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Based on a report from Assoc. Prof. Dr. Miroslav Bachev with registration № НО 05-06-481 / 

07.10.2025, Protocol № 16 / 09.09.2025 of the Scientific Council of the IFS at BAS, and Order № 

РД – 366.4 / 24.09.2025 of the Director of the IFS at BAS, I have been appointed as a member of 

the scientific jury for 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,” 

at IFS – BAS. 

For the competition, based on the submitted documents, the only candidate admitted is Dr. Sergey 

Dimitrov Methodiev. Therefore, the subsequent review pertains solely and exclusively to his 

candidacy. 

Overall assessment of the candidate’s works 

The overall evaluation of the submitted materials and documents is that the candidate meets all 

formal requirements, including the minimum national criteria, for the position of Associate 

Professor, and therefore his candidacy is relevant and eligible to participate in the competition. 

Within the scope of the necessary documents for participation (for brevity, I note only that they 

are compiled according to the requirements), the candidate has presented 16 articles, 1 study, and 

1 monograph as publications for the competition. Some of these relate to strictly ontological issues 

in connection with the philosophy of history and philosophy of religion, others address questions 

of cognition and philosophy of religion, as well as current issues of the modern global world. In 

general, the work operates in the unity of ontology, philosophy of history, and philosophy of 

religion. 

The submitted documents attest to serious and long-term active work, not only in publishing but 

also in conference, seminar, and teaching activities, predominantly in the research field. 

“Clash of Civilizations or Clash of Civilization with Its Own History” — Monograph 

In the main text submitted for habilitation, Dr. Sergey Methodiev undertakes a profound 

philosophical, specifically ontological, consideration of the dilemma whether the modern world 

experiences a “clash of separate civilizations” or, more radically, a “clash of modern civilization 

with its own history” — i.e., with the logic of its historical development. The author emphasizes 

that he is posing not so much geopolitical, ideological, or economic questions, but “fundamental 

philosophical problems” at the root of visible political and cultural processes. 



The main goal of the study is declared as shedding light on the “context” in which current global 

tensions become possible and formulating the central problem: whether changes in the world are 

the result of a collision between independent civilizational models (as Samuel Huntington 

suggests), or, on the contrary — they represent an “internal historical-philosophical process of a 

single civilization,” which has reached its own limits (Fukuyama). 

Alongside this, the author highlights the dynamics of world politics in recent years, justifying its 

assessment as a crisis: Russia’s war in Ukraine; conflicts in the Middle East; economic and 

strategic tension between the US and China; the formation and disintegration of blocks (BRICS, 

Global South), as well as the strengthening of various regional powers. 

Contemporary global situation 

Dr. Methodiev argues that multipolarity and instability do not follow a simple pattern (e.g., 

democracies versus autocracies). He also observes that there are states whose decisions are 

motivated not by values but by economic gain; smaller states acquire disproportionate influence; 

and traditional dividing lines are quickly blurring. Furthermore, he notes that religion is regaining 

a central place in social and political conflicts — both in the Middle East and through the rise of 

post-secular movements in Europe and the US. This, according to the author, heightens the need 

for a “world ethos” (cf. Hans Küng), without which religious and geopolitical conflicts cannot be 

overcome. 

Historical-philosophical process 

Dr. Methodiev places his research in the context of a historical-philosophical process. The author 

relies on an approach in which, in order to understand modernity, one should trace the “genesis of 

European civilization”, which Dr. Methodiev sees in two moments: 1/ the synthesis between the 

“Judeo-Christian tradition” (Jerusalem), and 2/ the synthesis of “Greco-Roman philosophical 

rationality” (Athens). The role of the Apostle Paul in transforming Christianity into a universal 

religion is emphasized, as well as the subsequent synthesis that developed through patristics, St. 

Augustine, Thomas Aquinas – until the Modern Age. It is this synthesis, according to the author 

and in agreement with other philosophical concepts, that underlies the European concept of history, 

law, subject, state, human rights, science and economics. 

Thus, one comes to the certainty that it is precisely in the philosophy of history that a reliable key 

to understanding modernity (or - the current turmoil) can be found. In contrast to the philosophical 

approach presented by Dr. Methodiev, approaches that, according to the author, reduce the 

understanding of contemporary crises to the receipt and collection of empirical data are often 

criticized as unphilosophical and unproductive. It is shown that without examining their 

philosophical basis, we observe only the "visible part of the iceberg". 

Modernity, Postmodernity, crisis. 

According to Dr. Methodiev, the change of paradigms - from Pre-Modernity to Modernity, and 

then to Postmodernity - can be presented as a consistent liberation from tradition, authority, 

metaphysics and the transcendent. In the postmodern world, the grand narratives (metaphysical, 



religious, political) are disintegrating (according to Lyotard), and their place is taken by 

fragmented identities and short-lived ideologemes. This creates a “cacophony”, which is expressed 

in the fact that multiple civilizational voices speak simultaneously, without a shared framework 

for dialogue. This leads to the crucial question: “is there a universal human history” or are there 

multiple autonomous histories, again placed in the context of the ideas of Huntington (the many 

civilizations) and Fukuyama (the universal history reaching its logical end). As his methodological 

devices, it can be said that Dr. Methodiev argues the following: facts do not exist outside of 

interpretation; philosophical reason is different from reason and it is precisely it that is the 

necessary tool for understanding the current crisis; the historical-philosophical perspective allows 

one to see the cause-and-effect relationships behind political phenomena. This allows for an 

impartial, non-ideological analysis to be required, which, however, according to the author, is 

difficult in conditions of "political correctness" and polarization. 

The “Fourth” Political Theory. 

A significant part of the work explores the ideas of Alexander Dugin – most notably the 

philosophical foundations behind his project for the “Fourth Political Theory”. Chapter III 

examines the main elements of Alexander Dugin’s philosophical system. The author critically 

analyzes four key components: 1) Dugin’s Heidegger; 2) The Dark Logos; 3) The Fourth Political 

Theory; 4) The Doctrine of the Radical Subject. 

According to Dr. Metodiev (in “Dugin’s Heidegger”), Dugin places Martin Heidegger at the center 

of his thought construction, seeing in him the pinnacle of the Western philosophical tradition and 

the key to overcoming Western nihilism, expressed in the “lost connection with being” and a 

rational-technical project. The author notes that such a position is one-sided, because it 

underestimates Hegelian dialectics and turns Heidegger into an unproblematized axiom. 

The second line of criticism of Dugin’s philosophy, Dr. Methodiev refers to the so-called search 

for the “dark logos”. According to Dr. Methodiev, Dugin proposes an alternative type of logos – 

“nocturnal” / “Dionysian”. Unlike the “day” (Apollonian) logos (of the so-called “West”), which 

distinguishes and divides, the dark logos is mystical, syncretic and “womb”, striving for fusion 

and comfort. But here it is immediately noted that there is no place for the Other in this concept: 

difference is excluded, which makes true dialogue impossible. 

The third line of criticism refers to the “Fourth Political Theory”. The “Fourth Way” is an attempt 

to propose an alternative to liberalism, communism and fascism. Dugin presents Russia as a 

Eurasian center, capable of offering a saving civilizational model. Here the following weaknesses 

are indicated: lack of systematicity and theoretical discipline; preliminary placement of Russia in 

a messianic position; mixing mysticism, geopolitics and history without clear criteria. 

The fourth line of criticism is about the “Doctrine of the Radical Subject” as the anthropological 

basis of Dugin’s project. The radical subject is presented as a fundamentally new type of subject, 

carrying the solution to the crisis of modernity. Dr. Methodiev notes the following as weaknesses: 

messianic element; non-dialogicality (the truth is not sought, but possessed); high risk of and even 

realization of ideologization. 



Thus, in conclusion, it is shown that Dugin’s project is: intellectually ambitious, but 

philosophically insufficient; highly eclectic, with a predetermined goal - justification of the 

Russian civilizational mission. Which gives sufficient grounds to assume that Dugin’s ideas 

represent an ideology (apology) rather than a coherent philosophical system. 

Chapter IV: “Once again on the forgotten distinction Reason – Reason” 

Thus, we come to Chapter IV, which is the philosophical (ontological and epistemological) basis 

of the monograph. In it, Dr. Methodiev insists that in order to understand the contemporary 

spiritual-historical crisis, it is necessary to restore the distinction between reason (Verstand) and 

reason (Vernunft), including as key concepts in classical German philosophy (Kant, Hegel). 

According to the author, the loss of this distinction is at the root of a number of problems of 

modernity and postmodernity. 

Insofar as Reason (Verstand) classifies, arranges and divides; comprehends the world through 

concepts and categories, it, being already only a tool or technique, is the basis of modern science 

and technology. In modern times, its dominance leads to: reduction of being to things; primacy of 

technical thinking; loss of spiritual and value dimension. 

On the other hand, Reason (Vernunft) thinks the whole, the meaning and the absolute, being open 

to the transcendent, connects man and being. Hegel's position is noted that reason is the highest 

form of knowledge that synthesizes the particular into the whole and only through it does history 

acquire meaning. 

Dr. Methodiev emphasizes that without Reason, philosophy turns into technique, and culture into 

chaos. This is realized through the replacement of Reason with Reason, which finds its 

manifestations in: the replacement of being by technique; the displacement of meaning by 

utilitarian rationality, the priority of the representation over the idea (concept). This in turn has the 

consequence of reaching a nihilism (according to Heidegger), the transformation of truth into 

utility and the dominance of instrumental thinking in science, society, politics. 

Then it is shown how the modern era enters a period of post-philosophy - the collapse of large 

systems and the rejection of universal truths. In this context, we see as “fashionable” the currents 

(including Dugin, Vattimo, Rorty, etc.) that deal with philosophy without systematicity, by 

superimposing ideas without rigor. The path ahead of philosophy, in this situation, according to 

the author, is not the refusal of philosophizing, but in a metaphilosophical rethinking – i.e. in an 

attempt to think the very limit of philosophy and to restore the ability for reasonable, and not just 

rational, thinking. 

 

 

Chapter V “The Last God (Der Liezte Gott) and the Author of Science Metaphilosophy (a 

Philosophical Hypothesis)”  



This is a metaphilosophical attempt/hypothesis with which Dr. Methodiev continues the analysis 

of the crisis of contemporary civilization and the limits of philosophical thinking. It is a logical 

continuation of the previous chapter, showing the need to rethink the very foundations of 

philosophy. This attempt has no pretensions to provide answers — this is emphasized at the 

beginning — but rather to invite reflection on fundamental questions on which the understanding 

of our historical situation depends, as the central concept here is “The Last God” (according to 

Heidegger), which denotes the possibility of a new beginning beyond the current era, which is not 

yet available, but is only expected. 

Of the other publications presented (without underestimating the others), the most interesting 

from the point of view of ontology, to which the author has an undoubted affinity and 

methodological commitment, are: 

- “Being and Nothingness in Hegel’s Philosophy”, In: Collection: Tradition and Innovation in the 

Philosophy of Religion and Worldview, IK Propeller – Sofia 2024, ISBN: 978-954-392-759-3, pp. 

53-66.; 

- “Hegel’s Vision of the Categories of Being and Nothingness”, In: Collection: Philosophy of 

Religion and Worldview. Tradition and Innovation – 2, IK Propeller, Sofia 2023, ISBN: 978-954-

392-758-6, pp. 54-67, 

- “The Question of the Universal through the Prism of Hegel”. Collection Hegel's Philosophical 

System and the Philosophy of Religion. Philosophical Analysis. 250 

- "Hegel and the Relation": Philosophy and Religion. Religious Identity and Worldview, 

PROPELLER, Sofia, 2019, ISBN:978-954-392-575-9, pp. 53-61. 

The first and second papers can be taken as overlapping to a large extent, but also as covering 

topics that are also developed in the Second Chapter of the dissertation, Part 2.5. Hegel on Being, 

Nothingness and Becoming” (pp. 66-72). These publications show an enviable mastery of the 

Hegelian dialectical method, at least as far as objective being, and more precisely, existing being, 

is concerned. And although it is true that these topics in Hegel are exemplary for each of the 

subsequent movements through the categories, would Dr. Methodiev still not be inclined to rethink 

the role of these categories in view of the category of “non-being”. In addition, how does Dr. 

Methodiev deal with the methodological objection that what is probably valid and works in the 

understanding of existing being and even essence, could be used with the same success in the 

subjective (including that relating to spiritual subjectivity) problematic. That is, how would the 

issue of “becoming” and the terms, categories and concepts related to it stand when we understand 

the subjective. 

This brings me to my next questions and comments regarding the monograph. 

First, we often come across assessments in it regarding Western philosophy, or philosophy as a 

whole and in general, which seem to be made quite broadly and are not supported by arguments. 

For example, p. 8 “…due to the extremely unsatisfactory state of philosophy in which it finds itself 

today” and the like. Although I understand the specific criticisms of some philosophical 

movements along the lines of the rational, and the technical, the empirical, the singular, etc., I still 

find such statements to be too far-fetched. Moreover, the exact opposite may be true – precisely 



because of the strengths of contemporary philosophizing, modernity is doing better than ever, even 

if it is not ideal. 

Second, the work would only benefit from an explication of the ontology of the concrete rational 

subjectivity, in view of which one can think historically, religiously, philosophically. And what 

are the relations of these subjectivities, if they are different, to the themes of creation, discovery, 

invention, creativity, innovations, etc. Do the latter have their own existence in history, religion, 

philosophy, and in what way? In light of the above question, can the understanding of the “crisis” 

of modernity be reconsidered? Finally, I would like to note something very interesting and not so 

common in such procedures. The presented “Author’s reference with contributions to scientific 

works” contains reflections that go beyond the simple reference to publications. I believe that they 

have their own philosophical value, different from the texts to which they refer. This value is 

derived from what the author himself criticizes in modern philosophy – the moment with the 

rational. It is this document that can show us what the advantages of a rational attitude to what is 

otherwise clear that only “reason” can generate, create, and create can be. This advantage comes 

from the self-demand for explication, but as an expression of the care for the universality and 

vitality of every human being achievement as reasonable (in the narrow sense of the word) and 

especially academic achievement. I would draw Dr. Metodiev's attention to reflecting on this 

moment in the competition procedure itself, as an expression of the contemporary philosophy 

within which he has created a document of special and contributing value, which he might 

otherwise have missed. In a sense, this "reference" is an achievement in itself, which I appreciate 

very highly. 

I personally know Dr. Sergey Methodiev as we participate together in academic conferences and 

seminars. I have excellent impressions of his collegial, thorough and precise work on issues of 

philosophy. His philosophical erudition and culture are undoubted, which allow him to easily enter 

the most complex and challenging topics. 

I do not notice any evidence of plagiarism or usages in an unestablished order. 

I have no co-authors publications with the candidate. 

Accordingly, to all said so far, and believing that I will receive reasoned answers to the critical 

remarks and questions I have made, I will confidently vote "yes" for the election of Dr. Sergey 

Dimitrov Methodiev for the position of "Associate Professor" in direction 2.3. Philosophy 

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

Institute of Philosophy at the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences. 

30.10.2025 

Sofia, 

Prof. Dr. Vesselin Dafov 
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