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 The doctoral dissertation under review is both theoretical and empirical in character. It 

is a study of 217 pages (including the bibliography and appendices), prepared in English. The 

structure of the work is correct and meets the standards required of doctoral dissertations. The 

thesis consists of 7 chapters, a bibliography and appendices containing the research tools. 

Chapters 1 and 2 constitute the introduction and an extended theoretical framework, Chapter 3 

is devoted to methodology, while Chapters 4, 5 and 6 present the results of the analysis of the 

empirical material. The whole is concluded by Chapter 7, which serves as a conclusion and 

discussion. 

 

Substantive assessment 

 The dissertation by MA Azad Heydarov addresses a topical and complex subject, 

namely digital nomadism, focusing on its less exposed aspects – the “sufferings” in the title 

suggest a critical perspective on the negative consequences of this phenomenon. The theoretical 

framework of the work is extensive and ambitious. The Author draws on the legacy of critical 

theory and other currents, including, among others, concepts from the Frankfurt School (in 

particular Adorno and Horkheimer in the context of the dialectic of enlightenment), as well as 

Foucault (the notions of subjectivity, power and biopolitics), Bourdieu (capitals, distinctions), 

Bauman (individualisation, liquid modernity), Deleuze and Guattari (deterritorialisation and 

reterritorialisation) and Latour (actor–network theory). Particularly noteworthy is the reference 

to the thought of Siegfried Kracauer and his analysis of the “salaried masses”, which allows the 

Author to construct a historical parallel between the “spiritual homelessness” of the 1920s and 

the alienation of contemporary digital workers. 

 Such a broad selection of theories seems accurate and adequate to the topic – digital 

nomadism is an interdisciplinary phenomenon, entangled with technological, cultural and 

economic processes, and therefore a multidimensional approach makes it possible to capture 

both the macro-structural background (for example neoliberal economic transformations) and 
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the microscopic experiences of individuals. Importantly, the main conceptual framework of the 

work is the notion of “social suffering”, which the Author adapts to the analysis of the 

experiences of digital nomads within his own triadic framework, encompassing the structural, 

relational and reflexive dimensions. Already in the introduction (Chapter 1) he signals that the 

lifestyle of nomads is associated with a number of phenomena that generate suffering (both 

collective, structural and individual) – by way of example, he points to job precarity and 

gentrification as social consequences, as well as rigorous self-discipline of individuals as an 

element of their everyday lives. The Author clearly positions his work in opposition to the 

current of “advocacy research”, which uncritically promotes digital nomadism as an instrument 

of regional development or tourism, while overlooking its social costs. This approach is 

consistent with the aim and scope of the dissertation: the theoretical assumptions from the outset 

direct attention to the less obvious costs and tensions associated with digital nomadism, which 

corresponds to the main question of the work – what challenges and “sufferings” are associated 

with this lifestyle in the contemporary world. The theoretical premises are in harmonious 

correspondence with the research objectives: the Author declares that he wishes to explore the 

problems affecting the young generation in the context of digital nomadism, and the adopted 

concepts (for example neoliberal subjectivism, individualisation or disciplining mechanisms) 

constitute appropriate analytical tools for implementing this intention. 

 The discussion of the literature in the dissertation is of a high substantive level. The 

Author demonstrates excellent knowledge of the state of research on digital nomadism. In 

Chapter 1 (Introduction) he presents the origins and evolution of research on this phenomenon, 

making reference both to pioneering prognostic works from the late 1990s (for example 

Makimoto & Manners 1997, predicting mobile work made possible by miniaturisation and the 

internet) and to the most recent publications from recent years, especially after the outbreak of 

the COVID-19 pandemic, which significantly revived interest in this topic. The Author cites 

fundamental works that are now considered canonical in research on digital nomadism 

(including A. Müller 2016; Nash et al., 2018; Reichenberger, 2017; Thompson, 2018), as well 

as current empirical studies that were being published while he was pursuing his doctorate (for 

example Mancinelli, 2020; Mancinelli & Molz, 2023 on the neoliberal subjectivity of nomads, 

or works from 2021–2022 relating to the impact of the pandemic). Each of the empirical 

chapters begins with a review of the literature concerning the given aspect of the phenomenon, 

as the Author himself emphasises – each part of the work is rooted in “a comprehensive review 

of the most important research” on the given topic. As a result, the dissertation appears as well 

embedded in the mainstream of global research: nothing essential has escaped the Author’s 
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attention, while at the same time he fills a research gap by focusing on the issue of suffering 

and the social costs of nomadism, which to date has appeared rather marginally or implicitly in 

the literature. The breadth of this theoretical base – although it constitutes an undoubted asset 

of the dissertation at doctoral level – also carries a certain risk of dispersion. In future 

publications based on this thesis, it would be worthwhile to consider a more selective use of the 

most important currents and to deepen a few key threads, even at the expense of discontinuing 

some less essential references. To sum up, in substantive terms the work is theoretically mature, 

conceptually coherent and attests to the doctoral candidate’s sound orientation in the state of 

knowledge. The first criterion for assessing a doctoral dissertation has thus been met – namely, 

the demonstration of theoretical knowledge in the discipline. 

 

Methodological assessment 

 The research design has been outlined by the Author with a strong awareness of purpose 

and context. In the introduction the Author presents how he arrived at formulating the research 

problem: starting from earlier research on youth volunteering and his own generational 

experiences, he discerned in digital nomadism a phenomenon symbolic of the challenges facing 

the young generation (among others the search for autonomy under conditions of uncertainty). 

Although the dissertation does not explicitly set out a list of hypotheses or research questions 

in the form of bullet points, the aim of the work and the main research issues are discernible 

from the introductory narrative. The Author has precisely defined the scope of the study – he 

decided “to look at the phenomenon of digital nomadism itself, and not only to describe 

nomads”, which means analysing the structural and cultural determinants of this lifestyle rather 

than a simple characterisation of the nomad population. Such an approach required an 

appropriate methodological plan. In Chapter 3 (Methodology) the Author provides an 

exhaustive description of the adopted research design – he emphasises the need for a multi-

faceted, multi-level view of nomadism. He notes, for example, that it is necessary to move 

beyond an approach that treats nomadism only as a “lifestyle” detached from broader processes. 

He bases his situational approach, among other things, on inspiration from M. Archer’s 

morphogenetic approach (which indicates an intention to analyse the relationship between 

structure and agency). Overall, the description of the research concept is well thought out and 

detailed – the reader becomes acquainted both with the Author’s intellectual premises and with 

the justification of why he investigates nomadism in this particular way and not another. 

 The choice of research methods and instruments is adequate to the stated objectives and 

is presented with great care. The Author applied a qualitative research strategy, which is very 
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well suited to the exploratory nature of the topic. The methodological chapter (Chapter 3) 

explains that the research took the form of multi-sited, phased ethnography. Specifically, the 

Author combined the analysis of digital content (internet forums, social media groups, vlogs, 

etc.) with in situ fieldwork – he conducted long-term participant observation in co-working 

spaces and in shared flats rented on a short-term basis in several cities (including Wrocław, 

Baku, Kyiv, Stuttgart, Berlin, Barcelona, Porto). Additionally, he carried out in-depth 

interviews with key actors of this ecosystem. Importantly, he took into account both sides of 

the phenomenon: the Author declares that he conducted a total of more than 60 interviews, on 

the basis of which he constructed 28 composite narratives of mobile workers who identify as 

digital nomads and 12 local non-owner hosts who accommodate nomads in their own homes. 

Such a sampling strategy (a total of 40 composite narratives used) indicates an effort to capture 

a dual perspective: both that of the nomads themselves and that of the local communities with 

which they interact. 

 The Author also mentions the use of an unusual technique for presenting data – the 

creation of composite narratives based on the collected interviews. It follows that he has 

originally combined fragments of various stories into coherent accounts illustrating typical 

experiences (which is a method found in qualitative research, enabling the preservation of 

individuals’ anonymity while at the same time presenting a generalised case). The totality of 

methods – online content analysis, participant ethnography, interviews, case studies – forms a 

coherent triangulation, mutually reinforcing the credibility of the conclusions. However, the 

author did not avoid some shortcomings: the description is purely narrative in character – the 

Author presents his research activities in the form of a story about a research journey rather 

than in the standard convention of a methodological chapter. On the one hand, this makes it 

easier for the reader to follow the course of the research; on the other hand, some elements of 

the methodology are not gathered in one place but scattered throughout the text. Nevertheless, 

the essential information (how, where, when and with whom the research was carried out) is 

provided – the precision of the description makes it possible to understand the construction of 

the study as a whole. 

 The description of the research strategy and the analytical procedures employed is to a 

large extent dispersed across the entire methodological chapter (in particular sections 3.3–3.6), 

and partly also in other parts of the thesis. This makes it difficult for the reader to reconstruct 

the full trajectory of the research process. This applies especially to the transition from “more 

than sixty” in-depth interviews with three categories of actors (digital nomads, non-owner hosts, 

other stakeholders such as activists, institutional representatives and local business owners) to 
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40 composite interviews. The Author does provide numbers for the two main categories (28 

composites based on more than 40 interviews with nomads and 12 based on approximately 20 

interviews with hosts) and indicates that interviews with the third category served exclusively 

to contextualise the analysis rather than to construct composites. However, what is missing is a 

more transparent, synthetic presentation of this transformation (for example in the form of a 

separate subsection, table or diagram), showing in more detail how material from the different 

types of interviews was incorporated into the analysis. As a result, it is not entirely clear what 

the actual empirical “weight” of the third category of respondents is in the final conclusions, 

and when (and to what extent) their statements constitute the basis for interpretation. 

 The Author’s ethical reflexivity deserves particular emphasis. Mr Heydarov 

demonstrates an awareness of the potential ethical dilemmas connected with studying this 

specific population and with his own immersion in it. The methodological chapter includes a 

section discussing the researcher’s position and ethical issues – the Author explicitly describes 

his role as participant-observer and how this influenced his relationships with the research 

participants. By way of example, he shares the information that for a certain period he cohabited 

with digital nomads under study (turning his flat into a co-living space), which gave him a 

unique insight into their everyday life but at the same time required particular caution with 

regard to the boundaries of the role of researcher and host. The Author assures that the 

anonymity of all participants has been safeguarded – the empirical material collected has been 

fully anonymised through the technique of composites and sensitive details are not disclosed in 

the dissertation. This approach guarantees the protection of the respondents’ privacy, although 

on the other hand – as the Author himself notes – it limits the possibility of presenting some 

data in the work (so as not to reveal the identity of individuals). Nevertheless, this is a sound 

ethical compromise. The Author clearly adheres to the ethical standards in force in the social 

sciences and probably also obtained the relevant permissions to conduct fieldwork (although 

the issue of a possible formal approval by an ethics committee is not explicitly discussed and 

could be complemented). His self-reflexivity is also to be evaluated positively – the Author 

analyses his own impact on the research and his possible biases. Such methodological self-

awareness enhances the reliability of the study, showing that the doctoral candidate sought to 

approach his own assumptions critically as well. To summarise, in methodological terms the 

dissertation represents a high standard: adequate and diverse methods have been applied, they 

have been described in detail and with reflection, and ethical issues have been treated seriously. 

 

Empirical assessment 
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 The empirical part of the dissertation, comprising Chapters 4, 5 and 6, provides many 

original findings and insights of considerable cognitive value. First and foremost, the Author 

has assembled a unique corpus of data: both geographically and thematically it goes beyond 

what has so far been documented in the literature. The research was conducted in several 

countries and contexts (Western and Central–Eastern Europe, including less frequently 

described locations such as Baku), which makes it possible to show that digital nomadism is 

not a homogeneous phenomenon limited to “Western” freelancers – this brings a new 

perspective to the dominant image of this group. Moreover, the Author does not confine himself 

to describing the nomads themselves, but incorporates the perspective of local communities (for 

example hosts), revealing the dynamics of the guest–host relationship and the impact of nomads 

on the local environment. Such an approach (comparable to research on tourism and digital 

gentrification) constitutes a valuable contribution – it reveals the costs borne not only by the 

nomads themselves (such as stress, uncertainty) but also by the host communities (rising rents, 

legal risks for landlords, etc.), which to date has not been widely analysed. An important 

research achievement is also the attempt to develop a typology of the phenomenon. In Chapter 

6 the Author identifies several distinct types of “digitised subjectivities” within the class of 

digital nomads – for example “platform-privileged nomads”, “geoarbitrage experts”, “aspiring 

periphery nomads”, “diasporic returnees”, “minimalist (privacy-focused) nomads”, “displaced 

digital workers” and “solidarity nomads”. This categorisation is original and demonstrates the 

internal differentiation of digital nomadism, indicating that beneath the surface of a common 

label lie various trajectories and life strategies. Importantly, the Author does not confine himself 

to enumerating these types – each of them is assigned characteristic features and illustrated with 

examples from the collected stories, which makes these findings credible and cognitively 

valuable. The analysis of practices of resistance undertaken by nomads is also an important 

result: the work shows that despite pressures (for example constant self-improvement, 

competition), nomads and their allies attempt to create alternative solutions (such as shared 

housing, networks of mutual aid, encrypted communication channels) in order to regain control 

over their lives. This finding provides a more nuanced picture – nomads are not presented solely 

as victims of the system, but also as actors capable of agency. Overall, the cognitive value of 

the dissertation is high: it provides rich factual material and new generalisations that extend the 

state of knowledge on digital nomadism, especially in areas that have so far been poorly 

researched (such as the institutionalisation of nomadism in public policies, its side effects for 

local communities or the internal diversification of lifestyle forms). 
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 It is important to emphasise the consistency of the empirical part with the theoretical 

part of the dissertation. Each of Chapters 4–6 corresponds to the key themes outlined in the 

earlier parts of the work and to the three dimensions of the triadic model (structural, relational, 

reflexive). Thus, Chapter 4 addresses the theme of “negotiating the neoliberal order and 

tightening borders”, and therefore focuses on the structural dimension of sufferings – it shows 

how global policies (visa regimes, border controls) and market mechanisms affect the 

possibilities and experiences of nomads. This is a direct elaboration of the theoretical 

considerations in Chapter 2 on the impact of neoliberalism and the discourse of a “borderless 

world” on the imagination of nomads. Chapter 5, in turn, deals with precarity and gentrification, 

and is therefore located at the level of social relations – drawing on observations and interviews 

from the everyday lives of nomads and their hosts, the Author analyses the uncertainty of living 

conditions, mutual dependencies and conflicts of interest at the micro-level (in flats, co-working 

spaces). This clearly refers to the category of social suffering: housing insecurity, rising rents 

or the use of space by nomads are concrete manifestations of social suffering (both of nomads 

and locals) discussed in the theoretical framework. Particularly valuable here is the analysis of 

the perspective of non-owner hosts, who bear legal and financial risks when intermediating in 

short-term rentals. Chapter 6 in turn examines “digitised subjectivities”, that is, the reflexive–

individual dimension – here the Author draws on theories of self-discipline and surveillance 

(for example Foucault’s concept of self-surveillance and contemporary forms of algorithmic 

control). The findings concerning, for example, the use of self-monitoring tools, living under 

the pressure of algorithmic ratings or the pressure of constant availability are interpreted 

precisely in the spirit of these theories: as new forms of power acting on the individual. In this 

way, what was outlined in Chapters 1–2 (for example that nomadism requires continuous self-

discipline and is subject to the logic of digital capital) is empirically demonstrated and 

elaborated in Chapter 6. Finally, Chapter 7 (Conclusion) closes the whole, returning to the 

broader generational context: the Author relates his findings to questions about the aspirations 

and concerns of the young generation in the face of world uncertainty. This compositional frame 

renders the structure of the work well designed – the initial declaration that the study concerns 

generational challenges, including, among others, labour migration or new forms of remote 

work, is reflected in the final synthesis of the results. In short, the empirical part is closely 

linked to the theoretical assumptions, whereby the dissertation has an internal logic and 

argumentative consistency. 

 The interpretation of the results made by the Author is generally accurate and reliable 

in the context of the adopted theory. Heydarov displays great caution in formulating conclusions 
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– he bases them on the collected material, but at the same time relates them to theoretical 

concepts and earlier studies. For example, in Chapter 4 the empirical data on constraints on free 

movement (e.g. visa problems, the importance of the passport) are interpreted in terms of 

structural inequalities and the paradox of the “borderless world” – he observes that the practice 

of digital nomadism exposes existing hierarchies (passport-based, economic), which is in line 

with the theses of literature critical of the myth of global mobility. In Chapter 5, by contrast, 

descriptions of incidents in which digital nomads contribute to rising rents or make use of the 

labour and infrastructure of locals are interpreted by means of the notions of gentrification and 

platform extraction – the Author rightly points out that Airbnbisation and related phenomena 

also affect the sphere of nomadism, leading to local tensions (this conclusion is consonant with, 

for example, critical urban studies). In Chapter 6, in turn, observations of the nomads’ lifestyle 

(constant being online, self-optimisation, burnout) are interpreted as part of the culture of self-

improvement in late capitalism – this interpretation is supported both by theory (Foucault, the 

idea of human capital) and by nomads’ direct testimonies of the pressure they feel to “live the 

dream” at the expense of their health. It is also commendable that the Author perceives 

ambivalences: he does not present his protagonists in a one-dimensional way. Admittedly, he 

emphasises the negative sides (which was the aim of the work), but he also notes that these 

same people attempt to change their situation, create support communities, etc. – such a 

balanced approach attests to analytical maturity. 

 The adequacy of the interpretation also manifests itself in the fact that the Author does 

not go beyond the data – where the material permits, he formulates generalisations (for example 

a catalogue of types of nomads), but always with reservations as to the context. It appears that 

he avoids excessive generalisations: he clearly indicates that the research mainly concerned the 

context of the Global North and a specific group (freelancers in the creative/IT industries and 

their hosts), which limits the applicability of the conclusions to other regions or social groups. 

This stance adds credibility to the conclusions – the Author consciously formulates them within 

the accepted boundaries of the study. At most, it may be pointed out that at times the 

interpretations are strongly embedded in the critical perspective adopted by the Author – for 

instance, all identified mechanisms are interpreted as part of a broader critique of neoliberalism 

and technocratic capitalism. This is, of course, consistent with the premises of the work and 

does not constitute an error, although a reader with a different point of view might expect 

somewhat more discussion with alternative positions (for example with the positive narrative 

on nomadism as an opportunity for personal development). However, the Author clearly states 

in the Introduction that his purpose is not to replicate optimistic visions but to deconstruct them 
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– and he pursues this purpose consistently. This is not a criticism of the adopted perspective, 

rather an indication that in future texts the Author might more explicitly outline a dialogue with 

those more enthusiastic approaches, so that the specificity of his critical stance would emerge 

even more clearly.  

 To sum up, the interpretation of the collected data is convincing, well motivated by 

theory and makes an important contribution to the scientific understanding of the phenomenon 

under study. Furthermore, the Author offers a self-critical and nuanced account of the 

limitations of the study, including restricted access to certain spaces and infrastructures that 

shape digital nomadism, which further enhances the transparency and credibility of the 

empirical work. 

 

Critical and polemical remarks 

1. The memoir-like character of some fragments of the work. 

 In places the dissertation takes the form of a personal first-person narrative. The Author 

describes his experiences and research motivations in a very direct way – for example, in 

Chapter 1 he gives a detailed account of his meeting with the owner of a café inspired by the 

stories of digital nomads. Such sections of the text give the work a subjective colouring, at times 

reminiscent of the style of a research diary or an autoethnographic essay. It should be stressed 

that this convention is unusual for classical dissertations – traditionally, a more distanced tone 

is expected of the Author. I assume, however, that in this case the doctoral candidate’s intention 

was probably to show the context in which the research arose and his own position as a 

researcher (reflexivity). This reflexivity, although methodologically valuable, in places 

dominates over the analytical layer, particularly in the initial parts of the work. From a 

methodological point of view, qualitative research does allow for the inclusion of personal 

reflections, provided that this serves a better understanding of the research process. In my view, 

the Author is treading a fine line between scientific and essayistic style, and in some places 

crosses the boundary of “excessive” personalisation. In other words, the autobiographical 

elements that occur in the work (for example descriptions of his own feelings, decisions, 

inspirations) in several passages prevail over the analytical layer. It is to the good that they are 

rather woven in as a background and an explanation of the research motivations. Nevertheless, 

a call for moderation is justified – certain fragments (especially in the introduction and 

methodological chapter) could have been shortened or rendered in a more formal manner 

without losing their essential content. In conclusion, the work contains sections of a memoir 

character, which may raise formal doubts, but at the same time enrich the narrative with the 
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researcher’s perspective. However, one must be cautious not to let this auto-ethnographic 

inclination overshadow the object of the study. While the researcher's perspective is valuable, 

an excess of personal narrative risks shifting the focus from the structural analysis of digital 

nomadism to the author's own experience, potentially limiting the objective scope of the 

sociological inquiry. 

 

2. The style of the dissertation 

 The style of Heydarov’s dissertation differs from the conventional style of many 

doctoral theses. Instead of a cool, impersonal exposition, the Author often uses a vivid narrative: 

he writes in the first person, leads the reader through his own experiences from the field, and 

the language at times takes on an essayistic or journalistic character. For example, instead of 

formulating sentences in the passive voice (“the research was conducted...” etc.), the Author 

writes straightforwardly: “I immersed myself in online forums… I learned through everyday 

observations…”. Such phrasing indeed departs from traditional academic rhetoric. Within the 

standards of classical dissertations, a more formal and distanced tone is usually adopted. It 

should, however, be noted that in the social sciences a gradual change is taking place and the 

role of the researcher’s reflexivity is increasingly emphasised, which often entails a more 

personal writing style. In this context, Heydarov’s style may be regarded as innovative or 

experimental – he seeks to engage the reader and to reveal the “human side” of the research 

process. Nonetheless, a certain side effect is reduced clarity of the argumentative structure: 

when the narrative flows more freely, the reader must take greater care to extract the key theses. 

I believe that the work could benefit formally if the Author were to shorten some sections 

(especially introductory anecdotes or digressions) or move them to possible appendices, 

keeping the main text more rigorous. 

 

3. Difficulties in distinguishing empirical results from the Author’s reflections and the use of 

composite narratives. 

 Another remark stems from the chosen mode of narration and the use of the composite 

narrative technique. In the dissertation, empirical material and the Author’s commentary are 

often closely intertwined. The Author does not follow a clear division into “Results” and 

“Discussion” chapters; instead, each thematic chapter (4–6) simultaneously presents research 

material and interprets it. As a result, the reader must read attentively in order to distinguish 

what constitutes empirical data and what is the Author’s conclusion or interpretation or an 

element of a synthetic narrative. For example, in Chapter 5 (on precarity and gentrification) the 
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Author describes scenes observed in co-working or living spaces and then smoothly moves 

towards their theoretical discussion. He often paraphrases the interviewees’ statements instead 

of quoting them verbatim – for instance he summarises someone’s experience in his own words 

and immediately analyses it (for example in composites such as the story of Arif from Baku or 

Natasha from Porto). On the one hand, this attests to maturity (the Author generalises the 

material rather than stopping at raw quotations); on the other hand, it makes it more difficult to 

distinguish the “hard” data. The reader is not always certain whether a given opinion is a direct 

account from a research participant or already the researcher’s interpretation based on several 

accounts. I therefore consider that the transparency of data presentation could have been better. 

This lack of demarcation is not merely a stylistic imperfection but a methodological 

shortcoming. By blending raw data with interpretation, the dissertation risks compromising 

analytical transparency, making it slightly difficult to independently verify the validity of the 

conclusions derived from the composite narratives. 

 In a similar way, the transparency of the status of individual quotations in the empirical 

chapters remains limited. In the methodological section, the Author explains that the composite 

interviews are synthetic narratives in which “fictional” protagonists are constructed on the basis 

of multiple individual biographies, while at the same time indicating that selected verbatim 

statements of participants, appropriately anonymised, have been preserved within these 

narratives. At the level of reading the analytical chapters themselves, however, the reader has 

no straightforward tool to distinguish when they are dealing with a statement of an actual 

respondent (IDI) and when with the utterance of a composite character, constructed from 

multiple voices and potentially incorporating within it a fragment of a “verbatim” quotation. 

The lack of consistent marking of these different levels (for example through differentiated 

annotation or a clear explanation at first use) means that the ontological status of the cited voices 

remains partially ambiguous, which weakens the methodological transparency of an otherwise 

very interesting concept of composite interviews. 

 

4. Organisation and clarity of the chapters. 

 Chapter 3 (Methodology), although very rich in content, does not appear to be organised 

in a fully typical way. The Author includes both a description of the research procedures and 

theoretical–methodological reflections (for example a critique of the approach that treats 

nomadism exclusively as a lifestyle, and his own conceptual proposal). This duality of aims of 

Chapter 3 (being at once a report on methods and a meta-discussion) makes its structure less 

clear than it could be. The reader receives a wealth of information, but could be guided more 
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clearly through subchapters – for example separately “Research strategy”, “Description of 

sample and field sites”, “Methods of analysis”, “Reflexivity and ethics”. Certain elements of 

these topics are present in Chapter 3, but they are interwoven in the narrative. 

 Chapter 4 has a logical structure and is divided into three main sections. The Author 

begins with an analysis of visa regimes and “borders of privilege” (including algorithmic 

borders), then moves on to discuss the commodification of urban and peripheral spaces (local 

infrastructure, gentrification), and in the third part focuses on the neoliberal concept of the 

“Entrepreneurial Self” and self-optimisation. The structure of the argument in this chapter is 

clear, although a minor editorial shortcoming can be noted: each of these sections is rich in 

information drawn from the literature and data, but there is a lack, at the outset, of a clear 

“introduction” stating precisely how these sections are linked within the chapter’s thesis. 

Ultimately, the reader can piece together that the intention is to show that despite the narrative 

of freedom there are hidden borders and constraints at various levels. It could be suggested that 

better signalling of the purpose of each subsection would improve clarity. The reliability of 

Chapter 4 does not raise major concerns – the Author draws on solid sources (visa policies, 

other scholars’ research, his own observations concerning co-working spaces at borders, etc.), 

although his own empirical material is less exposed here (it is a chapter of a more contextual-

analytical character). This is not a flaw, but may raise the question of whether the Author’s 

original contribution in this chapter lies mainly in the synthesis of literature and policies. 

 Chapter 5 appears to be the most empirically dense – it contains many insights from 

observations and interviews. The structure of Chapter 5 is divided into a section on the “host–

guest” relationship and its consequences for the housing market and then (although not 

explicitly separated) a section on the emergence of support communities between nomads and 

hosts. Overall, this part is comprehensible, but its clarity could be improved through more 

explicit separation of threads. At times, transitions from describing a case (for example the 

relationship between a particular nomad and a host) to generalisation are not signalled by a 

subheading or summarising sentence, so the less attentive reader may lose the thread – for 

instance, it is not immediately clear that the Author has moved from an individual story to a 

general trend. The reliability of Chapter 5 is high: the Author confronts his own results with 

those of other studies (for example he cites works on Airbnb, on the precarity of residents in 

tourist cities, on relations in the sharing economy) and his conclusions are credible. 

 Chapter 6 is also very interesting in terms of content, but here again some informational 

overload can be observed. The Author addresses the issue of self-creation and algorithmic 

control, presents a typology of nomads (as many as 7 types, as mentioned earlier) and discusses 
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various technologies (rankings, biometric visas, activity tracking). The breadth of issues in a 

single chapter makes the structure less clear – the reader receives a series of interrelated but 

distinct threads. It would perhaps have been better to split this chapter into two parts (for 

example one devoted to digital surveillance and another to generational identity). In its current 

form, Chapter 6 requires attentive reading to understand that the notion of “digitised 

subjectivity” is the frame binding the whole – that is, how technologies and ideologies shape 

the individual identity of nomads. The reliability of the analysis in Chapter 6 is good – the 

Author draws on the collected testimonies (for example nomads’ statements on burnout, on 

dependence on platform ratings) and on the literature on algorithms. However, in terms of 

clarity he could have, for example, presented this typology of nomads and their characteristics 

in a table to make it more accessible to the reader. 

 The final Chapter 7 (Conclusion) raises minor structural reservations mainly because it 

plays a dual role – it is both a summary of the work and an additional analytical chapter dealing 

with generational issues. The Author himself acknowledges that this chapter serves to answer 

the question concerning the young generation and at the same time constitutes the conclusion 

of the dissertation. Consequently, when reading it one has the impression that in the first part 

of Chapter 7 some analyses are still being developed (for example those relating to social trust, 

the transformation of young people’s values in the context of institutional crisis), and only in 

the final paragraphs does an actual closure of the argument and formulation of concluding 

remarks occur. Such a device may somewhat affect clarity – traditionally, it is expected that no 

new analytical elements appear in the conclusion. Here, those new elements (the generational 

aspect) are indeed signalled earlier and stem from the whole (they are an answer to the questions 

posed at the beginning), yet from a structural point of view Chapter 7 could have been split into 

two: for example an analytical chapter on the generation and a separate short conclusion. In 

terms of the clarity of the final message – the work ends with a clearly formulated thesis that 

digital nomadism is not a simple recipe for freedom for young people but rather reveals and 

embodies the contradictions of the late modern world (technological optimism intersecting with 

inequalities and the need for security). This message comes through clearly, although the path 

leading to it (the structure of Chapter 7) could have been made more linear. 

 To sum up the assessment of the critical aspects: the dissertation by MA Heydarov 

indeed departs somewhat in style and composition from typical doctoral theses, which requires 

the reader to become accustomed to a different convention. In places, it loses somewhat in 

formal clarity, but does not lose in scientific value. The structure could be clearer in its details, 

yet the logic of the whole is well thought out. Scientific reliability does not raise serious doubts 
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– the empirical material is rich and properly used, and any shortcomings concern the manner of 

presentation rather than the substance. Each of the critical remarks could be relatively easily 

addressed by the Author in the future (for example by refining the editing of the text for 

publication as a monograph), which does not diminish the current value of the dissertation as a 

scholarly work. 

 

Summary 

 The dissertation “Sufferings of Digital Nomadism” by MA Azad Heydarov constitutes 

a highly valuable and original study of a new research area at the intersection of sociology, 

digital anthropology and mobility studies. The Author has successfully achieved his intended 

objective: he has revealed the hidden costs and tensions associated with the lives of digital 

nomads, demonstrating theoretical maturity, methodological inventiveness and acuity in 

empirical analysis. It is particularly worth appreciating the use of his own triadic model and the 

bold approach to data construction through composite narratives, which, despite certain risks, 

has yielded a deepened picture of the reality under study. Despite some formal shortcomings 

(an unconventional narrative style, minor deficiencies in structural clarity) the work meets the 

criteria set for doctoral dissertations – it is an original contribution to science, based on 

independently conducted, reliable research and grounded in the current theoretical context. I 

am fully convinced that MA Heydarov’s dissertation brings new and important findings to the 

body of knowledge on the transformations of work and lifestyles in the era of digital 

globalisation. I therefore assess the work positively and recommend that it be admitted to the 

further stages of the doctoral procedure, including the defence of the dissertation, and I wish 

the Author continued success in his academic career.  
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