CTAHOBHIIE

3a IMCEPTAlMOHHHUS TPy HA

JIAHUEJA XPUCTOBA /IPAJIEBA

JIOKTOPaHT KbM KaTezpa ,,OunocoPpcku v moduTudecku Hayku “, dunocodcku
dakynrer, FOrozananen ynusepcurer ,,Heodur Puncku

Ha T€Ma.

,,PA3BUTHE HA KOHLEITA 32 MOJAECPHA HAYyKa Npe3 MeTapu3nIHUTe
uaen Ha Jlexapt u JlaiiOHu ™
3a IPUCHKJaHe Ha 00pa30BaTeIHa U HaAy4YHA CTEICH ,,JJOKTOp
B nipodecronanHo Hamnpasienue 2.3. dunocodus (Mcropust Ha putocodusra)

ot nou. n-p Msa bopucosa Manosa

dopmaHa XapaKTEePUCTHKA

HucepranmoHHUAT Tpya € B obuy odem or 290 cTpaHWUIM B CE€ CHCTOM OT
BBbBEJICHHUE, JIBE IJIaBH, MOpa3/ieicHy Ha maparpadu, 3aKiI0ucHIe, HAYIHH TPUHOCH U
oubmuorpadus, KbM KOUTO € J00aBeH CIHUCHK ¢ myoOnukanunute Ha Jlanuena JlpaieBa.
bubnunorpadusTa e pa3jeneHa Ha U3TOYHUIIA HA KAPHWIIKIIA, HA JIATHHWIIA © MHTEPHET
pecypcH, KaTo 00xBallla 3arjiaBusi Ha YeTUPU e3uKa (ObJArapcKu, PYCKH, aHTJIUHCKU |
HEMCKH €3HK).

ABtopedeparsT B 00emM oT 60 cTpaHMIIM KOPEKTHO MPEJCTaBsl AUCEPTALUATA.
KakTo B Hero, Taka u B OTAeNHU naparpadu Ha BBBEICHHUETO KbM JUCEPTANMOHHUS
TPY/, Ca U3SICHEHHU aKTYaTHOCTTA HAa TEMATa, MPEIMETHT H OOEKTHT, IEIUTE U 3a/ITAYHUTE

Ha U3CJICABAHCTO, 3alllUTaBaHaTa TC3a, IMPUIOKECHATA MECTOJO0JIOT U .

CTpyKTypa M ChbIAbpKAHHE

Hucepranusra Ha Jlanuena /[paneBa e mioj Ha MHOTO CepUO3HA MPOYyYBATEIHA
pabota ¥ ce oTiau4aBa ¢ J00Opo TMo3HaBaHe Ha (Quiocodckara mpobOreMaTuka u
o0mmpHa epyIauIHs, KOSTO TO3BOJSBAa HAa aBTOpKAaTa Ja C€ OpHEHTHpPa BBHB
¢unocodpckure u Hayunute aedatu Ha XVII u XVIII Bek. U3cneaBanero e B obnacrra

Ha wucTtopus Ha (uimocoduaTra, HO anEeKBAaTHOTO MY MPOBEXKIAHE H3HUCKBA ChHINO



Mo3HaHusi mo ucrtopuss U ¢uiocodpus Ha Haykara, kakButo Jlanuena [IpaneBa
0€3CIOpHO MOKa3Ba.

OTnu4HO BIieYaTIeHNE PaBU M000PHT Ha U3IOJ3BaHATA JIUTEpATypa U OCOOECHO
TOBA KOJIKO U34YepIaTesHO ca MPeACTaBeH! ObIrapCKUTE U3CIeIBaHuUs, KOETO, OT €Ha
CTpaHa € IposiBa HAa yBa)XKEHHE KbM pOJHATa HU TpaaulusA, a OT Jpyra, Cbhb3aaBa
BB3MOXXHOCT TpyAbT Ha Jlanuena JlpaieBa na ce cUTyupa B Hesl.

IlenTa, KOATO CH € MOCTaBWJIA JUCEPTAHTKATa, € Ja aHaJu3upa 3HAYCHHUETO Ha
MeTadu3MKaTa KaTo TEOpeTHUYHa OCHOBa Ha HoBaTa Hayka y [lekapt u JlaitlOHui u
3a€J]HO C TOBA B [10-001I IJIaH Jia MOKaXXe KaK yCUIuATa 3a GHI0CO(PCKO OCMUCIISHE Ha
HAyYHHUTE OTKPUTHUS U (popMHupamus ce KaTo CIEACTBHE OT TSIX HOB MHUPOTJIEI Tpe3
MOJIEpHaTa €roxa BOJAAT J0 3HAYUTENIHU pa3BUTHs BbB (punocodusra ot Jlekapt, npe3
Jlaitonun, no Kanr. ChlieBpeMeHHO U3CIIEIBAHETO CE OMUTBA Ja XBBPIU MOCT KbM
HayMHa Ha (YHKUMOHMPAHE U BB3IPUETUTE TEOPUU B CHBPEMEHHATa Hayka M Ja
pa3Kpue KOM TEOPETUYHHM IOJI0KEHHUS, TIO3HABATEIIHA NIPOLEAYPH U U3CIIEN0BATEICKN
MHCTpYMEHTH, BbBeeH! npe3 XVII B. oT ABaMara palnvoHaIUCTH, ca BCE OIIE B CHJIa
U B ynoTpeda, KaKTO U KOU TEXHHU IPEAINOJIOKEHUS HaMHUpaT MOTBBPXKJICHHE OT MO-
HOBUTE OTKPUTHSI.

C orneq Ha TO3M 3aMUCHJI IUCEPTALMATA € CTPYKTYpHUpaHa B JIBE IJ1aBH, ITbpBaTa
MOCBETEHA Hal-001110 Ha HayYHUTE u3cieaBanus Ha Jlexapt u JlaiOuui, a BTOpara —
Ha MeTau3MYHUTE UM ThpceHud. [Ipu ToBa BUCOKa OlIEHKa 3acily)kaBa TOBa, 4e
JMCepTaHTKaTa Ce aHraKHupa Jia peJCTaBy UAECUTE Ha BaMaTa aBTOPHU HE U30JIUPAHO,
W3BbH UCTOPUYECKHUSI KOHTEKCT, a B ChIIOCTaBKa C UJIEUTE U TEOPUUTE HA IPYT'H aBTOPU
OT ernoxara.

3HayMMO JOCTOMHCTBO HAa W3JI0KEHMETO B I'bpBaTa IJlaBa, a M HM300110 Ha
IUCEPTAMOHHMS TPYJ, € CTPEMEXKBT J]a C€ NPEJICTABU €/1HAa XOJIMCTHUYHA KapTHHA Ha
KapTe3uaHCKUTe PUI0COPCKU M HayuYHU HJIEH, KaTO C€ ThPCAT BPB3KUTE MEXKIY THX.
Hamupam ToBa 3a ocobeHO ymayHO, Thil kaTo oTroBapss Ha JlekapToBara BH3HA,
PBKOBOJIMIA TIPE3 TOAMHHUTE IIJIOCTHUS MY MPOEKT 3a OOHOBJIICHME Ha HayKaTa.
JlelictBurenHo /lekapT MUCIIM METOAA HE MPOCTO KATO OTIAEIHU MPOUEIYPH, BAITUIHU
B TO3M WM OH3M M3CJIEIOBATEICKU CEKTOp, a KaTo HOPMH, BAJTUJHU BbB BCHUUKHU

00JIacTH Ha TIO3HAHUETO — OT MeTau3uKara, 10 Mopana U MeauiuHara. CTpeMexbT



My € Ja 00eUHHM ISUI0TO MO3HAHUE OKOJIO €UH NPHUHIINI, KOUTO Ja € €THOBPEMEHHO
MeTapu3nYeH U METOOJIOTHUCH.

[To-HaTaThK, NPHUATHO BIEYATICHHE MpaBH oOOCHkKAaHeTo Ha JlekapTroBara
»JlHONITPUKA*, KAaKTO W HAYMHBT, MO KOWUTO € MpeACTaBeHa JUCKYCHATa OTHOCHO
CnpHuUeBaTa cUCTEMa M HW3YUCICHHETO Ha OpOWTHTE HA IUIAHETUTE, KaTo ca
pedepupaHy TMO3HWIMHUTE HA pPA3IMYHMA Y4YeHHW. VI3KIIOYHUTETHO WHTEpEecHa ¢€
ChIIOCTaBKaTa, KOSITO aBTOPKATa MPOBEXkAa MEXY BB3IJIEAUTE MO T€3U BBIPOCHU HA
Jlexapt, Hroton, Kant u ceBpemennute ¢pusunm (§5.2. KocMmonorus u actpodusuka).

B®B BTOpaTa rnaBa metagusnunute uaeu Ha Jlexapt u JIailOHuUIL ca npeacTaBeHu
W aHAIM3MPAHM TPEe3 OINpPEeAeTICHN MOHATUS ¢ 0OCOOCH aKLEHT BhpXy uaesara 3a bora n
(¢byHKIMHUTE U B BETE€ CUCTeMU. [ucepTaHTKaTa ChIOCTABS MO3UIIMUTE HA aBTOPUTE,
criopell KOouTo chilecTByBaHero Ha bora moxe (Hexapt, Jlaitonuu, Bond) wmm
ChOTBETHO HE MOXKe Ja Objae aokazaHo (KaHT) m cieacTBusita, KOUTO €IHOTO WIIH
JPYroTO MOJIOKEHHE UMa 32 MeTahU3NUHUTE, HAYYHUTE U €BEHTYATHO €TUYECKUTE UM
Bp3riiequ. CnenuanHo MSICTO B IJlaBaTa € OTHEJIEHO Ha M30CTaBSIHETO Ha
cyOcTanIannara Metadu3nKa U Mpexoaa KbM TpaHCIeHneHTanu3bpM npu Kanr. Tyk
CropeJl MEH TMOo-TIoJIpoOCeH aHaIu3 3aciuyxkaBaT u no3ununte Ha Kpuctusaa Bond mo
obchxkaanuTe npobiemu. Te ca 3acernaru HakpaTko (c. 236-238), a 6u O6wm10 100pe aa
UM C€ OTJEJIM NOBeYe MSCTO, KAKTO B KOHTEKCTa Ha LSAJIOCTHATA IUCKYCHUs, Taka U 3a
Jla ce ypaBHOBECH HU3BECTEH JucOalaHC, KOMTO ce mopaxkjaa Mopaad JaocTa Mo-
MOAPOOHOTO pa3riiekJaHe Ha HIKOU Uaeu Ha ApHO wiu ManOpaHiun B mbpBara IjiaBa
HanpumMmep. Brnpeku ToBa TpsOBa 1a ce nmoayeprae, ye B Ta3u riasa Jlanuena Jpanesa
yCHENIHO npoliemMaTusupa ,,0THOIIEHUETO BApa — pa3yMm™ (c. 6), KakBaTo € €AHa OT
dbopMynupaHuTe OT Hes 1eNid Ha u3cieaBaneTo. OCBEH TOBa B Hes TS MPaBU OMUT J1a
paskpue ,,Bpb3KaTa U poisiTa Ha 00’KECTBEHOTO B HayyHaTa npobiaemaTuka‘ (mak Tam),
KOSITO IIBK € CpeJl IEKJIapUPAHUTE B HAYAJIOTO Ha TPy/ia 3aJauu.

Bbnopocute MM KbM JAMCEpTaHTKaTa ca BbB Bpb3Ka C Taka omucaHaTa
mpo0yieMaThKa Ha BTOpaTa rjiaBa M HAMAT XapaKTep Ha KPUTHKA, a ca MPOJUKTYBaHU
OT JKEJIaHMETO MM 3a MpOAbJKaBaHe Ha Auckycusta. Ha c. 212 aBropkara nwiie:
»Jl€KapT U3X0XK1a OT OHTOJOTMYHOTO JI0Ka3aTeacTBO Ha AHcenM KeHTspObpuiicku®, a

MaJIKO IMO-J0JIY Td YTOYHsABA, UC CIIOPCH Ancenm ,»CAUHCTBCHUAT HAYHUH Ja IIO3HACM



bora e upes BsipaTa“ u ue TakaBa ,,HeCbhMHEHA Bspa (...) OTKpuBame u npu [lekapt, HO
TYK JIOKQ3aTE€JICTBOTO M3XO0KJa TJIABHO OT MO3MIMATA Ha pasyma‘. BempockT mu € 6
KaK®»8 no-moyHo cmucvia JlekapT u3X0xaa OT JOKa3aTeJICTBOTO Ha AHCEIM U KaK TOBa
TBBPJIEHUE CE€ ChOTHACA C APYTOTO — Y€ ToM (3a pa3znuka oT AHcenM?) U3X0XkAa IJIABHO
OT no3uuMsTa Ha pazyMa. 3sectHo nu Bu e nanu /lekapT € mo3HaBaJl CbYMHEHUETO Ha
AHCenM M Janu OTTaM € 3aell uaesTa 3a OHTOJIOTMYHOTO JI0Ka3aTeiacTtBo? buxre nu
MOTJIA TIO-TIOJIPOOHO Ja KOMEHTHpaTe 3araTHaTuTe OT Bac pa3nuuus B HayWHA, 10
KOWTO ca KOHCTPYMpPAaHHW JBETE JdoKa3areictBa — B ,lIlpociornon” m y Jekapr? U
HaKpasi, ako MOXKe J1a CIIOJIEJIUTE TUYHOTO CU MHEHHUE: KAKBO MHUCIUTE 32 MOJI00EH PO/
nokazaTencTBa Ha OokectBeHoTo OmTme? KakBa e cmopen Bac tsxmara cwia u

yOe IUTEeTHOCT?

3akJIroueHue

Karo usno nucepranmnoHHusT Tpyn Ha [lanuena J[paneBa e cepro3HO MPOBEACHO
HAY4YHO WU3CJe/IBaHe, M3WCKBAIIO 3a1bJI00YCHH TO3HAHUS B PA3IMYHU OO0JIACTH H
yIIOBJIETBOPSBAIIO M3HUCKBaHUsATa 3a mpupodbmBane Ha OHC ,mokrop®, xoero e
o0Ooratu mojieTo Ha OBJArapCKUTE H3CIIEIBAHUSA Ha UCTOpUATa Ha (uiocopusita Ha
HoBoto Bpeme. CowriacHa ¢cbMm ¢ dopmynupanute ot [anuena [paneBa mpuHOCHU
MOMEHTH Ha U3CJIeBAHETO.

Crnopen mpejocTaBeHUs OT AUCEPTAHTKATA CIIUCHK C Iy OIMKaIMK, TEXHUSAT Opoit
MOKPUBA U IOPU HAAXBBPJISi MUHUMATHUTE HAIMOHATHU U3UCKBAHUS 3a JIONYCKaHE J10
MyOJIMYHA 3allHTA.

Bb3 ocHOBa Ha Ipe1ocTaBEHUTE MO MPOLEypaTa MaTeEpPUaIN U MO-CIELMAIHO Ha
JIOCTOMHCTBAaTa Ha JUCEepTaluiTa Ha TeMa ,,Pa3BuTre Ha KOHIIENTa 32 MOJIEpHa HaykKa
npe3 Metadpusnunure uaen Ha [lekapt u JlailOHui“, maBam cBOATa MOJIOKHUTEIHA
OIICHKa M yOe[eHO T1acyBaM ,,3a" mpuchxaanero Ha OHC ,,mokrop* o ¢punocodus Ha

Jlanuena Xpucrosa [[panesa.

27.11.2025 . [Toanuc:

(M. Manosa)
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on the PhD dissertation

“Development of the concept of modern science through the metaphysical
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for awarding the educational and academic degree of “Doctor” in the professional
field 2.3. Philosophy (History of Philosophy) by

DANIELA HRISTOVA DRALEVA

doctoral student at the Department of Philosophical and Political Ideas
Faculty of Philosophy
South-West University “Neofit Rilski”

General information

The dissertation covers 290 pages and consists of an introduction, two chapters
(further divided into paragraphs), a conclusion, scientific contributions and a
bibliography, to which a list of Daniela Draleva’s publications is attached. The
bibliography is divided into sources in Cyrillic, sources in Roman script and Internet
resources, covering titles in four languages (Bulgarian, Russian, English and German).

The 30-page abstract briefly presents the content of the thesis, as well as the
subject matter and relevance of the study, its methodology and its limitations The 60-
page abstract adequately presents the content and structure of the dissertation. Both in
it and in separate paragraphs of the introduction to the dissertation, the relevance of the
topic, the object of study and the subject matter, aim and the tasks of the study, the

defended thesis, and the applied methodology are expounded.

Structure and content

Daniela Draleva’s dissertation is the result of very serious research work and is
characterized by a good knowledge of philosophical issues and extensive erudition,

which allows the author to navigate the philosophical and scientific debates of the 17th



and 18th centuries. The research is in the field of history of philosophy, but its adequate
conduct also requires knowledge of history and philosophy of science, which Daniela
Draleva undoubtedly demonstrates.

The selection of the literature used makes an excellent impression, especially how
comprehensively Bulgarian studies are presented, which, on the one hand, is a
expression of respect for our native tradition, and on the other, creates an opportunity
for Daniela Draleva’s work to be situated within it.

The aim of the study is to analyze the significance of metaphysics as the theoretical
basis of the new science in Descartes and Leibniz and, at the same time, to show how
the efforts to philosophically understand scientific discoveries and the new worldview
formed as a consequence of these discoveries during the modern era, lead to significant
developments in philosophy from Descartes, through Leibniz, to Kant. At the same
time, the study attempts to build a bridge to the functioning and accepted theories of
today’s science and to reveal which theoretical positions, cognitive procedures and
research tools introduced in the 17th century by the two rationalists are still valid and
in use, as well as which of their assumptions are confirmed by more recent discoveries.

In view of this intention, the dissertation is structured in two chapters, the first
devoted, generally speaking, to the scientific investigations of Descartes and Leibniz,
and the second to their metaphysical pursuits. It is praiseworthy that Draleva is
committed to presenting the ideas of the two authors not in isolation, outside of the
historical context, but in comparison with the ideas and theories of other authors of the
era.

A significant merit of the exposition in the first chapter, and of the dissertation as
a whole, is the effort to present a holistic picture of Cartesian philosophical and
scientific ideas, searching for the connections between them. | find this approach
particularly apt, as it corresponds to Descartes’ vision that guided his overall project of
science renewal. Certainly, Descartes thinks of method not simply as separate
procedures valid in this or that research area, but as a norm valid in all areas of
knowledge — from metaphysics to morality and medicine. His aim is to unite all

knowledge around a single principle that is both metaphysical and methodological.



The discussion of Descartes’ “Dioptrics”, likewise, makes a pleasant impression,
as does the way in which the debates regarding the Solar System and the calculation of
the orbits of the planets are presented, by referencing the positions of various early
modern scientists. Indeed, the comparison that the author makes between the views on
these issues of Descartes, Newton, Kant and modern physicists is extremely interesting
(85.2. Cosmology and astrophysics).

In the second chapter, the metaphysical ideas of Descartes and Leibniz are
presented and analyzed through certain concepts with particular emphasis on the idea
of God and its functions in both systems. Draleva compares the positions of those
authors according to whom the existence of God can (Descartes, Leibniz, Wolff) or
cannot be proven (Kant) and the consequences that one or the other position has for
their metaphysical, scientific and ethical views. A special place in the chapter is devoted
to the abandonment of substantial metaphysics and the transition to transcendentalism
in Kant. Here, in my opinion, Christian Wolff’s positions on the issues discussed also
deserve a more detailed analysis. They are touched upon briefly (pp. 236-238), and it
would be good to devote more space to them, both in the context of the overall
discussion and to balance a certain imbalance that arises due to the much more detailed
consideration of some ideas of Arnaud or Malebranche in the first chapter, for example.
However, it should be emphasized that in this chapter Daniela Draleva successfully
problematizes the “relationship of faith and reason” (p. 6), which is one of the goals of
the study she formulated. In addition, she attempts to reveal “the relationship and role
of the divine in scientific problematics” (ibid.), which is among the tasks declared at the
beginning of the work.

My questions to the author are related to the issues presented in the second chapter
and | am not asking them to criticize the work, but out of a desire to continue the
discussion. On p. 212 the author writes: “Descartes proceeds from the ontological
argument of Anselm of Canterbury”, and a little further down she specifies that
according to Anselm “the only way to know God is through faith” and that such
“undoubted faith (...) we also find in Descartes, but here the argument proceeds mainly
from the position of reason”. My question is: in what sense do you write that Descartes

proceeds from Anselm’s ergument and how does this statement relate to the other one,



namely that he (unlike Anselm?) proceeds mainly from the position of reason? Do you
know whether Descartes was familiar with Anselm’s work and whether he borrowed
the idea of the ontological argument from there? Could you comment in more detail on
the differences you suggest in passing in the way the two arguments are constructed —
in the Proslogion and in Descartes? And finally, if you could share your personal
opinion: what do you think about this kind of arguments for divine existence? How

strong and persuasive do you think they are?

Conclusion

Overall, Daniela Draleva’s dissertation is a serious scholarly study, requiring in-
depth knowledge in various fields, which satisfies the requirements for acquiring the
educational and academic degree of “Doctor”. It will enrich the field of Bulgarian
studies of the history of early modern philosophy. | also find convincing the main
contributions of her study to the scientific field, as formulated by Draleva.

According to the list of publications provided by the doctoral candidate, their
number meets and even exceeds the minimum national requirements for obtaining the
doctoral degree.

Taking into account the materials submitted for the procedure and, in particular,
the quality of the submitted dissertation titled “Development of the concept of modern
science through the metaphysical ideas of Descartes and Leibnitz”, I express my
positive assessment and vote in favour of awarding the educational and academic degree

of “Doctor” to Daniela Hristova Draleva.

27.11.2025 Signature:

(I. Manova)
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