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1. General presentation of the procedure and the doctoral student 

By order No. RD-38-150 / 17.03.2025 of the Rector of Sofia University "St. Kliment Ohridski" (SU), 

I have been appointed as a member of the scientific jury for ensuring a procedure for the defense of 

a dissertation on the topic "Land in the context of prioritization of renewable energy sources: 

meanings, boundaries and actors (on the example of an energy park in two Bulgarian villages)" for 

the acquisition of the educational and scientific degree "doctor" in field of higher education 3. Social, 

economic and legal sciences, professional field 3.1 Sociology, anthropology and cultural sciences, 

doctoral program Sociology (General Sociology ) . The author of the dissertation is Rosalina Yankova 

Todorova - a full-time doctoral student at the Department of Sociology and Human Sciences with 

scientific supervisor Assoc. Prof. Dr. Petya Slavova. 

The set of materials presented by the doctoral student on paper is in accordance with the national and 

internal university requirements of the University for the development of the academic staff. 

According to the attached biography, the doctoral candidate has significant research experience. The 

number of scientific publications also reveals this, as well as the variety of issues she has dealt with 

even before focusing on the research of her doctoral thesis. Participation in diverse projects reveals 

the diverse directions in which Todorova has worked as a fieldworker and analyst. Her research 

interests are in the field of migration, intergroup relations and the issues of minority and vulnerable 

groups.  

 

2. Relevance of the topic 

The dissertation's issues undoubtedly deal with an extremely topical contemporary problem, the 

dissertation is in the field of eco-sociology, which is poorly developed in Bulgaria, which makes it a 
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contribution to its development, and to the understanding of global ecological contexts and their local, 

Bulgarian manifestations. The study traces the processes of changing the status of agricultural lands 

and the symbolic, political and economic clashes between the defenders and opponents of energy 

parks. The research terrain of two Bulgarian villages allows these processes to be traced in depth and 

to reveal the diverse actors, interpretations and positions that these new land uses give rise to. Such 

studies can provide an important perspective on the possibilities and impossibilities of bottom-up 

policies when implementing actions related to the Green Deal. The dissertation "Land in the context 

of prioritization of renewable energy sources: meanings, boundaries and actors (on the example of an 

energy park in two Bulgarian villages) is undoubtedly not only relevant but also a significant work. 

3. Knowing the problem 

Through her dissertation work, Rosalina Todorova reveals herself as a talented researcher who 

carefully researches a particular case study, thoroughly follows up on the possible actors in the 

processes she observes, and also demonstrates a comprehensive knowledge of the scientific literature 

she works with. The specific case  is based on an in-depth study of several years. The chosen approach 

is not to follow a specific hypothesis or theoretical model, rather to be led by the field work itself.  

4. Research methodology 

The methodology chosen by the doctoral student certainly fulfills the research goal set, to understand 

the different meanings that land acquires for different actors, as well as to understand whether it is 

possible to solve a specific social problem, regarding “how is consensus achieved on which is the 

priority use of land that should be preferred and applied to the common limited land?” (p. 5). The 

study of contradictory interpretations and uses of land is seen as a legal and social problem. The aim 

of the study is to discover and identify the processes of construction, but also the resolution of 

contradictions around land and to highlight the interdependence between the attitude of actors towards 

land and how it influences its desired uses. and to take into account the ways in which the meanings 

of land and the relationships between actors are dependent (ibid.). 

To achieve the research goal and answer the above questions, which are leading the study, an adequate 

methodology has been selected. The positions of the diverse actors have been reached thanks to 

interviews with a total of 20 respondents - residents of the villages of Knizhovnik and Dolno 

Voivodino, municipal councilors, an ecologist and two entrepreneurs building RES. Other methods 

complementing the study are the work with legal and regulatory documents, archives of publicly 

available documents. This achieves a dense picture of the study. 

 

5. Characterization and evaluation of the dissertation work and contributions 

The doctoral student shows her potential to define and analyze a scientific problem, as well as to 

make a critical analysis of the theoretical texts used. In the introductory part and in the first chapter, 

the study is presented, but also the specificity of the socio-ecological systems and it is argued why 

they are not fully applicable to the studied case. The approach of following the terrain, not the theory, 
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for me also demonstrates Todorova's research maturity. In the analysis of what the land is, the author 

reveals its "peculiarity" or distinctiveness, and the fact that accepting it only as a resource hides, 

ignores, and does not encompass its cultural and social essence. In the social sciences, there is an 

approach to analyzing the human-nature relationship, which is interpreted as a process of 

"enculturization" of the natural environment by humans. In this way, the transformation of the natural 

world into a socialized, culturally influenced one is analyzed, which occurs as a result of the 

transformation of a person or a human community of the environment surrounding them. It goes from 

being devoid of people to being enlivened by them. This is also a process of transformation of nature 

and its transmission to cultural contexts, uses and interpretations. Todorova’s approach is to analyze 

these processes through “socialization”, a concept that reveals similar processes, but in a more limited 

manifestation. In my opinion, leaving only this scientific paradigm and integrating other approaches 

to the analysis of the interdependence between man and his environment would provide an 

opportunity for a more in-depth analysis of the studied case, but also an opportunity to argue the 

concept of socialization and its choice among existing and other theoretical approaches. 

In the context of the socialization of land, but also its politicization and economization, it is precisely 

the understanding of cultural contexts that is very important. The author has a sensitivity to different 

contexts and the collected significant empirical material, archives and documents are presented in 

detail and in interrelation. Through detailed documentation in the interviews that the author 

conducted, deep personal, group cultural overlays are revealed, which, as is later proven in the text, 

are not taken into account when land becomes a business or politics. The resistance of local residents 

is largely based on this special relationship of man with his surrounding environment. In the text, this 

is skillfully interpreted as a “special resource significance of the land” (p. 38). Namely, the specificity 

of land as a common good is rooted in its specific role in the formation of personal and collective 

identity. Thus, individuals connect in a community as fellow countrymen, and fellow countrymen 

share a lasting emotional connection with the village and the rural land. This symbolic connection 

also models certain habitual practices that are permissible or not for a collective interaction with the 

land. These principles of building group identity are only segmentally presented, and in my opinion, 

their deeper analysis would help to provide a clearer understanding of one's position in the conflict 

under consideration. 

The dissertation very closely captures, documents and analyzes the different actors and their polarized 

interpretations regarding land uses. These diverse views on land are also directly dependent on the 

proximity of each of the groups of actors to the territory on which the technological park is planned 

to be located. The emergence of different interpretations of land uses also reveals the processes of 

imposing certain practices and interpretations as correct, permissible, discursively argued. Thus, both 

positions For and Against the construction of a solar park are a kind of clash of two discourses. One 

(that of the rural community, which is against) will retain its dominance and will not transform either 

the semantic interpretations or the practices associated with the territory of the village. The territory 



4 

 

under discussion has a borderline character. It is both part of the settlement and has a specific 

liveliness, different from the public-private spaces of the village. The interviews reveal that this space 

is burdened with a special status of nature belonging to the village. The dissertation presents how 

with the change in the discourse and with who is empowered to decide on the future uses of the land, 

processes of transformation are already underway, not only the presentation of new practices (the 

land to be transformed into a technology park), but with this new understandings of it begin to be set. 

The retention of current uses also becomes a kind of opposition to the investment fruits. 

For me, these two positions and the processes of renegotiation, the clash of positions is a 

demonstration of some discursive struggles. But this approach is missing from the text, although it 

could help for a denser social analysis of the studied processes. For me, the definition of the land as 

a “historical object” is problematic – it has existed and will exist (at least) since, while and after 

humans, societies, groups, society exist” (p. 39). Even more so in the context of the introduction of 

the concept of “cultural landscape”, which provides a specific point of analysis of the interaction 

between humans and nature, in which the socio-cultural and natural are intertwined in the creation of 

hybrid forms of interaction such as the cultural landscape. Here, the focus for me is more appropriate 

to be not on historicity, but on cultural uses and interpretations, which much more densely reveal the 

renegotiation of collective meanings and uses of different spaces. 

In this context, the statement that “Knowledge about the land and the way in which it can be used by 

rural people is passed down from generation to generation. This knowledge dates back to the parents 

of the current users and its use (and definition) in this and no other way is a kind of testament to 

continuity” (p. 98). In my opinion, this statement is too general and uncritical, and also ignores the 

previous uses of the land by the generations in question back in time. The respondents themselves 

probably make a similar claim, but it needs to be analyzed critically and with knowledge of both the 

current and past contexts. Such an approach would make visible a very important and interesting 

transition, in which the land as a village is not only loaded with diverse emotional, cultural and 

historical contexts that can be passed down through generations, but which can also be transformed. 

Thus, the land of livelihood for the village in the present is mainly thought of and used, as revealed 

in many places in the text, primarily as a place to "spend free time". 

In the section “Land as Progress” it is claimed that “The majority of the villagers are trying to save 

the land from “foreign interference” (pp. 27-28, 133, abstract) because “through it they are trying to 

preserve the village, the rural way of life and the rural in people (in themselves) exactly as it is” 

(Abstract). Such a statement is also supported by empirical material, but for me it gives a one-sided 

direction of analysis. Again, as readers, we are directed towards the desire of the villagers to preserve 

their lives “as before” according to the established and agreed upon order by them as a kind of 

community. For me, what is not problematized here is that the new uses and the new order that comes 

with them, which will be crises in this “so far” or “as usual”, are also symbolic battles in the context 

of Bourdieu, in which power relations are replayed. In many contexts, the opposition of the rural 



5 

 

population to the actions of the municipality and the investor, can be read as the reluctance of the 

locals to give the right over the rural lands to actors external to the community. Here the analysis 

leads us through the dilemma of who has the right to decide about nature - the inhabitants of a given 

place and connected to it through ancestral and collective memory, or the legalized property, which 

is owned by legal entities external to the community. Thus, the heirs confront the legal owners. The 

text wonderfully presents these distinctions and concludes that with regard to the land, different social 

actors are distinguished: “those who use it with love, knowledge and dedication from those who use 

it only for economic gain), not only binds the land to these practices and people, but as if to bend the 

time placed in space” (p. 99 and Abstract). 

The dissertation reveals through its analysis of the possible and desired uses of land how they are 

transformed according to the positions of the different actors in this field of symbolic and legal battles. 

The more formal the relationship with the land, the stronger it has the appearance of a resource. The 

more informal it is, the uses begin to be increasingly “intimate”, personal, and the arguments for the 

relationship with this territory go beyond legal statements, and are based on an emotional connection 

based on personal experience and collectively enlivened. This leads to the disposition of the land as 

nature, as an environment, as a symbol or memory and the opposition of the land as a resource, 

investment, capital (real and symbolic), with which to trade. The question is to what extent these two 

differentiated positions, interpretations and discourses could meet, reconcile and build a new 

understanding of the land, in which they meet, and are not in counterpoint. 

In the part of the dissertation that analyzes the construction of the land as a terrain for RES, the clashes 

“for” and “against” are revealed, which are related not only to the monopoly over symbolic violence 

- about who will decide the fate of the land and the village, as related to it, but are also clashes for 

imposing a certain understanding of the land. according to the rural population, external to the 

community, with their new economic uses, which in some way make the land meaningless as a rural 

- providing livelihood, giving an idea of roots, carrying meaningful meanings that can build the 

personality and the community. The land receives not only a different new status and owner-user, but 

also a new essence-identity. Thus, what is defined institutionally as infertile, deserted land validates 

its different uses of land with a different status and gives the right for it to be seen as a terrain for 

investment for RES. 

The text of the dissertation provides serious material for further analysis and discussions, covering a 

current issue that is examined with a skillful research sense and analyzed with reasoned statements 

and appropriate theoretical models. Regardless of the above-mentioned critical remarks, for me 

Rosalina Todorova's text shows a serious and in-depth research work on a current and significant 

social, economic and political problem. In addition, the work contributes to understanding the diverse 

contexts in which different actors interpret the land. Even if the central part of the work does not leave 

the initially set desire to understand the human-nature relationship, the text provides rich material for 

future analysis in this direction. 
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6. Assessment of the doctoral student's publications and personal contribution 

The attached publications present separate fragments of the dissertation work. They are scientific 

publications that show the skills of the doctoral student to present her research in shorter scientific 

genres. The expressed personal contribution in the abstract is adequately defined. To this I can add 

the work of the doctoral student in an undeveloped research field in Bulgarian science. Also the 

significant field material, which makes it possible not only to understand the processes in a narrow 

local context, but also would help to improve strategies at the local and national level in terms of 

stimulating the development of the regions, in which to include an active dialogue with citizens. To 

work in the context of reconciling policies from above with those from below, of economic and 

political interests with those of the social and aesthetic needs of the population. 

 

7. Autor's abstract 

The abstract correctly reflects the content of the dissertation, which is not an easy task for such a 

diverse work and the conclusions and analysis it contains without being too extravagant. It 

corresponds to the required structure and key points of the dissertation. The abstract correctly reflects 

the achieved results, as they are formulated in the dissertation, and the contributing points are also 

described. 

8. Recommendations for future use of the dissertation contributions and results 

I would recommend that the dissertation be published in whole or in part. 

IT IS LOCKED 

In summary of everything stated so far and based on the scientific  

contributions of the dissertation I propose to the esteemed members of the scientific jury to award the 

educational and scientific degree "Doctor" to Rosalina Todorova in the professional field 3.1. 

Sociology, Anthropology and Cultural Sciences (Sociology). 

 

14.06 . 20 25 years old    

Prepared by : Assoc. Prof. Dr. Elitsa Stoilova 

                                                                                                                                                                                        


