHHaTa. KHHUrara nogyepraBa 3Ha4YeHUETO Ha OMbJIeickaTa KpUTUKa
B IIPOU3BEACHUATA HA JICUCTUTE 3a PA3BUTUETO HA MPOCBENIEHCKUTE UAEHU OTHOCHO
penurusTa, KakTo U 3a ceKynapusauusTa Ha EBpona.

D4: Published monograph that has not been presented as primary habilitation
work: N/A

D5: Published book based on defended Ph.D. or Doctor of Science
dissertation: N/A

D6: Articles and reports published in academic editions that are indexed in
world-renowned academic databases:
e Number of points: 30 (30x1)

1. Lucci, D. (2017). “Deism, Freethinking and Toleration in Enlightenment
England.” History of European Ideas, vol. 43(4), pp. 345-358 (i.e., 14
pages). ISSN 0191-6599. Web of science

Focusing on John Toland, Anthony Collins and Matthew Tindal, this article argues
that the English deists’ tolerationist ideas played a significant role in their religious
thinking, which consisted of their “religious thoughts” and their “thoughts about
religion.” As regards their “religious thoughts,” those deists regarded rationality as
the highest state of human existence, because only the proper use of reason could



lead humanity to true morality, happiness and (at least in Tindal’s case) eternal
salvation. Thus, they considered toleration, entailing freedom of conscience,
thought and expression, as a necessary means to enable humankind to pursue “true
religion,” namely rationality. As to their “thoughts about religion,” they
appropriated and rethought the foundational sources and tenets of the Judeo-
Christian tradition (and, in Toland’s case, of Islam as well) for a twofold purpose:
they attempted to debunk the divine right system of power, which opposed
toleration and was widely considered to be based on Christian texts and principles;
moreover, they aimed at assimilating the original versions of the three major
Abrahamic religions, which in their opinion taught morality and toleration, into
their own deistic worldviews, which they tried to prove truer and historically more
reliable than the positive religions of their time.

Kato ce ¢pokycupat Bbpxy Bb3mieaute Ha J[>xon Tonana, Auteau KonuHe u
Marto Tungan, aBTOpUTE HA Ta3U CTATUSL TBBPIST, Y€ UAECUTE 3a PEIIUTHO3HA
TOJIPAHTHOCT Ha aHTJIMMCKUTE JICUCTH ca U3UTPaAIM BaKHA PoJist 3a (popMupane Ha
penuruo3Hara uMm Gpuiaocodusi, KOSITO €€ CbCTOU OT TEXHUTE ,,pEIIUTUO3HU
BB3IJICIN M TEXHUTE ,,Bb3rJIeauTe 3a penuruara’. [l{o ce orHacs 1o TexHure
,»PEITUTUO3HUTE BB3TJICIN , TE3U JICUCTU PA3MIICKAAT PAlMOHAITHOCTTA KaTO Hal-
BHUCIIIETO ChCTOSHUE HA YOBEIIKOTO ChILECTBYBAHE, 3aIl[0TO CaMO MPABUIHOTO
M3I0JI3BaHE Ha pa3yMa MOKe Jia JJOBEJI€ YOBEYECTBOTO JI0 MCTUHCKU MOpal,
niacTue M (moHe B ciryyast Ha TUHAaI) BEYHO criaceHue. B To3u cMUCHI Te
pasriekaaT TOJIEPAaHTHOCTTA, BKIIIOYBAIIA B ce0e cu cB00O/1a Ha ChBECTTA,
MUCBHITA U CJIOBOTO, KATO HEOOXOAUMO CPEJICTBO, KOETO J1a aJie Bb3MOXKHOCT Ha
YOBEUECTBOTO Ja MPECIIEIBA ,,ACTUHCKATA PEIUTUs‘‘, a UMEHHO PAallMOHAIIHOCTTA.
[Ilo ce oTHacs 10 TEXHUTE ,,BB3IJIEAN 3a PEUTUATA™, T€ MPUCIIOCOOABAT U
MIPEOCMHUCISAT OCHOBOMOJIATAIIMTE U3TOYHUIIM HA F0JC0-XPUCTUSHCKATA TPAIULIHAS
(a B cimyuas Ha Tonang 1 Ha UcCsIMa) ¢ IBOMHA 11€JT: J1a pa3BeHYasT OCHOBaBaIlaTa
ce Ha O0’KECTBEHMSI 3aKOH BJIACTOBA CUCTEMa, KOSTO C€ MIPOTUBOIOCTABS Ha
TOJIEPAHTHOCTTA U CIIOPE]T IIUPOKO PA3MPOCTPAHEHOTO MHEHHUE CTHIIBA BBPXY
XPUCTUSHCKHU TEKCTOBE M MpUHIMITKA. OCBEH TOBA TE€ CH MOCTABSAT 3a 11eJ1 J1a
MOYMHSAT Ha CBOS ICUCTKH MUPOTJIC]T OPUTHHATHUTE BEPCUU HA TPUTE OCHOBHU
aBpaaMUYECKU PEJIUTUM, KOUTO CIIOPE]T TSIX y4aT Ha MOpajl U TOJIEPAHTHOCT.
OnuTBaT ce ChIIO Taka Ja JOKaxKaT, 4e JCUCTKaTa BEPCHs € MO-UCTUHCKA U
MCTOPUYECKH MO-HAJICKIHA OT ChBPEMEHHUTE UM ITO3UTHUBHU PEJIUTHM.



D7: Articles and reports published in non-indexed peer-reviewed editions or
edited collective volumes:
e Number of points: 40 (10x4)

1. Lucci, D. (2014). “The Suppression of the Jesuits and the Enlightenment
Discourse of Jewish Emancipation: Two Parallel Historical Phenomena.” In
Bernauer, J., Maryks, R.A. (eds.) “The Tragic Couple”: Encounters between
Jews and Jesuits (pp. 87-102 — i.e., 16 pages). Leiden: Brill. ISBN
9789004260375.

This chapter argues that the suppression of the Society of Jesus in 1773 and the
Enlightenment discourse of Jewish emancipation in the 1780s resulted from the
combination of the Enlightenment discourse of human emancipation and the state-
making process in 18th-century Europe. At that time, the political authorities of
many European countries adopted the Enlightenment struggle for the emancipation
of man, and they adjusted it to their purposes, while many supporters of
emancipation saw the state as the entity that could best put their theories into
practice. The combination of these two factors led to the shaping of the modern
state as an all-encompassing, panoptical, superpersonal entity, one that could not
tolerate opinions and lifestyles divergent from the models of self-realization and
social inclusion that it attempted to impose. In that scenario, the Society of Jesus,
commonly perceived as a “state within the state,” was first expelled from many
Catholic countries and then suppressed, while the Jews, generally regarded as a
“nation within a nation,” were required to renounce their communal lifestyle and
assimilate into surrounding society.

B Ta3u rnaBa ce naHcupa TBbPJECHUETO, Y€ TOHEHUSTA CPENLy NMPEICTABUTEINTE Ha
ME3yUTCKUS OpJieH Tipe3 1773 r. 1 MpOCBEMICHCKUAT JUCKYPC HA €BpeErcKaTa
emannunanus rnpe3 80-te ronuan Ha XVIII Bek ca pe3ynrar ot ch4eTaHUETO OT
MPOCBEIIEHCKHS TUCKYPC Ha YOBEIIKaTa eMaHITUNaIus U mpolieca Ha GopMupaHe
Ha abpkaBu B EBpona nipe3 XVIII Bek. [To ToBa Bpeme noiutrdeckara BiacT B
MHOT'0 €BPOIEHCKU IbpKaBU Mpruema cTpemexa Ha [IpocBeleHneTo KbM
€MaHIMNaIKs Ha YOBEKa U IO MPUCTIOCO0sBa 32 COOCTBEHUTE CH 1IEH.
CpIIeBpEMEHHO MHOTO MOJAPHKHUIM HA EMAHIIMNALMATA Bh3IIPUEMAT AbpKaBaTa
KaTo CyOeKT, KOWTO MOKe Hal-100pe 1a MPUIIOKHU TEXHUTE TEOPUH HA MPAKTHUKA.
CpueTanueTo oT Te3u ABa (hakTopa BOAM 10 0OPOPMIHETO HAa ChbBPEMEHHATA
I'bprKaBa KaTo BCEOOXBATHA, MAHONITUYHA, CBPBbXJIMYHOCTHA LSJIOCT, KOSTO HE
TOJIEpUpPA MHEHUS U HAYMH HA JKUBOT, PA3JIMYHKA OT MOJEIUTE HA CaMOpeaIn3aius
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Y COLIMAITHO BKJIKOYBAHE, KOUTO TS CE ONMTBA J1a Hajnara. B TO3M KOHTEKCT
HNE3yUTCKUSIT OPJIEH, KOUTO OOMKHOBEHO C€ Bh3IIpHUeMa Kato ,,bp:KaBa B
IbpkaBaTa’, € 3a0paHeH B MHOTO KaTOJIMYECKU CTPAHU U € KECTOKO Mpeciie/aH,
JIOKaTO €BPEUTE, KOUTO OOMKHOBEHO CE CUMTAT 34 ,,HAIlUs B HAIUsATA ™, TpsIOBA J1a
C€ OTKaXkaT OT TUIMMYHUS 32 TSIX HAYMH HA )KMBOT U J1a CE CJEAT ¢ OOIIECTBOTO, B
KOETO KHUBESIT.

2. Lucci, D. (2012). “Religione naturale ed ebraismo nel revival settecentesco
del deismo di Herbert di Cherbury” [Natural Religion and Judaism in the
Eighteenth-Century Revival of Herbert of Cherbury’s Deism]. In Amodio,
P., D’Antuono, E., Giannini, G. (eds.) L etica come fondamento. Scritti in
onore di Giuseppe Lissa [Ethics as Foundation: Studies in Honor of
Giuseppe Lissa] (pp. 213-218 —i.e., 6 pages). Napoli: Giannini. ISBN
9788874315703.

This paper reconsiders the impact of the late Renaissance thinker Lord Edward of
Herbert of Cherbury, and particularly of his book De Veritate (1624), on the
development of deism in Enlightenment England. In doing so, the paper pays
special attention to the works of English deists like Matthew Tindal and Thomas
Morgan who, in the 1730s, proposed theories of natural religion very similar to
Herbert’s religion of nature. According to Herbert, natural religion consisted of a
few principles, emphasizing above all the existence of a Supreme Being, an
afterlife with reward and punishment, and morality as the best form of worship.
Moreover, Herbert believed that some revealed moral precepts, such as the
Decalogue and Christ’s teachings, were consistent with the religion of nature.
However, he regarded natural religion as universal, necessary, and sufficient to
salvation. A similar view of the religion of nature emerged in the works of later
deists, such as the aforesaid Tindal and Morgan, whose theories indeed echoed
Herbert’s philosophy in many respects.

To3u mokian mpepasriexaa BIussHueTo Ha punocoda ot kbcHUs Penecanc mopn
Enyapa Xepospt UepOobpH, 1 no-crieninaino Ha HeroBata kuura De Veritate
(1624) (,,3a uctuHaTa*) BbpXy pa3BUTHETO Ha Jieu3Ma 0 BpeMe Ha aHTJIMUCKOTO
[Ipocsemenue. JJokiaapT 00pblila ClielIMAIHO BHUMAaHUE HAa MPOU3BE/ICHUITA HA
aHrJIMMCKU neuctu kato Martro Tunnan u Tomac Mopran, kouto npe3 1730 r.
npeyaraT TEOpUHU 3a €CTECTBEHATA PEJIMTUs, MHOTO CXOJIHU C PEIUTHUATA Ha
npupojgata Ha XbpObspT. Criopea HEro ecTecTBEeHATa PEIUTHS C€ ChCTOU OT
HSIKOJIKO TIPUHIIUIIA, TOIYE€PTABAIIY MPEIN BCUUKO CHIIECTBYBAHETO HA BUCIIIA



CuJa, Ha 3aIrPOOEH KUBOT, B KOUTO OMBaMe Bb3HATPAJICHU WU HAKa3aHU, U Ha
MopaJia KaTo Hai-goOpara opma Ha BsipaTa. OcBeH ToBa XbpObPT BSIPBA, Ue
HSIKOU 00’KECTBEHH MOPAJIHU MPUHLUIIN, KaTO AeCeTTe 00KH 3alI0BEAU U
IPOIOBAJIBAHOTO OT XPUCTOC YUEHHUE, CA B CbOTBETCTBHE C €CTECTBEHATA PEJIUI .
Toit pa3riex/ia ecTecTBEHaTa peJUTrus KaTo YHUBEpCalIHa, HE00X0auMa
J0CTaThyHA 3a criaceHue Ha Aymata. [loo0eH Bb3riies 3a penurusra Ha
MpUpoJIaTa ce MOsIBSABA B MPOU3BEACHUITA HA O-KbCHUTE JEUCTH, KATO
ropecriomeHarutre Tungan u Mopras, YMUTO TEOPUH CA MTOBIUSHU OT
¢unocopuara Ha XbpObPT B MHOTO OTHOIICHUS.

3. Lucci, D. (2011). “Allosemitismo ed emancipazione ebraica” [Allo-
Semitism and Jewish Emancipation]. D’ Antuono, E. (ed.) Vita ebraica e
mondo moderno. Esperienze, memoria, “‘nuovo pensiero” [Jewish Life and
the Modern World: Experiences, Memory, “New Thinking”’] (pp. 17-34 —
I.e., 18 pages). Napoli: Giannini. ISBN 9788874315369.

This essay examines the intellectual and cultural dynamics that led to the
emancipation of European Jews starting in the late eighteenth century. In
considering the ambiguity of Enlightenment views on Judaism and the Jews, this
essay employs the interpretive category of “allo-Semitism,” first formulated by
sociologist Zygmunt Bauman in an article of 1998. Bauman described allo-
Semitism as the consideration of Jews as radically different. He saw allo-Semitism
as rooted in proteophobia — namely, in the fear of things or people who are able to
change and adapt to different situations while resisting pressures to conform. This
Is the case of European Jews who, embodying an alternative religion, culture, and
lifestyle in Christian and then secular western society, have always been regarded
as the others par excellence by the majority among whom they lived. Allo-Semitic
attitudes emerged prominently during the debates on Jewish emancipation in the
Age of Enlightenment and later, both among philo-Semitic and anti-Semitic
intellectuals. As Bauman observed, both philo-Semitism and anti-Semitism are
indeed grounded in a view of Jews as intrinsically different — a view that is at the
core of allo-Semitism.

Crarusdra pasriex/ia MHTEJIEKTyalHaTa U KyJATypHa JUHAMUKA, JOBENa J10
eMaHIMIanusaTa Ha eBponeiickute eBper B kpas Ha XVIII Bek. Kato pasriexna
JIBYCMHCIIEHOCTTA HAa MPOCBEMIEHCKUTE BB3IJIEAM 3a F0anu3Ma U €BpEnTe, TO3H
TEKCT U3M0J13Ba MHTEPIIPETAlMOHHATAa KaTEropus ,,aJIOCEMUTU3BM, (popMylinpaHa
3a IbPBU I'BT OT connoora 3urMyHT bayman B cratus ot 1998 r. bayman onucsa
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aJI0CEMUTH3MA KaTo nJies 3a Bb3IPUEMAHETO HA EBPEUTE KATO PAJUKAIIHO
paznuyHu. Toll HaMupa KOPEHHUTE Ha aJJOCEMHUTH3MA B IPOTeo(odusiTa - ctpaxa otT
Hella WM Xopa, KOUTO MOTaT J1a C€ MPOMEHSAT U aAanTUPAT KbM pa3InyHu
CUTYAIIMH, KaTO ChUIEBPEMEHHO CE MPOTHUBOMOCTABIT HA KOHPOPMHUCTKHUS HATUCK.
TakbB € CiIy4asT ¢ €eBpONEUCKUTE €BPEU, KOUTO BBILTBIIABAT AJITEPHATUBHA
penurus, KyaTypa ¥ Ha4MH Ha )KUBOT, KAKTO B XPUCTUSHCKOTO, TaKa U IO-KbCHO B
CBETCKOTO 3arajHo oOuiecTBo. [1o Ta3u npuunHa BUHAru ca OMJIM CYUTAHU OT
3a00MKaIISIINTE TH MHO3WHCTBA 3a Ipyrute par excellence. Anocemutckure
HarjacHy U3JIM3aT HasBe [0 BpeMe Ha J1e0aTUTe 3a eBpelickaTa eMaHIUIALNs B
enoxata Ha [IpocBenieHreTo 1 no-KbCHO, KaKTo cpel] PUIo-, Taka U Cpel] aHTH-
CEMUTUTCKH HACTPOEHUTE MHTeNeKTyanu. Kakto otoensi3Ba bayman, u
(pUI0CEMUTH3MBT, 1 AHTHCEMUTU3MBT BCHITHOCT CE€ OCHOBABaT Ha Bb3IJIE/Ia 3a
€BPENTE KaTO CHIIIHOCTHO PA3JIMYHM - BB3IJIE, KOUTO € B OCHOBATa Ha
AJIOCEMUTH3MA.

4. Lucci, D. (2005). “Filosemitismo e apocalittica nell'ermeneutica biblica di
Isaac Newton” [Philo-Semitism and Apocalyptics in Isaac Newton’s Biblical
Hermeneutics]. Materia Giudaica, Vol. 10(1), pp. 135-150 (i.e., 14 pages).
ISSN 2282-4499.

This article examines the basic elements of Isaac Newton’s biblical criticism, with
a particular focus on Newton’s philo-Semitism and his theories about the
Apocalypse. In order to demonstrate the complexity of Newton’s philosophy and
the recent growing interest in his hermeneutics, this study also takes into account
the most important critical essays on Newton’s theological thought.

Ta3u craTus pasriexaa OCHOBHHUTE €JIEMEHTH Ha Oubielickara kputruka Ha Vcak
HroToH ¢ 0co0eH akIeHT BbpXY HEroBUS (PUITOCEMUTH3IBM U BHPXY TCOPUUTE MY 3a
Armokanuncuca. 3a 1a MoKa)e CJI0KHOCTTa Ha ¢uinocodusita Ha HroToH u
HapacTBalllMs HAIMOCJIEeIbK HHTEPEC KbM HEroBaTa XepMEHEBTHKA, TOBA
U3CJIeIBaHEe B3eMa MPEJBH] U Hall-BaXKHUTE KPUTHICCKH TEKCTOBE, IOCBETCHU Ha
OorocJyioBckata MUCHI Ha HIOTOH.



D8: Studies published in academic editions that are indexed in world-
renowned academic databases:
e Number of points: 427.5 (45x9 + 45/2)

1. Lucci, D. (2021). “The Biblical Roots of Locke’s Theory of Personal
Identity.” Zygon: Journal of Religion and Science, vol. 56(1), pp. 168-187
(i.e., 20 pages) ISSN 1467-9744. Scopus

Locke’s consciousness-based theory of personal identity resulted not only from his
agnosticism on substance, but also from his biblical theology. This theory was
intended to complement and sustain Locke’s moral and theological commitments
to a system of otherworldly rewards and sanctions as revealed in Scripture.
Moreover, he inferred mortalist ideas from the Bible, rejecting the resurrection of
the same body and maintaining that the soul dies at physical death and will be
resurrected by divine miracle. Accordingly, personal identity is neither in the soul,
nor in the body, nor in a union of soul and body. To Locke, personal identity is in
consciousness, which, extending “backwards to any past Action or Thought,”
enables the self, both in this life and upon resurrection for the Last Judgment, to
recognize that “it is the same self now it was then; and ‘tis by the same self with
this present one that now reflects on it, that that Action was done” (Essay
[1.xxvii.9).

Teopusdra Ha JIok 3a OCHOBaBaila c€ BbPXY Ch3HAHUETO JIMYHOCTHA UICHTUYHOCT
€ pe3yJITaT He caMO OT HETOBUSI arHOCTUIIM3BM 110 OTHOIIEHUE HA CYOCTaHIIMSITA,
HO U Ha OubJieiickaTta My Teosorus. Ta3u Teopust uMa 3a 11e1 1a JOI'bIHU U
MOJAAbPKa MOPaATHUSI U OOTOCTIOBCKHM aHT@XXUMEHT Ha JIOK cripsiMo 3ajiajieHara B
Cgeroro [Iucanue cucrema OT Harpajayd U Haka3aHus B OTBBAHOTO. OCBEH TOBa
TOM U3BJIMYA MOPTAIMCTKHU HJeu OT bubinusTa, KaTo OTXBBPJIS Bb3KPECEHUETO B
CBIIIOTO TSJIO M TBBPH, Y€ JyIaTa yMmupa npu ¢pusndecka CMbpT 1 OUBa
BB3KpeCceHa ¢ O0KECTBEHO Uy/10. B TO3U CMUCHI TUYHATA UASHTUYHOCT HE € HUTO
B JlyllIaTa, HUTO B TSUIOTO, HUTO B ChIO3a MEXIY Aylia U Tsj10. 3a JIok
JIMYHOCTHATA UJICHTUYHOCT € B Ch3HAHUETO, KOETO CE€ MPOCTUPA ,,Ha3a]l KbM BCSIKO
MHUHAaJI0 ASMCTBUE MM MUCHI , M TO3BOJISABA HA A3a, KAKTO B TO3M JKUBOT, TaKa U
Npu Bb3KpeceHneTo 3a CTpallHus ChJl 1a OCh3HAE, Y€ ,,cera ChbM CHIIMAT a3, KOUTO
Os1X TOraBa M TO3M MOM HACTOSII a3, KOUTO pa3Chik/iaBa BbPXY JaJ€HO JCHCTBUE, €
CBIIUAT, KOUTO HAKOTA € U3BBPIINI AeHCTBUETO  (,,ONMUT BHPXY YOBEUIKUS pazyM*
I1.xxvii.9).
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2. Lucci, D. (2019). “From Unitarianism to Deism: Matthew Tindal, John
Toland, and the Trinitarian Controversy.” Etudes Epistémeé. Revue de
littérature et de civilisation (XVle—XVIlle siecles), vol. 35,
https://journals.openedition.org/episteme/4223
https://doi.org/10.4000/episteme.4223 (27 pages in PDF version,
downloadable from the website of the journal) ISSN 1634-0450. Web of
Science

The Trinitarian controversy in late seventeenth-century England saw the
confrontation of Unitarian theologians, who drew on Socinianism and other
theological traditions in denying the Trinity, and Trinitarian divines, who provided
different justifications of the Trinitarian dogma, mainly through metaphysical
speculation. The Trinitarian controversy also gave some deist thinkers, such as
Matthew Tindal and John Toland, the opportunity to express even more heterodox
views than the ideas of Unitarians like Stephen Nye, who rejected the doctrine of
the Trinity but still affirmed the divine authority of Scripture and the saving power
of Christian revelation. Some historiography has described Tindal’s Letter to the
Reverend the Clergy (1694) and Reflections on ... the Doctrine of the Trinity
(1695) and Toland’s Christianity Not Mysterious (1696) as essentially Unitarian
books, indebted to Socinianism and Locke’s way of ideas. However, in their works
of the mid-1690s, Tindal and Toland employed historical, critical, and philological
methods that subjected Scripture to the criteria of unprejudiced reason and
scholarship. Thus, they rejected the possibility of “truths above reason” and
reduced revelation to merely a “means of information.” In these writings, both
Tindal and Toland actually adapted Locke’s way of ideas to their respective views
and purposes. Tindal’s tracts on the Trinity prefigured the religion of nature that he
later explained in Christianity as Old as the Creation (1730), whereas Toland’s
Christianity Not Mysterious was significantly influenced by Spinoza’s biblical
hermeneutics. Briefly, Tindal’s and Toland’s works from the mid-1690s were
already deistic in essence.

CnopsT 32 CBerara Tpouna B kpast Ha XV 1| Bex B AHIIIHSI IPOTUBONOCTABS
YHUTapHHU OOTOCJIOBH, KOUTO CE ONMUPAT HA COLIMHUAHCTBOTO U APYTH OOTOCIOBCKH
TpaJHLIMK, OTPUYALIM ChllecTBYBaHEeTO HAa CBeTtaTta Tpouna, u 00rocioBu, KOUTO
IIPUBEKIAT PA3JINYHA OCHOBAHUSA 34 TPUHUTApHATA A0TMA, IJIABHO 4Ype3
MeTaU3UYHU pa3MUILIIEHUS. TPUHUTAPHUAT CIIOP CHLIO TaKa /1aBa Bb3MOKHOCT
Ha HAKoM Jeuctu kato Marto Tunnman u JIxon Tomana na uzpassar ouie mno-
XETEPOJOKCAIHY BB3IJIEAN OT T€3U Ha yHUTapuaHuu kato CtuBbH Hali, KOWTO
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OTXBBPJIA yueHueto 3a Cetata Tpouila, HO BCe MaK yTBbPXKJIaBa 00KECTBEHUS
aBroputeT Ha CBetoTo Ilucanue u cnacuTenHara cujia Ha XpUCTUSIHCKOTO
oTkpoBenue. Hskou ucropuorpadu onucsar ,,IlucmMorto 10 npenogoOHOTO
nyxoBeHCTBO Ha Tunnan (1694) u Herosute ,,Pa3mMuciu BbpXy YUYEHUETO 3a
Cserara Tpowuma“ (1695), kakto u ,,XpHCTUIHCTBOTO 0¢3 Muctepuun (1696) Ha
Toslana KaTo MPOU3BEICHHS 10 CHIIIECTBO YHUTAPHH, YEPIICIIHA OT
COIMHMAHCTBOTO U ujaenuTe Ha JIok. B cBoute npousBenenus ot cpeaarta Ha 90-te
roguau Ha XVII B. o6aue Tunmaan u Toylana U3Mos3BaT KCTOPUUECKH, KPUTUUECKH
1 (GUIT0JIOTHYECKH METO/IH, 3a Aa aHainuszupat Ceeroro Ilucanue ¢ HenpeayOeaeH
pasyM M ¢ HaydeH nmoaxo/. [1o To3u HauuH T€ OTXBBPJIST Bb3MOKHOCTTA 32
LJICTHHH OTBB]] pa3yMa“ i cBexnaT OTKPOBEHUETO Ha cBeTH Moan Borocios 1o
,»CPeACTBO 3a uHpopmanusa“. B Te3u npousBenenust Tungan u TonaH BCHIIHOCT
ajanTupat uaeute Ha JIok KbM TeXHUTE COOCTBEHM BB3TJIEAU U 1eiu. TpakraTture
Ha Tunpan 3a Ceerata Tpoula npenHauyepTaBaT €CTECTBEHATA PEIIUTHS, KOSITO 10-
KbCHO TOW pa3BHBa B ,,XpUCTUSHCTBOTO CTapo KaTo cbTBOpeHueTo (1730 r.),
JIOKaTo B ,,XpUCTUSHCTBOTO 0e3 muctepuu* ToslaHa € 3HAYMTEITHO MOBJIMSIH OT
oubieiickara xepmeHeBTHka Ha CrinHo3a. Hakpatko ka3zaHo, MpOU3BEICHUATA Ha
Tunnan u Tonang ot cpenara Ha XVII B. Bede ca 1eUCTUYHY 11O CBOSITA CHIIHOCT.

3. Lucct, D. (2019). “The Law of Nature, Mosaic Judaism, and Primitive
Christianity in John Locke and the English Deists.” Entangled Religions,
vol. 8, https://er.ceres.rub.de/index.php/ER/article/view/8354/7703
https://doi.org/10.13154/er.8.2019.8354 (33 pages in PDF version,
downloadable from the website of the journal) ISSN 2363-6696. Scopus

In their attempts to revive “true religion,” Locke and several English deists, such as
Toland, Tindal, Chubb, Morgan, and Annet, focused on the relationship between
the Law of Nature, the Law of Moses, and Christ’s teaching. However, Locke and
the deists formulated different conceptions of the Law of Nature and its
relationship with natural religion, Mosaic Judaism, and primitive Christianity.
Locke saw the history of human knowledge of morality and religion as a process of
gradual disclosure of divinely given truths — a process culminating in Christian
revelation. He argued that the Law of Faith, established by Christ, had
complemented the Law of Nature and superseded the Law of Moses. Conversely,
the deists maintained that the only true religion was the universal, eternal,
necessary, and sufficient religion of nature founded on the Law of Nature. They
thought that Jesus had merely reaffirmed the Law of Nature, accessible to natural
reason, without adding anything to it. Concerning Mosaic Judaism, there were

12


https://er.ceres.rub.de/index.php/ER/article/view/8354/7703
https://doi.org/10.13154/er.8.2019.8354

significant differences between Toland and later deists. Toland considered Mosaic
Judaism to be on a par with primitive Christianity, since he viewed both the Law of
Moses and Christ’s precepts as essentially grounded in the Law of Nature.
Conversely, Tindal and Chubb judged the ritual prescriptions of the Mosaic Law
superseded by Christ’s revival of natural religion. Morgan and Annet went even
further, for they identified true Christianity with the religion of nature, but
criticized Mosaic Judaism as a corruption of natural religion. Briefly, Locke and
the English deists aimed to recover true religion from long-lasting distortions.
However, their rethinking of the relationship between the Law of Nature, the
Mosaic Law, and Christ’s message led to different conceptions, uses, and
appropriations of natural religion, Mosaic Judaism, and primitive Christianity in
their attempts to restore what they perceived as true religion.

B onutute cu na Be3poasT ,,eCTECTBEHATA peUTHSA ", JIOK M HAKOW aHTTIUUCKH
neuctu karo Tonana, Tungan, Ys0, Mopran u AHer, ce hokycupaT Bbpxy
Bpb3KaTa MKy NpUpoaHus, Mouceesus u XpucToBus 3aKoH. JIok u neucrure
o0aue (hopMyaupaT pazIMyHU KOHUENIUH 32 IPUPOIHUTE 3aKOHHU U BPb3KaTa UM C
eCTeCTBeHAaTa PEeJIUTHs, Fojjan3Ma Ha Moucel 1 MbpBOOMTHOTO XPUCTUSHCTBO. JIOK
BH2KJIa UCTOPUATA HA YOBEIIKOTO ITO3HAHUE 332 MOpAJIa U PEIIUTUATA KAaTO IIPOLEC
Ha TIOCTETIEHHO pa3KpuBaHe Ha 00XKECTBEHO JaJICHU HU UCTUHHU - MPOIIEC, KOUTO
CTUTa CBOSI BPBX B XPUCTUSHCKOTO OTKpPOBEHHE. TON TBBP/IU, Y€ YCTAHOBEHUSAT OT
XPpHUCTOC 3aKOH Ha BApaTa € AOIBJIHUII IIPUPOJHUS 3aKOH U € 3aMEHMUJI 3aKOHA Ha
Mowceit. Jleucture oT CBOsSI CTpaHa TBHPJIAT, Y€ €IUHCTBEHATA UCTUHCKA PEJIUTHS
€ YHHUBEpcaJlHaTa, BeYHa, HE00X0JMMa U J0CTaThYHA €CTECTBEHA PEJIUTHS,
OCHOBAaHa Ha NMPUPOAHUSA 3aKOH. Te cmarar, ue Mcyc mpocTo € npenoTBbpaniI
JOTBITHUS 32 €CTECTBEHUS Pa3yM MPUPOJICH 3aKOH, 0€3 1a 100aBsi HUIIO KbM HETO.
B otHOmIeHneTo M kbM MouceeBUs I0AaN3bM UMa 3HAYUTEITHA PA3JTUKU MEKITY
Tosann u mo-kbcHUTE AeucTr. Tonana pasriexaa MouceeBus 101an3bM HAPABHO
C MIPUMUTHUBHOTO XPUCTUSHCTBO, Thid KaTO 3a HETO MOHMCEEBUST 3aKOH U
XpHUCTOBOTO YUYEHHUE Ca OCHOBAHU BbPXY MPUPOIHUS 3aKOH. 3a Pa3JIUKa OT
Tomann, Tunnan u Ys0 npuemar, ye puTyarHUTE Ipeanucanus Ha MouceeBus
3aKOH Ca 3aMEHEHU OT XPUCTOBOTO BB3PAXKJaHE HA €CTECTBEHATA PEJITUTHSL.
Mopran u AHer cTurar olie no-aajned Kato OThKIECTBABAT UCTUHCKOTO
XPUCTHUSIHCTBO C €CTECTBEHATA PEIUTHUS, HO KPUTUKYBAT MouceeBus 101an3bM
KaTO U30IavueHre Ha Ta3u Hopma. Hakparko ka3zaHo, JIOK M aHITIMACKUATE AEUCTH
MMAaT 32 LeJ1 1a Bb3CTAHOBST €CTECTBEHATA PEIIUTHsl, KATO OTCTPAHSAT HIKOU
OT/aBHA HAJIOKEHU M3KPUBSIBaHUS. [[pEOCMUCIIIHETO HAa Bpb3KaTa MEXKIY
npupoaHusi, MouceeBust 1 XpUCTOBUS 3aKOH 00aye BOAM JI0 pa3InyHU
KOHIICTIIIUH, THIKYBAHUS U IPUCIIOCOOSIBAHMS HA €CTECTBEHATA PEJIUTHUSI,
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MouceeBus IOOan3bM U IIPUMUTHBHOTO XPUCTHUAHCTBO C MACATA 1a CC Bb3CTAHOBU
TOBA, KOCTO TC BB3IIPHUCMAT KAaTO KUCTHUHCKA (eCTCCTBeHa) peianrus:.

4. Lucci, D. (2018). “Political Scepticism, Moral Scepticism, and the Scope and
Limits of Toleration in John Locke.” In Rebiger, B. (ed.), Yearbook of the
Maimonides Centre for Advanced Studies (pp. 109-144 —i.e., 36 pages). Berlin-
Boston: De Gruyter. ISBN 9783110577686. Web of Science

This essay reconsiders the impact of Locke’s moral and soteriological concerns on
his approach to religious toleration. Accordingly, the essay reassesses the scope
and limits of Locke’s tolerationism in its development from A Letter concerning
Toleration (1689) to The Reasonableness of Christianity (1695). In doing so, the
essay calls attention to the skeptical dimension of Locke’s thought — particularly to
his political skepticism. While Locke never denied religious truth (which he
identified with the Gospel), he questioned the human ability to perfectly
comprehend and communicate religious truth. Consequently, he supplied a
negative justification of a limited toleration on the part of the state. However, he
never advocated complete freedom of conscience. In the Letter, he simply
delineated the criteria regulating the relationships between political authorities and
religious societies, as well as between different religious societies. Later, in the
Reasonableness he did not describe affiliation to a church as essential to salvation.
This position implicitly made denominationally uncommitted Christians tolerable.
However, Locke argued that acceptance of the Christian Law of Faith was not only
necessary to salvation, but also beneficial to moral conduct, in that it encouraged
moral practice through incentives such as otherworldly rewards and sanctions. This
position is problematic, since Locke avoided extending toleration from competing
conceptions of salvation to competing conceptions of the good. But, according to
Locke, those who believed in God, although rejecting the Christian Law of Faith,
were still tolerable because they acknowledged the divinely given Law of Nature
(obedience which Locke regarded as a duty) and, thus, they could meet at least
minimally decent moral standards. This is why Locke did not exclude non-
Christian believers from toleration, while he was always intolerant of atheists and
censured the immoral ideas held by Roman Catholics.

Tazu ctaTus npepasriexaa Bb3IeUCTBUETO HA MOPAITHUTE U COTEPUOJIOTUUHUTE
BB3TJIeIM Ha JIOK BBpXY MOJAX0Aa My KbM PEIUTHO3HATA TOJIEPAHTHOCT. TEKCTHT
npeoleHsBa o0xBaTa U rpaHuiuTe Ha JIokoBaTa nmojkpena 3a TOJIepaHTHOCTTA B
HEWHOTO pa3BuUTHE OT ,,I[cMO oTHOCHO TosepanTHOCTTA™ (1689) 10 ,,PazymuocTTa
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Ha XpUCTUAHCTBOTO (1695), KaTo MO TO3M HAaYMH HACOUBA BHUMAHUETO KbM
CKENTUYHOTO U3MEpPEHUE Ha MUCHJITA Ha JIOK - 0COOEHO KbM HETOBHS
MOJIMTHUYECKH CKENTULN3bM. Makap u HUKOTa Ja He OTpUYa PEIUTrM03HaTa NCTUHA
(KosATO TOM OTHXKJIEeCTBSIBA ¢ EBaHrenuero), JIok mocraps 1moji CbMHEHUE
YoBeIIKaTa CIIOCOOHOCT Jia pa30rpa HAITBIHO U IIPe/IaBa PeIMTIuo3HaTa HCTUHA.
OTTYyK poOU3THYAT HETATUBHUTE MYy OCHOBAaHUS 32 OTpaHUYE€HA TOJIEPAHTHOCT OT
CTpaHa Ha JbpkaBaTa. Toil o0aue HUKOTa HE ce 3aCThIIBA 3a ITbJIHATa CBOOOa Ha
chBecTTa. B, ,IIicMoO 0THOCHO TosepaHnTHOCTTA ™ JIOK TPOCTO ouepTaBa
KPUTEPUUTE, PETYIUPAI OTHOMICHUSTA MEXKAY MOJUTUYECKUTE BIACTU U
PEIUTHO3HUTE OOITHOCTH, KAKTO M MEXKIY CaMUTE PEIUTHO3HU 001mHoCcTH. [1o-
KbCHO, B ,,Pa3yMHOCTTa Ha XpUCTUAHCTBOTO *, TOW HE BB3IIpUEMA
MIPUHAJIJICAKHOCTTA KbM OIpe/iesieHa IIbPKBA KaTO HEOOXO0IUMO YCIOBHUE 3a
criacenue. Ta3u no3uius HerJaacHo NpuoOIiaBa HEOOBBP3AHUTE C HUKOS
JNEHOMUHALMS XpUCTUSIHU. JIoK 00aue TBBpIU, Y€ TPUEMAHETO HA XPUCTUSHCKHUS
3aKOH U BsipaTa € He caMO HE0OXOAUMO 3a CIIaCEHUETO, HO U MOJIE3HO, Thil KaTO
HAChpUaBa MOPAIHOTO MOBEAEHUE YPE3 CTUMYJIM KAaTO HArPaJu UM HAKa3aHUs B
OTBBAHOTO. Ta3u mo3uius e mpodieMaTnuuHa, Thid kaTo JIOK He pa3iupsiBa uaesTa
3a TOJICEPAHTHOCT OT KOHKYPEHTHHU KOHIETIIMH 3a CITACEHUE KbM KOHKYPEHTHHU
KOHIIenIuu 3a 100poTto. Cropen Jlok BspBamute B bor, 1opu u 1a OTXBBPIIAT
XPUCTUSHCKUTE 3aKOHHU, BCE MaK MOraT Ja ObJ1aT MPUOOIIEHH, 3aII0TO IIPU3HABAT
JaJICHUS CBUIIE IPUPOJICH 3aKOoH (JIoK cMsITa OCIYIIIaHUETO 3a IBJT) U OTTOBAPST
Ha MUHUMAaJIHUTE MOPAJIHU cTaHaapTH. ETo 3aio JIok He M3KIII0UBa TOJEPAHTHO
OTHOIIICHUE KbM HEXPHUCTUSHUTE, HO BUHATY € OMJI HETOJICPAHTCH KbM aTCHCTUTE
Y € OCBHXKJAJ MOJIBPKAHUTE OT PUMOKATOJIMIIATE HEMOPAJHU UJICH.

5. Lucci, D. (2018). “Ante-Nicene Authority and the Trinity in Seventeenth-
Century England.” Intellectual History Review, Vol. 28(1), pp. 101-124 (i.e.,
24 pages). ISSN 1749-6977. Scopus

This article investigates the growth and decline of the use of the ante-Nicene
Fathers in relation to Trinitarian issues in seventeenth-century apologetics.
Anglican apologists referred to the writings of the ante-Nicene Fathers as the
earliest and most reliable testimonies of Christianity contra what they perceived as
Popish, Puritan, and Socinian corruptions of the true religion. On the other hand,
Catholic, Reformed, and anti-Trinitarian polemicists stigmatized the
incompatibility of the ante-Nicenes’ writings with the Trinitarian dogma
formulated at Nicaea and elaborated by the post-Nicene Fathers. In response,
several Church of England divines attempted to defend their engagement with the

15



ante-Nicene Fathers from the criticisms of Catholic, Reformed, and anti-Trinitarian
polemicists, which exposed their use of the ante-Nicenes in Trinitarian matters to
the charge of priestcraft. The historical narratives employed by Anglican apologists
ultimately proved ineffective, and even provided various heterodox thinkers, such
as John Toland, with additional arguments against the Trinitarian dogma.

Ta3u craTus u3ciensa NepUNeTUUTE B ynorpedara Ha HaCcIEACTBOTO Ha
XPUCTUSIHCKUTE OTIM OT BpemeTo npean Hukelickust ch00p KaTo OCHOBA 32
paspeliaBaHe Ha TPUHUTAPHUTE BBIPOCH B anosioretukaTta ot XVII Bek.
AHTTIMKaHCKHUTE aloJIOTETH CE MT030BABAT HA MUCAHUATA HA MPETHUKEHCKUTE OTIU
KaTo HA HA-PAHHUTE U HAJEKIHU CBUJIETEIICTBA 3a XPUCTUSIHCTBOTO B
IPOTUBOBEC HA TOBA, KOETO T€ BB3MPHUEMAT KATO MANCKU, TyPUTAHCKU U
COLMHUAHCKN OTKJIOHEHHsI OT HCTUHCKATa penurusa. OT Ipyra cTpaHa,
KAaTOJMYECKUTE, pe(POpPMaTOPCKU U AHTUTPUHUTAPHU MOJIEMUCTH 3aKJIEHMBAT
CHhUMHEHUATA HA XPUCTUSIHCKUTE OTIH KAaTO HEChbBMECTHUMU C TPUHUTApPHATA
norMma, hopmynupana B Hukes u 1opa3Buta oT cleJHUKEUCKUTE OTUU. B oTroBop
Ha TOBA, HAKOW aHIJIMKAHCKH JTyXOBHULIM CE OIUTBAT Aa 3alUTAT CBOSITA
0OBBP3aHOCT C XPUCTUSHCKUTE OTLU OT KPUTUKUTE HA KATOJIHYECKH,
pedopMaTOPCKU U AaHTUTPUHUTAPHU MTOJEMHUCTH, KAaTO 10 TO3W HAUMH ynoTpebaTa
Ha TEKCTOBETE Ha MPETHUKEHCKUTE OTIM CTaBa MOBOJ] 32 OOBUHEHUS B
MaHHUMYJATUBHOCT. M3MON3BaHUTE OT QHTJIMKAHCKUTE arloJOr€TH HCTOPUYECKU
paskasu B KpaifHa CMETKa Ce OKa3BaT HEE(PEKTUBHU U JIOPU MPEAOCTABAT HA
Pa3IMYHU XE€TEPOJOKCATHHHA MUCIUTENH KaTto J[>)koH Tosana TOnbIHUTETHN
apryMEHTH CpEIlly TPUHUTAPHATA TOTMa.

6. Lucci, D. (2018). “John Locke on Atheism, Catholicism, Antinomianism,
and Deism. Etica e Politica, vol. 20(3), pp. 201-246 (i.e., 46 pages). ISSN
1825-5167. Scopus, Web of Science

Locke’s religious conception of morality played a primary role in shaping his
views on toleration and salvation. In A Letter Concerning Toleration (1689), Locke
excluded from toleration atheists, whom he considered inherently immoral, and
Roman Catholics, whose morals he judged harmful to society. In The
Reasonableness of Christianity (1695), he turned to Christian revelation in search
of the foundations of morality. His moralist soteriology denied the possibility of
salvation to those who, like antinomians and deists, rejected Christ’s moral and
salvific message. To Locke, antinomians denied any importance to good works,
while deists relied on natural reason alone, thus neglecting the limits of unassisted
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reason and the weakness of human nature. Nevertheless, Locke’s hostility to
antinomianism and deism did not lead him to invoke the civil power against
antinomians and deists, whom he judged still able to understand, albeit partially
and imperfectly, the divine law and, thus, to behave morally.

Penurunosnara xonnenmus Ha JIOk 3a Mopaj U3urpaBa OCHOBHA POJIS IIPU
dbopmMHpaHeTo Ha BB3IIIEIUTE MY 3a TOJEPAaHTHOCTTA U cniaceHueTo. B “Ilucmo
OTHOCHO TojiepanTHOCTTa™ (1689) JIok M3KIIFOYBA aTEUCTUTE OT YUCIOTO HA
3acily>KaBallUTe TOJIEPAHTHOCT, Thil KATO I'M CUMUTA 32 U3HAYAIIHO HEMOPAJHHU.
W3kt0uBa U pUMOKATOJIMIIUTE, YHHTO MOPAJT OIICHSIBA KaTO BPECH 3a
obmectBoTO. B ,,PasymHocTTa Ha XpuctusiHcTBOoTO  (1695) Jlok ce oOpbIa KbM
XPUCTUSHCKOTO OTKPOBEHHUE B ThPCEHE Ha OCHOBUTE Ha Mopasia. Herosara
MOPAJIMCTUYHA COTEPUOJIOTHSI OTPUYA BH3MOKHOCTTA 3a CIIACEHHE HA XOpa KaTo
AHTUHOMMCTHUTE U JECUCTUTE, KOUTO OTXBBHPJISIT MOPAIIHOTO, CIACUTEIIHO TTOCTaHUE
Ha Xpuctoc. 3a JIOK aHTHHOMUCTUTE OTpUYAT 3HAYEHUETO Ha JOOPUTE JIena,
JIOKATO JCUCTUTE pa3uuTaT caMO Ha €CTECTBEHUS Pa3yM, KaTo MO TO3W HAUMH
npeHeOpersar rpaHUIMTe Ha CAMOCTOSITEIHUS YM M C1ab0CTTa HAa YOBEIIKaTa
npupona. Berpeku oTpuiaTeIHoTo CH OTHOIIEHHE KbM aHTUHOMHAHCTBOTO U
neusma Jlok He mpu30BaBa 3a IEWCTBUS Ha Ibp>KaBHATA BIACT CPEILy
OJIJIPHKHUIIMUTE UM, KOUTO CIIOPE]] HETO BCE TaK ca B ChCTOSHUE Ja pa3oepar,
MaKap ¥ YaCTHYHO M HECHBBPIIECHO, 00KECTBEHUS 3aKOH U J1a Bh3IpUEMaT
HOPMHUTE Ha MOPAJITHOTO MOBE/ICHUE.

7. Lucci, D., Wigelsworth, J.R. (2015). ““God does not act arbitrarily, or
interpose unnecessarily’: Providential Deism and the Denial of Miracles in
Wollaston, Tindal, Chubb, and Morgan.” Intellectual History Review, vol.
25(2), pp. 167-189 (i.e., 23 pages). ISSN 1749-6977. Scopus

In their attacks on miracles, the English deists adopted various strategies, which
can be classified into two main groups. On the one hand, Charles Blount, John
Toland, Anthony Collins, Thomas Woolston, and Peter Annet, although employing
different concepts of reason and having different views of God and nature, rejected
miracles on the basis that God is unable to contravene the eternal, immutable, and
mechanical laws of nature. On the other, William Wollaston, Matthew Tindal,
Thomas Chubb, and Thomas Morgan, whose theories on natural religion presented
striking similarities, saw God as unwilling to interpose in human or natural affairs.
They shunned the possibility of miraculous events while simultaneously
acknowledging the presence and efficacy of divine providence in the government

17



of the universe. In other words, they considered God as the active governor of the
universe, rather than a distant and inert clockmaker removed from Creation, but
they held that God would not suspend the laws of nature, in which his impartial
wisdom, forethought, and goodness found perfect expression. This paper provides
a thorough analysis of Wollaston’s, Tindal’s, Chubb’s, and Morgan’s views on
natural religion, providence, and miracles, in an attempt to revalue their role in the
context of English deism, shed new light on the nature of providential deism, and
clarify their position in the debate on miracles in Enlightenment England. An
accurate analysis of providential deism in regard to the issue of miracles is critical
to advancing our understanding of English deism and of the relationship between
Enlightenment and religion. Such an analysis indeed enables us to avoid, on the
one hand, teleological interpretations of the Age of Enlightenment as a “secular
age” characterized by “irreligion” and, on the other, historiographical theses that,
considering the Enlightenment as essentially an offshoot of the traditional
Christian worldview, fail to appreciate its originality and importance for the
making of modern Western culture.

B onutuTe cu Aa OTpeKaT ChIIECTBYBAHETO HA UyJE€Ca, AHTIMIUCKUTE IEUCTH
BB3MPUEMAT PA3IUYHU CTPATETUH, KOUTO MOTAT Jja ObJaT Kiacu(UIMpaHu B J1BE
ocHOBHU rpynu. Ot enHa ctpana, Yapn3 bnaynt, J>)xon Tonann, AutsHu Konusc,
Tomac YacTeH u [Iutep AHET, BBIIPEKU Y€ U3MOI3BAT PA3JIMYHU KOHIIENIINHU 32
pasyma ¥ UMaT pa3iInyHU Bb3IUIeIn 3a bor u npupojarta, OTXBbPIIAT UyaecaTa Bb3
OCHOBA Ha TOBA, Y€ bor He € B CbCTOsSHKE J1a IPOTUBOPEYN HA BEYHHUTE,
HEW3MEHHH U MEXAHUYHHU NPUPOIHU 3aKoHU. OT apyra crpaHa, YUIsAM Y OJIaCThH,
Martio Tungan, Tomac Us6 n Tomac MopraH, 4MHTO TEOpUH 3a €CTECTBEHATA
pENUrHUs MOPA3UTEITHO CU NTPUIINYAT, BIKIAAT bor Kato Hexemnaenl Ja ce HaMecBa B
YOBEIIKH WJIM PUPOAHU Aena. Te oTpuyaT Bb3MOKHOCTTA 3a CIIy4YBAaHETO Ha
YyJI0A€MHU ChOUTHS, KaTO ChILIEBPEMEHHO TPU3HABAT MPUCHCTBUETO U BIUSHUETO
Ha O0YKECTBEHOTO MPOBUAECHHUE B YIIPABIECHUETO HA BceneHata. C Ipyru 1ymMu, Te
cMATaT bor 3a akTUBEH yIIpaBUTEIl HA BCEJIEHATA, a HE 3a OTAAJICYEH U UHEPTEH
MalCTOp YaCOBHUKAp, OTCTpaHeH 0T ChTBOPEHUETO. B ChIIOTO Bpeme BspBaT, ue
bor HAMa na HapyM IPUPOJIHUTE 3aKOHU, KOUTO Ca ChbBBPLICHO MPOSBICHUE HA
no6poto u u3pa3 Ha HeroaTa Ge3npucTtpacTHa MbIPOCT U MPOHULIATETHOCT. Ta3u
CTaTHs IPEIOCTaBs 3abJIOOYEH aHATIU3 Ha BB3TJICAUTE HAa Y 0oJacThH, THUHAAT,
Yb6 u MopraHn 3a ecTrecTBeHaTa pejUrus, NpOBUICHUETO U UyiecaTa, KaTo CU
IIOCTaBs 3a LIEJI a HAIIPaBHU MPEOLIEHKA Ha POJIATA UM B KOHTEKCTA HA aHTJIMHACKUS
JEN3bM, 1a XBbPJIM HOBA CBETJIIMHA BHPXY MPUpOAAaTa Ha IPOBUACHINAITHUS
JIEU3bM U J]a U3SCHU MO3ULIMSTA HA IEUCTUTE B Jiebara 3a uyjecara o BpeMe Ha
anrnuiickoro [IpocBemenne. TOYHUAT aHANM3 HA OTHOLIEHUETO HA
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IPOBUICHIIMAIHUSA JEU3bM KbM BBIIPOCA 3a UyJlecaTa € OT PellaBallo 3Ha4eHHE 3a
HaIIETO pa30upaHe 3a aHTJIMKACKUS IEU3bM U 32 Bpb3KaTa Mex 1y [IpocBeniennero
U penurusaTa. TakbB aHAIM3 HAMCTUHA MTO3BOJISIBA J1a OBJIaT ONPOBEPIaHU OT €AHA
CTpaHa TEJEOJIOTMYHNUTE MHTEPIPETALNU Ha ernoxara Ha [IpocBemienreTo karo
,,CBETCKa ernoxa‘, xapakrepusuparia ce ¢ ,,HepeJIMrio3HOCT, a OT Apyra cTpaHa
JlaBa Bb3MOXKHOCT J1a ObJaT pa3BeHYaHH Pa3JIMYHU UCTOPUOTPA(CKU TE3U, KOUTO
pasriaexaat [IpocBeeHneTo KaTo OTKJIOHEHHE OT TPAIULIMOHHUS XPUCTUSHCKU
MUPOTJIE]l U HE YCIISIBAT Ja OLEHAT HEroBaTa OPUTMHAIIHOCT M 3HAYCHUE 32
dbopMHpaHeTo Ha ChbBPEMEHHATA 3amajHa KyJITypa.

8. Lucci, D. (2014). “Henry Dodwell the Younger’s Attack on Christianity.” In
Hudson, W., Lucci, D., Wigelsworth, J.R. (eds.), Atheism and Deism
Revalued: Heterodox Religious Identities in Britain, 1650-1800 (pp. 209-
228 —i.e., 20 pages). Farnham: Ashgate. ISBN 9781409456803. Scopus

In the early 1740s, the book Christianity Not Founded on Argument caused a
controversial debate in England. This book, which went through four editions
between 1741 and 1746 and elicited more than twenty responses, was published
anonymously and was attributed to Henry Dodwell the Younger (1706-1784), a
son of the famous biblical scholar Henry Dodwell the Elder. Dodwell made an
attack on any sort of rational theology, including theories of natural religion and
physico-theology. He called attention to the limits and inadequacies of human
reason and thus to the impossibility of attaining religious truth through a priori
reasoning or based on the observation of nature. He endorsed Pyrrhonian
skepticism. In the eighteenth century a skeptical approach to knowledge did not
necessarily imply questioning religious beliefs. This enabled Dodwell to claim to
be a defender of the Christian religion who had adopted a fideist position. Some
contemporaries of Dodwell and even some recent commentators argued that his
fideism was sincere. Conversely, this paper contends that Dodwell was a skeptic
who questioned the very grounds of the Christian religion and, generally, of
revealed religion. In fact, in his book Dodwell set faith against reason and
ridiculed Scripture and those who blindly follow its dictates. He depicted the
fideist viewpoint as disparaging rational inquiry not only with respect to Christian
truth (which, according to fideists, humanity can attain only by the gift of grace),
but also with regard to epistemological, moral and political issues. Briefly,
Christianity Not Founded on Argument is essentially a satirical book and a parody
of Christian fideism.
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B nauanoro Ha 40-te roquau Ha XV Bek kuurara ,,XpUCTUSIHCTBOTO, KOETO HE €
OCHOBAHO Ha apTyMEHTH‘ IPeAN3BUKBA 03KeCTOoUeH Jie0at B AHrnus. Kuurara
pPETHPIISIBA YeTUPH U3aHusa Mexay 1741 u 1746 r. v npenn3BUKBa nosiBara Ha
oBeY€e OT JIBAJECET TeKCTa B OTroBop. [lyOnrKyBaHa € aHOHUMHO U € IPUIIMCBaHa
Ha Xenpu Hoayen Mnammm (1706—1784), cuH Ha u3BeCTHUS OMOJIEUCT XEHPHU
Honyen Crapuu. [Jonyen aTakyBa BCHUKH BUJIOBE pallHOHAIIHA TE€OJIOTHS,
BKJIFOUUTEIIHO €CTECTBEHATa PENUTHs U PU3UKOo-Teonorusta. Tol Habsra Ha
OTPaHUYCHHUSATA U HEAOCTATHUUTE HA YOBELIKUS pa3yM, OT KOUTO IPOU3THYA
HEBB3MOXKHOCTTA 3a IOCTUT'AHE HA PEJIMTMO3HA HCTUHA YPE3 allPUOPHU
paschKIeHUs WK HaOItoieHre Ha pupopata. Jomyen noakpens [TupoHosus
ckentuuus3bM. [Ipe3 XVIII Bek ckenTUYHUAT MOIX0/1 KbM 3HAHUETO HE O3HAYaBa
HEMPEMEHHO MOCTaBsIHE M0J] ChMHEHHUE Ha PEJIMTUO3HUTE BApBaHus. ToBa
o3BoJIsABa Ha Jloyen 1a TBBPAM, Ue € 3alllMTHUK Ha XPUCTUSIHCKATA PEIIUTus,
KOWTO e mpuen ¢puaerctka no3unus. Hikou cbBpeMenHui Ha Jloayen u nopu
HSIKOM TIO-MOJIEPHU YYEHU TBBPST, Y€ HETOBUSAT (DUAEU3BM € UCKpEeH. B
IPOTUBOBEC HA TE€3U CXBAIllaHUs, B Ta3W CTaTUs C€ TBBP/IH, ye Jlo/Iyen € CKeNTHUK,
KOWTO MOCTaBsI O]l ChbMHEHUE CAMUTE OCHOBM Ha XPUCTHUSHCKATa PEJIUTUS U Ha
BCSIKA PEJIUTHS HA OTKPOBEHHETO. BehIIHOCT B kHUTaTa cu Jloayen
IPOTUBONOCTABA BsipaTa U pazyMma, ocMuBa Cetoto [Incanue n oHe3u, KOUTO
CJISITIO CTIeABAT HErOBUsI MUKTAT . Toi mpenacTassa pumencTkaTa riaeaHa TOYKa KaTo
IpeHeOpPEeKUTEITHA CIIPSMO PALIMOHATIHUS MTOIX0/ HE CaMO KbM XPUCTHUSIHCKATa
UCTHUHA (KOSITO criope (puIencTuTe 4oBe4eCTBOTO MOKE JIa TIOCTUTHE CaMo Ype3
boxwusira 6;1aromar), HO U KbM €MUCTEMOJIOTUYHUTE, MOPATTHUTE U MOJTUTHYECKUTE
npobnemu. HakpaTko kazaHo, ,,XpUCTUSHCTBOTO, KOETO HE CE€ OCHOBABa Ha
apryMEHTH“ TI0 CHILECTBO € CAaTUPUYHA KHUTA U TTAPOAUS HA XPUCTUSHCKUS
buaen3pM.

9. Lucci, D. (2014). “William Wollaston’s Religion of Nature.” In Hudson, W.,
Lucci, D., Wigelsworth, J.R. (eds.), Atheism and Deism Revalued:
Heterodox Religious Identities in Britain, 1650-1800 (pp. 119-138 —i.e., 20
pages). Farnham: Ashgate. ISBN 9781409456803. Scopus

William Wollaston’s The Religion of Nature Delineated went through eight
editions between 1722, when it was first printed for a private audience, and 1759,
with the first public edition of 1724 selling 10,000 copies. Moreover, it was
translated into French in 1726 and German in 1728, and was favorably reviewed in
the Parisian Journal des scavans in 1727. Wollaston formulated one of the most
original and debated versions of natural religion in eighteenth-century Britain, and
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his work was well known in Continental Europe too, as it was one of the major
influences on Voltaire’s and Diderot’s considerations of deism. However, although
Wollaston’s work had an important place in the philosophical and theological
debate of eighteenth-century Britain and Europe, his philosophy is still largely
neglected in historiography. Therefore, this chapter presents a comprehensive
account of Wollaston’s philosophy, with special focus on the sources he used, his
religion of nature and moral rationalism, and his views on God and humanity, in an
attempt to reassess the significance of his work in the context of eighteenth-century
philosophical, moral, and religious thought.

,,OINMCaHNE HA PEIUTUATA Ha TpUpoIaTa’ Ha YWISIM Y 0JIaCThH € U3/1aJIeHa OCEM
ObTH MEXy 1722 1., KOraTo 3a MbpBH ITBT € OTIIEYATaHA 32 OrpaHUYeHa MyOIuKa,
u 1759 r. IIbpBOTO TOCTHIHO 3a MIMpOKaTa MyOnuKa u3nanue ot 1724 r. ce
pasnpoaasa B Tupax oT 10 000 exzemiuisipa. OcBeH ToBa TPyAbT € IPEBEAECH Ha
dbpencku nipe3 1726 r. u Ha HeMckH Tipe3 1728 T., 1 nmojydaBa MoJI0KUTEIHA
peniensus B [lapmwxkkus BectHuk Journal des scavans nipe3 1727 r. YonacTbH
(dopmynupa eHa OT Hali-OPUTMHAIHUTE U OOCHKIaHU BEPCUU HA €CTECTBEHATA
penurus BbB Benukoopuranus npe3 XVIII Bek, a Herosara pabora e 100pe
W3BECTHA U HA KOHTUHEHTA, Thi KaTO MPEJICTABISIBA €IHO OT OCHOBHUTE BIIUSHHUS
BBPXY ChKIeHusATa Ha Bontep u Jluapo 3a neusma. Benpeku ue paborara Ha
VYonacThH 3aemMa BaKHO MICTO BbB (hUII0COGCKHUS U OOTOCIIOBCKH Je0aT BbB
Benukooputanus u EBpora npe3 X VIII Bek, Herosara dunocodus e
npeHeOpersana ot ucropuorpadusita. ETo 3aio Ta3u riiaBa npeactaBs
n3uepnatesnHo ¢punocodusTa Ha YonacTbH ¢ (POKYC BbPXY U3TOUHUIIUTE, KOUTO €
U3M0JI3BaJ, HErOBAaTa €CTECTBEHA PEIUTUS U MOPAJIEH PAllMOHAIN3bM, HETOBUTE
BB3rJIeAM 3a bora v yoBeka. ABTOPBT CH ITOCTaBS 3a LIeJ1 Ja HalpaBH MPEOIeHKa Ha
3HAYEHHUETO Ha MPUHOCA HA YOJacThH B KOHTEKCTA Ha (hustocodckara, MopaiHaTa
u penmuruozHata Muchi oT XVIII Bek.

10.Lucci, D. (2013). “An Eighteenth-Century Skeptical Attack on Rational
Theology and Positive Religion: Christianity Not Founded on Argument by
Henry Dodwell the Younger.” Intellectual History Review, vol. 23(4), pp.
453-478 (i.e., 26 pages). ISSN 1749-6977. Scopus

In the early 1740s, one book caused turmoil and debate among the English cultural
elites of the time. Entitled Christianity Not Founded on Argument, it was attributed
to Henry Dodwell the Younger (1706-1784). This book went through four editions
between 1741 and 1746, and the controversy that followed its publication involved
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some of the major figures of English religious thought in the mid-eighteenth
century. Dodwell has been variously depicted as a sincere fideist or as a deist
attempting to debunk revealed religion. My position is that he was neither a fideist
nor a deist. He indeed parodied the faith of those who rely completely on Scripture
in religious as well as moral matters. On the other hand, he led a skeptical attack
on any sort of rational theology, including deistic doctrines of natural religion,
which identified “true” religion with the outcomes of unprejudiced rational inquiry,
and Boylean and Newtonian physico-theologies, which aimed at proving God’s
existence and the veracity of Christian revelation by combining physico-
mathematical rationality with traditional theological concepts. In fact, Dodwell
called attention to the limits and inadequacies of human reason and, hence, to the
Impossibility of achieving religious truth by either reflecting on human nature and
morality (as most deists used to do) or investigating the physical world (as several
freethinkers, most prominently the deist and pantheist John Toland, and such
physico-theologians as Boyle, Newton and their followers did). For these reasons,
Dodwell cannot be listed among the English deists of his time, but is to be
regarded as a skeptic who ridiculed any sort of religious certainty and actually
tended to unbelief.

B nauanoto Ha 40-te ronuau Ha XVIII Bek eHa KHUTa TPEU3BUKBA CMYT U
nebatu cpejl aHTTTUHUCKUS KYJITYpEeH eJIUT OT OHOBa Bpeme. O3ariaBeHa
"XpUCTHUSIHCTBO, KOETO HE € OCHOBAHO HAa apTyMEHTH' U NMpPUMNKCBaHA Ha XEHPU
Honyen-mnammmu (1706-1784), Ta3u KHUTA NPETHPISABA YETUPU U3JTAHUST MEXKTY
1741 u 1746 r., a B ciopoBeTe, MOCJeABAIN HEHHOTO MyOJMKyBaHe, C€ BKIIOUBAT
HSIKOM OT OCHOBHUTE (PUTYypU HA aHTJIMHCKATa PEIMTHO3HA MUCHI B CpejiaTa Ha
XVIII Bek. [logyen e cMsiTaH OT €IHU 32 UCKPEH (DUIICUCT, a OT APYTH 3a JICUCT,
KOWTO C€ OMUTBA J1a pa300JUYH PEIUTUsITAa HA OTKPOBEHUETO. MosiTa Mo3uIus €,
4ye TOM He € HUTO (PUIEUCT, HUTO ACUCT. Tol HauCTHHA C€ OTHACS C HACMEIIIKa KbM
T€3H, KOUTO pazuuTar u3isiio Ha Cetoto [lucanue B ThIKOBaHUETO Ha
PEIUTHO3HU U MOPAJIHU BBIIPOCU. B ChIIOTO BpeMe 00ade ocTaBa CKENTUYEH IO
OTHOILIEHUE HA BCHUYKH BUJIOBE PAllMOHAIIHA TE€OJOTHUS, BKIOUUTEIIHO
JNEUCTUYHUTE TIOKTPUHU 32 €CTECTBEHATA PEIUTHS, KOUTO OTHKIECTBSIBAT
,,JACTUHCKATA" PEJINTUS C PE3YJITATUTE OT HEMPEyOEeICHOTO PAIMOHAIHO TUPEHE.
Kputnuno ce otHacst u kbM (pusuko-Teonorusita Ha boiin u Hioton, kouto ce
ONMUTBAT JIa JOKAXKAT ChIIECTBYBaHETO HA bor u goctoBepHOCTTa HA
XPUCTUSHCKOTO OTKPOBEHUE, ChUETaBANKN (PU3UKO-MaTEMATHUECKATA
PalMOHAIIHOCT C TPAAUIIMOHHUTE 00TOCIOBCKHU MOHATHS. BewinocT Jlomyen
W3BEXKa Ha MIPEJCH TUIaH TPAHUITUTE U HEJOCTATHIIMTE HAa YOBEUIKUS Pa3yM, OT
KOUTO MPOU3TUYA HEBH3MOXKHOCTTA TOM Jla JOCTUTHE JI0 PEIMTHO3HA UCTHHA Upe3
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pPa3MUCHI BbPXY YOBEIIKATA MPUPOAA U MOPaJT (KAKTO MPABSIT MOBEYETO JICUCTH )
WJIM 4pe3 u3clie/BaHe Ha (PU3NYECKUS CBAT (KAKTO MOCTHIIBAT HAKOU U3SIBEHU
MPUBBPKEHUIIM HAa CBOOOIHATA MUCHJI, CPEJl KOUTO U3II'BKBAT JECUCTHT U MAHTEUCT
Jlxon Tonann u Hakoun ¢puzuko-6orocinoBu kato boitn, HioToH u TexHute
nocneaoBarenu). [lopaau Te3u npuunnu [oayen He Moxe 1a Ob/ie BKIIOYEH B
CIIUCHKA HA aHTJIMMCKUTE JICUCTH OT OHOBA BpeMe, a TpsiOBa Jia ce pas3riiexka KaTo
CKEITUK, KOUTO OCMHUBA BCAKAKBB BUJ] PEJIUTHO3HA CUTYPHOCT U KJIOHU KbM
[MO3UIMATA HA HEBAPBAILIUSL.

D9: Studies published in non-indexed peer-reviewed journals or edited
collective volumes:
e Number of points: 142.5 (15x9 + 15/2)

1. Lucci, D. (2021). “Separating Politics from Institutional Religion: The
Significance of John Locke’s Theory of Toleration.” Dialogue and
Universalism, vol. 31(2) (2021), pp. 67-87 (i.e., 21 pages). ISSN 1234-5792.

Nowadays, more than three centuries after John Locke’s affirmation of the
separation between state and church, confessional systems of government are still
widespread and, even in secular liberal democracies, politics and religion often
intermingle. As a result, some ecclesiastical institutions play a significant role in
political affairs, while minority groups and individuals having alternative
worldviews, values, and lifestyles are frequently discriminated against. Locke’s
theory of religious toleration undeniably has some shortcomings, such as the
exclusion of Roman Catholics and atheists from toleration and an emphasis on
organized religion in A Letter Concerning Toleration (1689). However, Locke’s
theory of toleration, which presents a Christian’s defense of the civil rights of those
who have different religious opinions, still provides powerful arguments for the
oft-neglected separation of politics from institutional religion, thereby urging us to
leave theological dogmas and ecclesiastical authorities out of political life.

B namre Bpeme, tpu Beka cien kato J>koH JIOK yTBBpKIaBa pa3aeieHueTo
MEXKIY JbpKaBaTa U IIbpKBaTa, OCHOBABAIIUTE CE BbPXY BApaTa CUCTEMHU HA
YIPaBJIEHUE €A BCE OILE MUPOKO PA3NPOCTPAHEHHU, & JOPU U B CBETCKUTE
TUOEpaTHU IEMOKpAIlUU MOJUTHKATA U PEJIUTUSITA YECTO CMECBAT CBOUTE
dbyHkiuu. B pe3yaTar Ha TOBa HSIKOU IIbPKOBHU MHCTUTYIIMU UTPAsIT BakKHA POJIS B
MOJIMTUYECKUTE JIeJIa, a OTIPEICIICHH MaJIIIMHCTBEHU OOIIHOCTU U OTACITHU
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HHIABUIM C aITCPHATHBEH MUPOTJIE/, [ICHHOCTH M HAYHWH Ha KMBOT Y€CTO OMBAT
muckpumuHupanu. Teopusrta Ha JIOK 3a peIMruo3HaTa TOJIEPAHTHOCT ChC
CUT'YPHOCT MMa CBOMTE HEIOCTATHIIN KATO U3KIIOYBAHETO HA PUMCKUTE KaTOJIUIH
Y Ha aTEHCTUTE OT 00XBaTa Ha ThPIIMMOCTTA U U3BEXKIAHETO Ha MPE/CH IIJIaH Ha
MHCTUTYIIMOHAIHATA peurus B ,,JlucMo oTHOCHO TosepanTHOcTTa (1689).
Bwnpeku ToBa unente Ha JIOK, KOUTO MOTaT Jja C€ OMPEAENIAT KaTO 3alliTa OT
CTpaHa Ha XPUCTUSHUHA HA TPAKIAHCKHTE IpaBa Ha XOpara ¢ pa3jIndHu
PEIUTHO3HH HATTIACH, U JHEC HM aBaT CHIIHU apI'yMEHTH B I10J13a HA OTAEISHETO
Ha [TOJUTHKATa OT HHCTUTYIMOHAIHATA PEIMIHUs, KaTO 10 TO3U HAYMH HU
MOAKAHBAT Ja U3BeIeM OOTOCIOBCKHMTE JOIMHU U IIbPKOBHHUTE BIIACTH M3BBH
HOJUTUYECKHS KHUBOT.

2. Lucci, D. (2020). “Locke and the Trinity.” Studi lockiani. Ricerche sull eta
moderna, vol. 1, pp. 11-38 (i.e., 28 pages). ISSN 2724-4016.

In The Reasonableness of Christianity, as Delivered in the Scriptures (1695), John
Locke described faith in Jesus the Messiah, repentance for sin, and obedience to
the divine moral law as the fundamentals of the Christian religion. According to
Locke, adherence to these fundamentals, along with the diligent study of the Bible,
is what the Christian Law of Faith prescribes as essential to salvation. All other
beliefs and practices are non-fundamental and, hence, irrelevant to salvation. Thus,
Locke did not cover non-fundamentals in the Reasonableness. One of the beliefs
omitted from Locke’s elucidation of Christianity is belief in the Trinity. This
omission implicitly made belief in the Trinity unnecessary to salvation and was
surprising to many, given also that the Reasonableness appeared in the middle of
the Trinitarian controversy of the late seventeenth century. Therefore, some critics
accused Locke of anti-Trinitarianism and Socinianism and also pressured him to
explain his position on the Trinitarian doctrine. Although Locke abstained from
publicly clarifying his views on the Trinity, he expressed, unsystematically and at
times ambiguously, his views on Christ’s nature and mission in the
Reasonableness, A Paraphrase and Notes on the Epistles of St Paul, and several
theological manuscripts. Moreover, he focused on Trinitarian issues in “Adversaria
Theologica,” “Lemmata Ethica,” and various other manuscripts. Locke’s public as
well as private writings denote a Messianic and non-Trinitarian Christology,
which, although presenting Socinian and Arian elements, was essentially grounded
in Locke’s own reading of Scripture. Nevertheless, irenic and prudential reasons
led him to avoid public discussion of the Trinitarian dogma, for he deemed it
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inappropriate and immoral to fuel pointless and divisive debates and he considered
it unwise to cause himself unnecessary troubles with the authorities.

B ,,PazymMHOCTTa Ha XpUCTUAHCTBOTO KAKTO € npeacTaBeHo B Ceeroro [Incanune
(1695) JI>xon Jlok omucsa BapaTa B Cnacurens Vcyc, B HOKasHHETO U B
MOTYMHEHUETO Ha 00KECTBEHUSI MOPAJICH 3aKOH KaTO OCHOBU Ha XPUCTUSHCKATa
penurus. Cnopen JIOk npuabpKaHETO KbM TE3U OCHOBH, 3a€THO C YCHPIHOTO
u3ydyaBaHe Ha buOnusiTa, € ToBa, KOETO 3aKOHBT Ha XPUCTHUSIHCKATA BsipaTa
IPEANUCBA KaTO ChIIECTBEHO 3a CIACEHUETO Ha ayliaTta. Bcuuku Apyru BapBaHUs
U TIPAKTUKU HE ca (yHIAMEHTAIHH U CIE0BATEIIHO HIMAT 3HaYCHUE 32
criacenueTo. [lo Ta3u nmpuumnHa JIok He 00CHK/1a HECHIIIECTBEHUTE ACTIEKTH B
,,PA3yMHOCTTa Ha XpUCTUAHCTBOTO . EMUH OT mocTynaTure, KOUTO U3ITyCKa B
CBOUTE PAa3CHKJICHUA 3a XPUCTUSHCTBOTO, € Baparta B CBerata Tpouna. C To3u cu
MIPOITYCK TOM HErJIacHO 00sBsiBa Bsipata B Tpouliara 3a HEHy»Ha 3a CIIaCEHUETO Ha
AylaTta, KOeTo U3HEeHaJBa MHO3MHA, KaTo C€ UMa NpelBU, Ye ,,PazymMHOCTTa Ha
XPUCTUSHCTBOTO  C€ MOSABSIBA HACPE TPUHUTApHUA criop B Kpas Ha X VII Bek.
3aToBa HAKOW MPOTUBHUIIM HA JIOK TO OOBUHSBAT B AaHTUTPUHUTAPUIBM U
COIIMHUAHCTBO, U OKa3BaT HATUCK BbPXY HETO J1a OOSICHU MO3UIIUATA CH 110
OTHOILIEHUE HA TPUHUTApHATa JOKTpUHA. Bberpeku ue JIok ce Bb3abpka OT
myOJUYHO M3SICHSIBAHE HAa CBOMTE BB3TJIeAM 3a Tpounara, Tol n3Ka3Ba,
HECHCTEMHO Y HAa MOMEHTH JBYCMHCIIEHO, CBOETO MHEHUE 32 XPpHUCTOBATa IPUPOJIa
U Mucus B ,,PazymMmHOCTTa Ha XpUCTUAHCTBOTO, B ,,Ilapadpaza u O6enexku KbM
nocyianuaTa Ha Ceetu [laBen* u B HAKOJIKO APyrH OOTOCIOBCKH PBKOIHCA.
TpuHuTapHUTE BHIPOCHU Ca 3acerHatu u B ,,Adversaria Theologica®, ,,Lemmata
Ethica* u npyru Tpynose. B u3BecTHUTE Ha mMpoKaTa myOJMKa MPOU3BEACHUS,
KaKTO U B TMYHUTE pbKomnucu Ha JIOK, e nmpeacTaBeHa eHa MECUAHCKA U
HETPUHUTAPHA XPUCTOJIOTHS, KOATO, MaKap U J1a ChIbpPkKa COIMHUAHCKU U
apUaHCKHU €JIEMEHTH, 110 ChIIECTBO c€ OCHOBaBa Ha JIokoBaTa TMyHa
unrepnperanus Ha Cetoto [Tucanue. B cbiioTo Bpeme 61aropazyMmueTo u
KEJTAHUETO 32 OMUPEHUE TO KapaT Ja u30srBa MyOJIMYHOTO 00CHKIaHe Ha
TPUHUTApPHATA IOI'Ma, Thil KATO CMSITa 32 HEYMECTHO U HEMOPAJIHO Ja MOAKIaXaa
0e3cMHUCIIeH Pa3KoJl, a U My CE€ CTpyBa HEPA3yMHO J1a CH Ch3/1aBa HEHYKHH
po0JIeMH C BIACTUTE.

3. Lucci, D. (2020). “Reconciling Locke’s Consciousness-Based Theory of
Personal Identity and His Soteriology.” Locke Studies, vol. 20, pp. 1-39 (i.e.,
39 pages). https://ojs.lib.uwo.ca/index.php/locke/article/view/7321 ISSN
2561-925X.
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This article maintains that Locke’s consciousness-based theory of personal
identity, which Locke expounded in Book I, Chapter 27 of the second edition of
An Essay concerning Human Understanding (1694), perfectly fits with his views
on the resurrection of the dead, the Last Judgment, and salvation. The
compatibility of Locke’s theory of personal identity with his soteriology has been
questioned by Udo Thiel and Galen Strawson. These two authors have claimed that
Locke’s emphasis on repentance, which he described as necessary to salvation in
The Reasonableness of Christianity (1695), clashes with his notion of punishment
as annexed to personality and, hence, to consciousness. Pace Thiel and Strawson, |
argue that Locke’s theory of personal identity is compatible with his concept of
repentance. To this purpose, I first explain Locke’s views on soul death and the
resurrection of the dead on Judgment Day, when, according to Locke, we will all
be raised from death by divine miracle, but only the repentant faithful will be
admitted to eternal bliss while the wicked will be annihilated. Locke’s mortalism,
along with his agnosticism on the ontological constitution of thinking substances or
souls, played a role in his formulation of a non-substantialist account of personal
identity, because it denied the temporal continuity of the soul between physical
death and resurrection and it rejected the resurrection of the same body. | then
analyze Locke’s consciousness-based theory of personal identity, with a focus on
the implications of this theory regarding moral accountability. Finally, I turn my
attention to Thiel’s and Strawson’s aforesaid considerations about Locke’s views
on consciousness and repentance. To prove that Locke’s views on salvation are
consistent with his theory of personal identity, I clarify Locke’s soteriology, which
describes not only repentance, but also obedience, faith, and the conscientious
study of Scripture as necessary to salvation.

B Ta3u craTus ce TBBPY, Y€ OCHOBaHATa Ha Ch3HAHUETO Teopus Ha JIok 3a
JMYHOCTHATA UJICHTUYHOCT, U3JI0’KeHa B KHUra II, rimaBa 27 oT BTOPOTO M3AaHHUE
Ha ,,OnuT BbpXy YoBelIKUs pasyMm* (1694), HarrbJIHO ce BHCBA B HETOBUTE
BB3TJICM 32 Bh3KpeceHneTo, CTpallHus ChJ M CIIACEHUETO Ha AyiiaTta. Y10 Tuiin
1 ["anen CTpOCHH MOCTABST MOJT BIIPOC ChbBMECTUMOCTTA Ha TEOPUSITA 3a
JUYHOCHATa WJICHTUYHOCT Ha JIOK ¢ HeroBara cotepuosiorus. JIsamara TBbPAAT, 4e
akIEeHTHT Ha JIOK BBPXY MOKASHUETO, KOETO TOM OMKCBa KaTO HEOOXOIUMO 32
CIlaceHUeTo B ,,PazyMHOCTTa Ha XpUCTUAHCTBOTO (1695), ce cOMbCcKkBa ¢ uaesaTa
MY 3a HAKa3aHUETO KaTO MPOIbJDKEHUE HA IMYHOCTTA, @ OTTAM U Ha Ch3HAHUETO.
[Ipuemaiiku te3ata Ha Tuidn u CTpOCHH, a3 BCe Mak TBBPAS, Y€ TEOPUATA 32
JIMYHOCTHATA UJACHTUYHOCT Ha JIOK € ChBMeCTHMa ¢ HeroBaTa KOHIICHIIMS 3a
MOKastHUE. 3a Ta3u 1e] IbPBO O0ACHSIBAM Bb3rjaeauTe Ha JIoK 3a cMBbpTTa Ha
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IylIaTta U Bb3KPECEHNETO Ha MBPTBUTE B JicHs Ha CTpalHus CbJ, KOraTo CIiopes
JIok Bcuuky HueE 1€ ObJEM BB3KPECEHH Upe3 00KECTBEHO Uy/10, HO CaMO
NOKAsJIUTE CE BAPBAIIM 1€ OBJAT JOMYCHATH JO BEYHO OJIaKEHCTBO, a
HEYECTUBUTE 11I€ ObAAT YHUIIOKEHU. MopTanu3MbT Ha JIOK, 3a€1HO C HETOBHS
arHOCTUIIU3BM OTHOCHO OHTOJIOTMYHATA KOHCTUTYIIUSI HA MUCJICIIUTE CYyOCTaHIIUU
WK JyIIUTE, U3UrpaBa posisi npu (popMupaHeTo Ha HeCyOCTaHIIMAIHO O0sSICHEHUE
3a JINYHOCTHATA UIEHTUYHOCT, Thi KaTO OTpUYa BpEMEBATa HEMMPEKbCHATOCT B
CBIIIECTBYBAHETO Ha AyIlaTa Mexay (pu3ndeckata CMbPT U Bb3KPECEHUETO, U
OTXBBPJISI BB3KPECEHUETO Ha ChIOTO Ts10. Cliesl ToBa aHAIM3UpaMm Oa3zupaHaTa Ha
Ch3HAHUETO Teopus Ha JIOK 3a TMYHOCTHATA UACHTUYHOCT, KaTO HAOJsIramMm Ha
NOCJIEAUIIUTE OT Ta3U TEOPHS IO OTHOLICHHE HAa MOPAJIHATA OTTOBOPHOCT. Hakpas
HAacOYBaM BHUMAHHUETO CH KbM TOPECIIOMEHATHTE ChOOpaxkeHus: Ha Tuiin u
CtpochH 0THOCHO BB3rIeAuTe Ha JIOK 3a Ch3HAHMETO U MOKAsSHUETO. 3a Aa
JIOKa)ka, 4e BB3TJIeANTE HA JIOK 3a CITaCEHMETO ChOTBETCTBAT HA HETOBATA TEOPUS
32 IMYHOCTHATA UICHTUYHOCT, U3SICHABAM COTEPHOJIOrUATA HA JIOK, KOSITO onrcBa
HE caMo MOKAsTHUETO, HO U MOCIYIIAHUETO, BIpaTa U JOOPOCHBECTHOTO U3y4aBaHE
Ha Ceetoro [Iucanue karo HEOOXOIMMH YCIIOBHS 33 CIIAaCEHUE.

4. Lucci, D., Bernardini, P. (2016). “Casanova on Suicide.” In Cerman, .,
Lucci, D., Reynolds, S. (eds.), Casanova: Enlightenment Philosopher (pp.
135-155 —i.e., 21 pages). Oxford: Voltaire Foundation. ISBN
9780729411844,

In his memoirs, the Venetian adventurer and writer Giacomo Casanova confessed
that he had often felt the temptation of suicide, particularly, but not only, after
failing to seduce a woman. Moreover, he wrote various pieces on this subject,
including two long tracts: Discorso sul suicidio [Discourse on suicide], published
in 1769, and Nove dialoghi [Nine dialogues], written in manuscript in 1782 but left
unpublished by Casanova. These two tracts show an evolution in Casanova’s views
on suicide. While in Discorso sul suicidio Casanova attacks those who, like
Voltaire, judge self-killing a legitimate action, in Nove dialoghi he seems torn
between accepting the possibility of suicide and rejecting it as an impracticable
option. Nevertheless, both tracts prove that, in matters of philosophy, Casanova
was much less daring than he was in real life. In fact, his writings on voluntary
death reflect the specificity of the Italian context, where the debate on this topic in
the second half of the eighteenth century was dominated by the figure of the
Celestine priest Appiano Buonafede and was still bound by intellectual, moral and
psychological constraints imposed by the Catholic tradition. Casanova’s Discorso

27



sul suicidio and Nove dialoghi were not among the most successful and influential
contributions to the eighteenth-century debate on suicide. However, his views on
self-killing represent an intriguing and provocative attempt to discuss this subject
from a multifaceted perspective and, in some respects, are emblematic of the
controversial nature of the European debate on this issue. Therefore, this paper
analyses Casanova’s major writings on suicide against the background of the
European and Italian disputes on voluntary death.

B memoapuTe cu BeHElMaHCKUAT aBaHTIOpUCT U niucaten /[xakomo Kazanosa
IpU3HABA, Y€ YECTO CE € U3KYyIIaBaj Jia U3BbPIIU CaMOyOUCTBO, 0COOEHO, HO HE
camo, cJIe]] KaTo He ycIsBall Ja chOsa3Hu xkeHa. [luie u qpyru TeKCToBe 1o TO3U
BBIPOC, BKIFOYUTEITHO JBa IBJIrK Tpaktarta: Discorso sul suicidio [,,Pa3cexaenus
BBPXY camoyOuiicTBoTO ‘], myosmkyBana npe3 1769 r., u Nove dialoghi [,,/leBeT
nuanora“|, Hanucanu npe3 1782 r., Ho HenyOnukyBanu ot Ka3zanosa. Te3u aBa
TpakTaTa MOKa3BaT €BOIOIMS BB Bb3TIeANTe Ha Ka3anoBa 3a caMmoyOHIICTBOTO.
Jlokaro B Discorso sul suicidio Hamana one3n, KouTo kato Bonrep cmsarat
camMoyOmiicTBOTO 32 000ocHOBaHO jaeiicTBre, B Nove dialoghi toit m3rnexma
pa3lIBOEH MEXIy MPUEMAHETO Ha Bb3MOKHOCTTA 32 CaMOyOUIICTBO U
OTXBBPJISTHETO MY KaTO HEOCHIECTBUMA Bb3MOXKHOCT. U BaTa TpakTaTa JI0Ka3Bar,
ye B oOsactTa Ha dunocodusara Kazanosa e mposiBIBaja MHOTO ITO-MaJIKO JIbP30CT,
OTKOJIKOTO B PEAJIHUS KUBOT. BCHITHOCT HETOBUTE MUCAHUSI OTHOCHO
100pOoBOJIHATA CMBPT OTpa3siBaT crenuduKara Ha KOHTeKcTa B Mranus, kbiero
Bojema (urypa B nebdata mo ta3u tema npe3 propata nosoBuHa Ha XVIII Bek e
CEJIECTUHCKUSAT CBEIICHUK Annano byonadese u riegHuTe TOYKH BCe OIIIe ca
O0OBBP3aHU C MHTEJICKTYaTHH, MOPAITHU M NICUXOJOTHIYECKH OTPAaHUYCHNUS,
HAJIO’KEHH OT Katoymueckara Tpaaunus. Discorso sul suicidio u Nove dialoghi na
KazaHoBa He ca cpejl Hali-yCleIIHUTE U BIUATEIHU MPUHOCH B Aebara 3a
camoyowuiictBoro ipe3 XVIIl Bek. Bbrnpeku ToBa HETOBUTE BB3IJIEAHN IO TeMaTa
NpECTaBISIBAT UHTPUTYBAIIl M IPOBOKATUBEH OIUT J1a C€ OOCHAN TO3U BBHIIPOC OT
Pa3IUYHU MEPCIIEKTUBU U B HAKOW OTHOIIEHUS Ca eMOJIEeMaTHYHU 32
IPOTHUBOPEUYMBUS XapaKTep HA €BPOMEHCKU nedaT Mo To3u BhIpoc. Ta3u cratus
aHanu3upa pasmuiuieHuaTa Ha Kazanosa 3a camoyouiicTBoTo Ha hoHa Ha
JTUCIYTUTE 3a 100poBoHaTa cMbpT B UTanus u B EBpora.

5. Lucci, D. (2015). “American Political and Social Life in Luigi Castiglioni’s
“Travels in the United States of North America’ (1790).” In Alayrac-
Fielding, V., Welch, E.R. (eds.), Intermédiaires culturels — Cultural

28



Intermediarie (pp. 101-121 —i.e., 21 pages). Paris: Honoré Champion. ISBN
9782745327253.

In 1790, a book on the recently established United States of America, written in
Italian and entitled Viaggio negli Stati Uniti dell’ America settentrionale fatto negli
anni 1785, 1786 e 1787 [Travels in the United States of North America in the years
1785, 1786 and 1787] appeared in Milan. Its author was Luigi Castiglioni (1757—
1832), a scion of one of the wealthiest and most influential families in Austrian-
ruled Lombardy and a nephew of two prominent representatives of the Milanese
Enlightenment, Pietro and Alessandro Verri. Castiglioni was a botanist who, before
traveling to America, had already visited France and England and had befriended,
among other important intellectuals of his time, Benjamin Franklin. Both his
intention to explore the American flora and his interest in the political and legal
system of the then newly established United States led him to visit this country and
to write a detailed account of American society and politics. His book describes the
political structures of the American states and contains the first Italian translation
of the American Constitution. His observations on the political institutions of the
United States are matched by a critical analysis of the relationships between the
American political system and American society and economy. He focused, in
particular, on the respect of individual liberties and on the federal system, which he
depicted as an example of efficient government. Thus, this paper focuses on
Castiglioni’s account of American society and political institutions and highlights
Castiglioni’s significant role as a cultural intermediary. His Viaggio was indeed the
first book that provided the educated elites of the Italian Peninsula with a thorough
description of American society, politics and economy, and of the American
landscape, flora and agricultural products.

[Ipe3 1790 B MunaHo u3u3a KHUATA 32 HACKOPO Ch3aageHuTe CheIMHEHN
aMEepUKAHCKH IIaTH, HAalTMCaHa Ha UTAJIMAHCKH €3HK M o3ariiaBeHa Viaggio negli
Stati Uniti dell'’America settentrionale fatto negli anni 1785, 1786 e 1787
[,.[IsTyBanus B Chenuaenute matu Ha CeBepHa AMepuka rpe3 1785, 1786 u 1787
roguHa‘“‘]. Heun aBtop e Jlymmxu Kactunbonu (1757—1832), nOTOMBK Ha €HO OT
Haii-OoraTuTe U BIMATEITHU CEMENCTBA B yIpaBisiBaHaTa oT ABcTpus Jlombapus
U IJIEMEHHMK Ha JIBaMa BUJIHU MPEICTaBUTENN HAa MuslaHCcKOTO [IpocBemenune —
[Tuetpo u Anecanapo Bepu. KactuiboHu € 60TaHUK, KOMTO Mpeau 1a OTIbTyBa 3a
Awmepuka, Beue € noceniaBai Opaniys 1 AHIIUS U C€ € CIIPUATEIINI C
benmxamuH OpaHKINH, KAKTO U C IPYTU Ba)KHU MHTEJIEKTYAJIII OT OHOBA BPEME.
HamepenueTo My a u3cienBa aMmepukaHckara (pjiopa U UHTEPEChT My KbM
MOJINTUYECKATA U NPaBHATa CUCTEMA Ha HOBOCH3/1alcHUTE Torapa CheIMHEHH
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IIaTH O Kapar J1a MOCETH Ta3u CTPaHa U Jja OIHILE NOJAPOOHO aMEPUKAHCKOTO
o011ecTBO U NoauTuka. KHurara My onucBa NOJUTUYECKUTE CTPYKTYPH Ha
AMEPUKaHCKUTE IIAaTU U ChAbPKa MbPBHSI UTAIMAHCKH MPEBOJ] HA AMEPUKAHCKATa
KOHCTUTY1LMS. HeroBure HaOM0AeHUS BHPXY NOJUTUYECKATE HHCTUTYLIMHU Ha
CheIMHEHUTE MATU CE ChYETABAT C KPUTUYEH aHAJIU3 Ha BPB3KUTE MEKIY
aMepHuKaHCcKaTa MOJUTHYECKA CUCTEMA U aMEPUKAHCKOTO OOIIECTBO U MKOHOMHKA.
Toii ce chepenoToyaBa Hail-Beue BbPXY 3aUUTAHETO HA MHAMBUAYATHUTE CBOOOIU
U BBPXY (eiepaiHaTta CUCTeMa, KOSITO MPEACTaBs KaTo MpuMep 3a e(heKTUBHO
ynpasieHue. Hactosmara cratus pasriaexaa pazkaza Ha Kactunuonu 3a
aMEPUKaHCKOTO OOIIECTBO U MOJUTUYECKU UHCTUTYIIMH, U MOAYEepTaBa
3HAYMTEITHATA MY POJISl KaTO KyJITypeH mocpennuk. Heroara Viaggio HauctuHa e
I'bpBaTa KHUTA, KOSITO MTPEIOCTaBs HA 00pa30BaHUs €IUT HA ATICHUHCKUS
MOJIyOCTPOB 33]IbJI00YEHO ONUCAHUE HA aMEPUKAHCKOTO OOIIECTBO, MOJIUTHKA U
MKOHOMUKA, KAKTO MU Ha aMEepUKaHCKaTa Ipupoza, yopa 1 CeJICKO CTOMaHCTBO.

6. Lucci, D. (2008). “Judaism and the Jews in the British Deists’ Attacks on
Revealed Religion.” Hebraic Political Studies, vol. 3(2), pp. 177-214 (i.e.,
38 pages). ISSN 1565-6640.

This article deals with the conceptualization of Judaism, Jewish history, and the
Jewish people that characterized the seventeenth- and eighteenth-century British
deists’ criticism of revealed religion, from Herbert of Cherbury to Peter Annet.
Although all the British deists aimed at setting aside revelation and at asserting the
primacy of natural religion, they developed various epistemological methodologies
in their analyses of positive religions. This article hence points out the similarities
and differences in the deists’ works concerning revealed religion, with special
XVfocus on their considerations of Judaism.

CraTusiTa aHaJTM3Upa KOHIICTITyaIM3aluaTa Ha 10/Jan3Ma, eBpeiickara UCTOpus U
CBPEHCKHUS HAPOI, KOATO € XapaKTepHa 3a KpUTHKATa Ha OPUTAHCKUTE ICUCTH OT
XVII u XVII Bek (o1 XbpobpT Uepobpu 10 [TuThbp AHET) KbM peUrusaTa Ha
OTKPOBEHHETO. BhIpeKku ue BCHUKKM OPUTAHCKH JCHCTH MMAT 3a 11eJ1 1a OTXBBPJISAT
OTKPOBEHHETO M Jia YTBBPASAT MPEBB3X0CTBOTO Ha €CTECTBEHATA PEJIUTHSI, TC
pa3paboTBaT pas3IMyHHU SMUCTEMOJIOTHYHA METOIH 3a aHAJIN3 Ha MOJIOKUTEITHUTE
penurnn. CTaTusTra MocoYBa MPUINKATE M PA3IMKATE B POU3BEICHHUATA Ha
JEMCTUTE 0 BHIIPOCUTE HA PEIUTHsATA Ha OTKPOBEHHUETO, KaTO 0OpBHIIa
CIENHAaIHO BHUMaHUE HAa TEXHUTE Pa3MHIIUIEHHUS 32 I0an3Ma.
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7. Lucci, D. (2007). “Judaism and Natural Religion in the Philosophy of
William Wollaston.” British Journal for Eighteenth-Century Studies [nOW
titled: Journal for Eighteenth-Century Studies], vol. 30(3), pp. 363-387 (i.e.,
25 pages). ISSN 1754-0208.

William Wollaston’s The Religion of Nature Delineated (1722) was one of the
most influential works on natural religion in the Age of Enlightenment. This book
was reprinted several times and was also translated into French and German in the
eighteenth century. Although largely neglected by the historiography on deism,
Wollaston was one of the foremost deist thinkers of his time. While proposing a
theory of natural religion that presented a rationalist ethics, he made a parallel
between the religion of nature and various currents of rabbinic Judaism. He drew,
in particular, on the works of Maimonides, whom he considered to be essentially
an Aristotelian. However, he also borrowed from earlier medieval rabbis, such as
Saadya, and from early modern Jewish thinkers who followed in the path of
Maimonides, such as Joseph Albo. Comparing Wollaston’s text with his rabbinic
sources, this article examines Wollaston’s borrowings from Jewish biblical
commentaries and philosophical works in order to reassess the originality and
uniqueness of his deism.

,Omnucanue Ha penurusTa Ha npupojara“ (1722) ot Yumusim YosacThH € €IHO OT
HaW-BIIUSITEIIHUTE TPOU3BEICHUS 32 €CTECTBEHATA PEJIUTHUs B €loxara Ha
[IpocBemenueto. Ta3u kHUra € nperneyarana HIKoJako bTy U ripe3 XVIII Bek e
npeBe/ieHa Ha PPEeHCKH U HEMCKU. Makap u npeHeOperBa /1o rojisiMa CTeneH OT
ucropuorpadusTa Ha Jeru3Ma, Y 0JIACThH € €IMH OT Hall-BaXXHUTE MUCIIUTEIIN-
JIEMCTU HAa CBOETO BpeMme. BbIipeku ue mpesiara Teopus 3a €CTECTBEHATA PEITUTHUS
noj ¢opmaTa Ha palMOHATMCTUYHA €THUKA, TOU MPaBU Mapayes Mex1y
€CTECTBEHATa PEJINTUATA U PA3TUYHUTE TEUEHUS HA PABUHUYECKHS F0JIaU3bM.
Onupa ce no-KOHKPETHO Ha MpOU3BeIeHHITa Ha MaliMOHHI, KOTOTO CMSITa 0
CBIIECTBO 3a MOCJIeI0BATENl HA ApUCTOTEN. 3aUMCTBa 00aye Uaeu 1 OT Mo-
PaHHUTE CPEIHOBEKOBHH paBUHU KaTo Caaaus, U OT pAHHOMOJIEPHH €BPENCKU
MucauTeau kato Jhxoyzed Anbo, KOUTO ca cioAeisiau uaente Ha MaitMoHuI.
CpaBHsiBailki TEKCTa Ha Y OJIACTHH C HETOBUTE PAaBUHUYECKU U3TOYHUIIU, CTATHUSITA
pasriieka 3aeMKUTE OT eBpelicku KomeHTapu Ha bubnusara u ot ¢punocodcku
MIPOU3BEICHUS, 32 Jla HApaBH MPEOIleHKa Ha OPUTMHAIHOCTTA U YHUKAITHOCTTA Ha
HETOBUS JICU3BM.
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8. Lucci, D. (2006). “Ebraismo ¢ grecita nell’Italia tardomoderna. Studio sul
‘Saggio sugli ebrei, e sui greci’ di Giuseppe Compagnoni” [Judaism and
Greek Culture in Late Modern Italy: A Study on Giuseppe Compagnoni’s
‘Essay concerning the Jews and the Greeks’]. Studi Veneziani, n.s., vol.
51(2), pp. 473-542 (i.e., 69 pages). ISSN 1724-1790.

In the year 1792, the Italian jurist and political writer Giuseppe Compagnoni wrote
and published a tract entitled Saggio sugli ebrei, e sui greci [Essay concerning the
Jews and the Greeks]. This tract portrayed Jewish culture, arts, laws and political
institutions as preferable to those of the ancient as well as modern Greeks.
Compagnoni’s Saggio was extremely original in that it described the Jews as
people with a long and glorious history, praised their legal system, and emphasized
the legacy of Jewish ethics and religious views in western culture. This tract was
one of the earliest works highlighting the contributions of Jewish culture to the
making of western civilization while, on the other hand, belittling the significance
of Greek culture in a time of widespread neoclassicism. Due to its original
approach to both Judaism and Greek culture, Compagnoni’s book made a sensation
and provoked four responses and a harsh debate, first among the Italian educated
elites and then, also, among Greek intellectuals. This paper provides a thorough
analysis of Compagnoni’s Saggio, which is considered in the context of the
Enlightenment’s ambiguous attitude to Judaism and the Jews. The paper also
examines the responses to the Saggio and their impact on the debate on this book.

[Ipe3 1792 r. ntanuanckusT OPUCT U NOJUTHK J[>ky3ene KoMnaHbOHM NUILIE U
nyOJIMKyBa TpakTaT, o3ariaBeH Saggio sugli ebrei, e sui greci [,,Ece 3a eBpente u
reprmre’]. Criopes To3u TpaKTaT eBpeickaTa KyaTypa, H3KyCTBO, 3aKOHHU U
MOJIMTUYECKH UHCTUTYIIMM Ca 3a TPEANOYUTAHE TIPE] TE3U Ha JIPEBHUTE U
ChBpPEMEHHUTE T'bPIU. Saggio Ha KoMIIaHbOHU € U3KITFOUUTEIIHO OPUTHHAJICH
TEKCT, Th KaTO OMKUCBA €BPEUTE KATO XOpa C AbJIra U ClIaBHA UCTOPHS, Bb3XBaJIsBa
TAXHATa MPaBHA CUCTEMA M MOUYEPTaBA BAXXKHOCTTA HA BIMSHUETO HA €BpeiicKkaTa
€THKa W PEJIMTMO3HU Bb3IJIEM BbPXY 3alajiHaTa KyJaTypa. To3u TpakTaT € €IHO OT
Hal-paHHUTE MPOU3BEACHNS, B KOUTO aBTOPBT MOUEpPTaBa MIPUHOCA HA
eBpeiickaTa KyJaTypa 3a Ch3/1aBAaHETO Ha 3arajHaTa UBUIN3aIs, KaTO
CBIIEBPEMEHHO OMaJOBa)kaBa 3HAUYEHUETO Ha I'PhIIKaTa KyJITypa BbB BpeMe Ha
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HIMPOKOPA3MPOCTPAHEH HEOKIacuin3bM. [lopaau opurnHamHus CU MOAX01 KAKTO
KbM 0JIau3Ma, Taka U KbM I'PbLKaTa KyJITypa, TPAKTaThT HA KoMITaHbOHU MpaBu
CeH3aIus U NMPEeIU3BUKBA YeTUPU OTIOBOPA, KAKTO U OCTBD J1e0aT, MbPBO CPe
00pa30BaHUs UTATMAHCKH €JIUT, a CJIE]l TOBA U CPEJl TPBIKUTE UHTEIEKTYaIIH.
CraTusiTa Ipe0CTaBs 3a1bI00UYCH aHAIN3 Ha Saggio Ha KoMnaHbOHH, KaTo Io
pasriexaa B KOHTEKCTa Ha IBYCMHUCJIEHOTO OTHOIIEHHE Ha [IpocBeleHneTo KbM
10J1an3Ma U eBpente. [IpeMeT Ha BHUMaHUE ca ChIIO Taka OTTOBOPHUTE KbM Saggio
U TSXHOTO BB3JIEUCTBUE BHPXY Jle0aTa, KOUTO MPEIU3BUKBA TPAKTATHT.

9. Lucci, D. (2005). “Cristianesimo e Islam secondo John Toland.
Cristianesimo originale, concezioni islamiche e tolleranza religiosa nel
‘Nazarenus’ (1718)” [Christianity and Islam in John Toland’s Thought:
Primitive Christianity, Islamic Views, and Religious Toleration in
‘Nazarenus’ (1718)]. Atti dell’Accademia di Scienze Morali e Politiche, vol.
116, pp. 349-370 (i.e., 22 pages). ISBN 9781248299487 .

This article examines John Toland’s observations on the relationships between
Christianity and Islam, with a special focus on the theories expounded in
Nazarenus, an essay written in 1709-10 and published in 1718. Thus, this study
takes into account Toland’s naturalistic interpretation of positive religions and
highlights the irenical aims of Toland’s biblical criticism.

Ta3u cratus pasriexia pa3chxacHuaTa Ha J>koH Tomang BbpXy BPb3KUTE MEKITY
XPUCTUSHCTBOTO U UCIIsIMA, KaTO CE€ CIMpa Hali-Be4e Ha TEOpHUATA, U3JI0KEHA B
,»Ha3apssHUHBT — TekcT HanucaH 1npe3 1709-10r. u myonuxkysan nipe3 1718 r.
N3cneaBaneTo B3eMa MpeIBHI HATYpPAIUCTUYHATA UHTEpIIpeTanns Ha Tolana
OTHOCHO MO3UTUBHUTE PEJINTUU U MOJUEPTaBa UPEHUYHHTE LIEJIM Ha HEroBaTa
Ounbneicka KpUTHKa.

10.Lucci, D. (2005). “Fra mito e realta storica. Sulla presenza ebraica in
America centrale e meridionale nell’epoca moderna” [Between Myth and
Historical Reality: The Jewish Presence in Central and South America in the
Early Modern Period]. Cultura Latinoamericana, vol. 7, pp. 329-350 (i.e.,
22 pages). ISSN 1827-4315.
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The European discovery of America provoked several questions about the nature
and origins of Native American peoples. Whereas the theory that Native
Americans had come from Asia became widespread already in the sixteenth
century, some scholars in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, particularly
Spanish missionaries and English millenarian writers, argued that those peoples
were the descendants of the Ten Lost Tribes of Israel, who were thought to have
dispersed into Asia after the end of the Babylonian Captivity in the sixth century
BCE. The myth of the Ten Lost Tribes had important messianic and millenarian
elements because, starting in the seventh and eighth century CE, the return of the
Ten Lost Tribes was associated with the coming of the Messiah of the Jews and,
among Christians, with the Second Coming of Christ. It is also for this reason that
the Jews were unofficially readmitted to England in 1656, given that various
Puritan theologians and leaders wanted to trigger the Second Coming of Christ by
furthering the spread of the Jewish people everywhere in the world. On the other
hand, several geographers, historians and philologists, in seventeenth-century
Europe, rejected the thesis that Native Americans descended from the Ten Lost
Tribes of Israel. The debate was particularly heated in the first half of the
seventeenth century but then gradually came to an end after the 1660s, when
messianic expectations were largely frustrated among Jews as well as Christians.
This article examines the origins and growth of the debate on the mythical origins
of Native Americans against the background of the discussions on the Jews’
messianic beliefs, their legal status among Christians, and their conditions of life in
the Americas in the early modern period. In doing so, the article reassesses the
significance of that debate and its impact on European views of Jews and, hence,
on the Jews’ situation in Europe and in the Americas as well.

OtkpuBaHeTO HA AMEpHKa OT €BPONEHIINTE TPOBOKUPA PEAULIA BBITPOCH,
CBBP3aHU C MPOU3X0J1a Ha KOPEHHOTO HaceneHue. [Ipe3 XVI Bek e
HIUPOKOPA3NPOCTPAHEHA UJEATA, Y€ MECTHUTE OOUTATEININ Cca IOIUIH OT A3Hs, HO
Hsikou yuenu rnipe3 XVI u XVII B., 0co6eHO ucCnaHCKUTE MUCHOHEPH U
MOBJIUSIHUTE OT UJIEUTE Ha MUJICHUAIM3MA aHTJIMUCKA aBTOPH, TBBPSAT, Y€ TE3H
HapoJIx ca MOTOMIIU Ha JieceTTe u3ry0eHu miemeHa Ha M3paen, 3a KOUTO ce cMsTa,
4e ca ce pasnpbCHaIM B A3us ciej kpas Ha BaBunonckus miieH npe3 VI Bex
np.H.e. MUTBHT 3a JeceTTe U3ryOeHH MIeMeHa ChbPKa BAaXKHU MECHAHCKH U
MUJICHUAJIUCTKU €JIEMEHTH, 3al[0TO 3aBPBIIAHETO HA TE3U IJIEMEHA, KOETO
3anoyBa npe3 VIl u VIl Bek ot H.€., ce 00BBp3Ba ¢ UjiBaHeTO Ha MecusTa 3a
eBpeute u ¢ Bropoto npuiiecTsue 3a XxpuctTusiHuTe. IMEHHO MO Ta3u npu4rHa
eBpenTe ca HeO(PUITMaTHO MIPUETH OTHOBO B AHIIIHS Tipe3 1656 T. — pa3inuHu
MypUTAHCKU OOTOCJIOBU U BOJIAYM UCKAT Ja MpeAu3BUKaT BTopoTo mpuiiecTaue,
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KaTo MOJIMOMOTHAT pa3CeIEHUEeTO Ha €BPEMCKUsI Hapo/ HaBCSAKbAE Mo cBeTa. OT
Jpyra cTpaHa, HKOU eBporneiicku reorpadu, uctopuuu u ¢punonaosu ot XVII Bex
OTXBBPIIAT T€3aTa, Ye KOPEHHOTO HACETIECHHE Ha AMEpHKa MPOU3X0XkKIa OT IeCETTe
n3ryoenu mieMena Ha M3paen. J[ebaThT € 0cOOEHO pa3ropeneH npe3 mbppara
nosoBuHa Ha XVI| Bek, HO mocTeneHHo 3artuxsa cief 1660 r., korato HaAeKIUTE
3a uaBaHeTo Ha CriacuTels OMBAT MOMAPEHU KAKTO CPEJl EBPEUTE, TaKa U Cpel
xpuctusHUTE. Ta3zu cTaTus pasriexaa 3apaXxJaaHeTo U pa3pacTBaHETO Ha Jebara 3a
MUTHYHUS [IPOU3X0]1 HA KOPEHHOTO HAaceJleHUe Ha (poHA HA JTUCKYCHUUTE OTHOCHO
MECUAHCKUTE BSIPBaHMs HAa €EBPEUTE, TEXHUS 3aKOHOB CTaTyT CPEJ] OCTAaHAJINTE
XPUCTHUSHU U YCIIOBUATA UM Ha KUBOT B AMEpHKa B HA4aJIOTO HA paHHATa
MozepHocT. [TogobeH gokyc mo3BossBa J1a ce HalpaBy MPEOLICHKA Ha 3HAYEHUETO
Ha TO3M J1e0aT U HETOBOTO BB3/CHCTBHE BHPXY €BPONEHCKUTE BH3TIICAH 32
eBpenTe, a OTTaM B BBHPXY MosoxkeHneto uMm B EBpomna, B CeBepHa u FOxHa
AmMepuxka.
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