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     Based on a report by Assoc. Prof. Dr. Miroslav Bachev with entry No. NO 05-06-

481/07.10.2025, Minutes No. 16/09.09.2025. National Assembly of the IFS at the Bulgarian 

Academy of Sciences, Order No. RD – 366.4/24.09.2025. of the Director of the Institute of 

Philosophy of the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, I have been selected as a member of the 

scientific jury of the competition for the position of "associate professor" in the field 2.3. 

Philosophy (Philosophy of Religion), for the needs of the section "Religion, Beliefs, 

Worldview", Institute of Philosophy - Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. 

The only candidate in the competition for the academic position of "associate professor" is 

Senior Assistant Professor Dr. Sergey Metodiev from the section "Religion, Beliefs, Worldview" 

of the Institute of Philosophy at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, who has presented his 

monograph "The Clash of Civilizations or the Clash of Civilization with Its Own  History" as the 

main text. 

I will focus my attention specifically on the monograph, although the other texts represent its 

semantic and logical background, as well as its affirmation in the specificity of the relevant 

topics. Respectively: "The Question of the Universal through the Prism of Hegel" - 2024, 

"Hegel's Vision of the Categories of Being and Nothingness" - 2023, "The Relevance of Hegel's 

Philosophy in Postmodernity" - 2022, "Hegel and the Relation: Philosophy and Religion" - 2019, 

"Points of Contact between Buddhism and Modern Science" - 2019, "God and the Superego" - 

2016, "An Attempt at a Speculative-Rational View of Religion and Reason" - 2015. 

The main text shows a clearly traceable and deep metaphysical attitude of the author, which has 

allowed him to enter into difficult-to-describe and reflect-upon dimensions of the spirit and 

philosophical thought. The difficulty comes from the fact that thought descends into deep levels, 

in which the question of the salvation and truth of man and humanity borders both on failure and 

on the never-taken-away possibility. Hence the fact that the very posing of this question is 

already a dignity - regardless of the possible answers or the fact that the right to answer remains 

open, as the author himself points out. The posing of the question of salvation, of rebirth, of the 

eternity of the spirit, of its definitive indestructibility, presupposes that thought is experienced by 

and that it is a fateful state for the author, because it is a fateful question for man in general. 



In this regard, I will focus on only three points: 1) the difference between Understanding and 

Reason; 2) the question of Dugin's radical subject and 3) the reflections on the Last God. 

The difference between Understanding and Reason in the text, as well as in the other articles, is a 

main path of the author's thought. From the Introduction to p. 88, it is traced through historical 

shading. It is also emphasized in the Conclusion. This difference does not simply have the 

meaning of understood, of grasped and shown by the author. Behind the already obvious 

statement that the Understanding thinks the experience, the previous one, that it sees and stands 

on opposites (interests); behind the fact that he intervenes in the spheres of ideas and there also 

acts as himself, opposing the corresponding photographable moments, however, there is a well-

established, well-founded thought of the author: it is characteristic of Understanding to consider 

itself the very cognitive and true form, it recklessly (thus initiating its self-exposing) invades 

spheres that are beyond its power – to resolve the questions about God, about the world and 

about what man, the subject, is, and what he is capable of. Here the statement is clearly evident 

that the reasonable does not depend on anyone's declarations, self-declarations, self-desires, does 

not depend on the energy and easy self-reproduction of reason; the reasonable depends on itself 

as the very ability to be the one in its self-distinguishing and self-positing, i.e. here Hegel's 

thought is carried out that the reasonable is, in short, not only the positing, but also the removal 

of opposites, because both are moments of its active unity. The text well shows that the 

extraordinary ambition of Understanding to be more than Understanding, but to remain such, 

leads to ontic and ontological tragedies - from worldview disorientation, to the closing of exits or 

to their erroneous view: Understanding is failed, there is no God and everyone can be one, there 

is only an endless reproduction of contradictions, etc. The dignity of the author's thinking is that 

it shows how militant Understanding and misunderstood Reason are the cause of tragedies of 

humanity and the philosopher, regardless of the eras, technologies and successes of the natural 

sciences, regardless of any historical and individual time. This difference is a matter of fate. 

As for Al. Dugin's Radical Subject. 

Here the author's mastery of holding and moving thought through the very meaningful non-being 

is evident. For the same reason, Fr. Nietzsche can be difficult to read and understand – why is 

God declared to be such, who is Zarathustra, etc. Whether the times are one or more world wars, 

whether they are Soviet, whether they are postmodern, whether post-truth and 

desubstantialization reign – clearly in its history humanity can fall into darkness and opacity, 

reach the opposite of its own purpose. The author's opinion is that the darkness of the spirit 

cannot be permanent, it is "transient" and "inter-paradigmal"; the spirit itself removes its 

uncertainty, because it is not paradigmatic, but only flashes in paradigms. An exact moment is 

indicated for the difference between "metaparadigmal" and "post-paradigmal" (202 p.). The 

“metaparadigmal” obliges us to understand and accept the very spirit that permeates time and has 

been anchored in tradition, without being limited by it. The metaparadigmal is free from the 

temptation for the speaker to exalt himself and declare himself an absolute subject, because here 

the charm and power of the spirit itself is at work and it is he who is being followed, albeit 



through someone. Conversely, the “post-paradigmatic” as a beyond, finally and after, after 

darkness and emptiness, can be brought out as a victory for the only one who saw and brought it 

out, for the only one who uttered it, and to make an identification between the singularity of the 

subject and the absolute determinacy of the spirit. The question is raised as to what makes the 

radical subject precisely such, an undoubted finding of a way out of the crisis or a tragic fusion 

of the speaker and the spoken. The self-declaration of a radical subject as an indistinguishable 

identification of the universal and the singular is shown in the text as null and void, as any 

possible arbitrariness (208 p.) and a dead end. 

Regarding the idea of the Last God. 

It is brought out through Fr. Nietzsche, K. Jung, M. Heidegger and J. Derrida, as well as from the 

decision of the Catholic Church from 1950. The possibility of salvation through God passing by, 

through a possible specific person, through some person ever in general, is revealed. This part of 

the text is marked with incredible delicacy and at the same time with a desire and search for a 

positive answer about how, who and when could bear and reveal to others the answer to 

salvation. Since this same part of the text has such a profound character, as precisely what would 

make anyone write at all and have something to give to others, I will respond with two questions: 

1) how are the two moments connected, on the one hand Golovin's thought, "that a common way 

out is needed for all" (208 p.), that salvation will not be salvation if one does not think about all, 

and on the other hand, K. Jung's thought, that the "Divine Child" "will choose the empirical man 

as the place of birth" (235 p.); that is, how should we think about the all-one relationship? 2) 

How, according to the author of the monograph, can we think, on the one hand, the "progressive 

incarnation of God" (K. Jung, 232 p.), and on the other, the fact that 1950 took place and was 

mentioned, that is, what could be the significance of this decision and recognition of the church? 

These two questions may remain unanswered, because they are not related to the ability to think 

in the official case in which we are, nor to philosophical erudition. Therefore, I accept as free the 

decision of Dr. Metodiev to give or not to give an answer. 

The candidate meets the requirements of the Law of Faculty Development of the Republic of 

Bulgaria, as well as those of the BAS and the Institute of Philosophy and Sociology. I find no 

traces of plagiarism. 

Conclusion: Considering the habilitation work, the previous publications and scientific research 

of Dr. Sergey Metodiev, I support his candidacy for the academic position of "Associate 

Professor" for the needs of the section "Religion, Beliefs, Worldview" of the Institute of 

Philosophy and Sociology at the BAS in direction 2.3. Philosophy (Philosophy of Religion). I 

suggest that my colleagues from the Scientific Jury also support him. 

 

Date: 31.10. 2025.                                 Assoc. Prof. Dr. Tsvetina Racheva 


