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1. Formal basis 

The review of Neta Sagiv’s PhD thesis has been assigned to me by the Academic 

Advancement Board of The Poznań University of Economics and Business, which was 

informed to me by the letter signed by the Head of the Board, prof. dr hab. Barbara 

Jankowska. 

My review is based on the requirements included in the Act of 14 March 2003 on 

Academic Degrees and Academic Title and Degrees and Title in Art (Dz. U. 2017 poz. 1789), 

which states that PhD thesis should represent a genuine answer to the scientific problem and 

demonstrate a general theoretical knowledge of the candidate in a particular scientific 

discipline as well as the candidate’s ability to carry out scientific work independently. 

The manuscript of Neta Sagiv’s dissertation includes 172 pages, therein: the 

introduction (9 pages); six chapters consisting of 28, 16, 21, 29, 17, 17 pages, respectively; 

lists of references, table and figures, and an appendix. The thesis structure is harmonious and 

it reflects standard practices in presenting scientific works. Specifically, the dissertation 

includes a theoretical grounding of the study, methodological approach, presentation of 

results and a discussion. 

The thesis is grounded in properly selected literature (186 sources), reflecting state of 

the art in the field. Selection and usage of literature is in line with academic standards in this 

regard.  

The editorial site of the thesis is correct.  
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2. Scientific problem addressed in the dissertation  

The problem of virtual teams that has been tackled in the thesis is definitely located in 

the management and quality studies. It is also the problem of high relevance, addressing 

significant research gaps. Moreover, because of COVID-19 pandemic, the importance of the 

problem has grown dramatically, which obviously was impossible to be predicted by the 

Author, as She has stated in the Introduction (and therefore, She was unable to include this 

perspective in the dissertation). Nevertheless, the recent growth of the problem’s relevance 

definitely delivers additional value to the thesis.  

The aim of this work has been expressed as follows: “to explore the impact of the level 

of manager-employee remoteness, on the employee’s engagement and accountability”. The 

overall research question refers to: “How does virtuality affect employees’ sense of 

engagement and accountability in VTs?” (p. 84). Therefore, the Candidate locates the problem 

in the organizational behavior domain, which is fully reasonable in the case of virtual teams 

(VTs) and has a potential of contribution to this sub-discipline. The problem of VTs is still 

under-researched, and while the scope of remote working has increased much, and it is 

expected to remain as dominating form also after the pandemic finishes, there are still various 

problems that need to be answered. These problems refer, first of all, to relationships’ aspects, 

such as trust and commitment in virtual teams. In this thesis, the Author refers to another 

perspective, which also requires researchers’ attention, i.e., to problems related to the job 

itself, such as its perceived remoteness, employee engagement and accountability. The latter 

construct is not very common in the organizational behaviors’ studies. Doing research in this 

domain, I have never met this construct included in research model. But in my opinion, 

including accountability in the study makes this thesis valuable, due to the possibility of 

testing the construct in the Author’s project. On the other hand, the construct of perceived 

remoteness has been proposed by Neta Sagiv specifically for the purpose of this thesis. 

Although both constructs have not worked fully satisfactory in the proposed model (i.e. the 

hypotheses were not supported), I perceive introducing them to the PhD project as valuable. 

In sum, my evaluation of the scientific problem addressed in the thesis is positive.  

 

3. Methodological approach and quality of communication 

The Author presents satisfactory competences in research, both in reviewing state of 

the art and conducting own empirical study. Among advantages of this work, I would like to 

emphasize specifically the Candidate’s efforts to justify all research decisions made in this 

project. Also, my evaluation of the results’ discussion made in the thesis is very positive.  
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At the same time, there are some issues I should mention in this review, particularly as 

guidelines for the Authors, if She considers future academic career.  

While the Author’s intentions are well explained, as I have stated before, it is not 

really clear why engagement and accountability have been selected for the research model. 

Taking into account that the Author, when presenting the theoretical grounding, refers to 

many aspects of working in virtual teams (maybe even unnecessarily), it is unclear why only 

the aforementioned constructs have been included in the model. Moreover, a justification of 

hypotheses in not very clear; notably, there are quotations presented there, which 

origins/sources are not specified (e.g., on p. 69 “when am I at work and when I’m not"). I 

guess these are catchwords proposed by the Author, but the form suggests these are 

quotations derived from other sources.  

I have also some comments to the thesis structure, i.e. the chapters’ order and their 

content. Subchapter 2.6., which is entitled “The construct of VTs – from condition to degree” 

(the title which I do not fully understand), includes the definition of VT, which should be 

presented at the beginning of the theoretical background. In this subchapter, when referring to 

the need of defining virtual teams, the Author emphasizes the need to start with defining the 

term of “a team”; but in fact, She devotes very little attention to this. In chapter 5, the 

methodological justification presented in the subchapter 5.3. should appear earlier (e.g. at the 

beginning of the chapter), as the general research background.  

Some subchapters’ tittles are misleading. For example, 2.1., “Chronological 

development of VTs”, does not present actually the chronology of VT development. In fact, 

the subchapter presents antecedents of VTs’ development, such as globalization. In 2.4. 

(“Organizational factors affected by VTs”), technology mediated communication is 

mentioned which does not seem to be the organizational factor affected by virtual teams. In 

this context, also problems of attribution and categorization are presented. They are 

significant in team-work; however, it is not convincing if these phenomena are relevant to 

virtual teams; the Author does not discuss the problem based on appropriate literature on VTs. 

All in all, the selection of content in this subchapter is not consistent and to some extent, the 

presentation is quite superficial. In 2.5., three propositions of drivers affecting VTs are 

presented. As the Author says, “these clusters are not exclusive and several drivers overlap”. 

Therefore, these propositions should be discussed in synthetizing way. In 3.1. (“Employees’ 

personal attitudes”) the Author presents issues not fully relevant to the title, including 

relationships between managers and employees, and communication problems. In general, it 

would be much better if the Author focused in the theoretical part of the dissertation on the 
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merit, rather than describe very wide scope of problems in a way which was finally rather 

chaotic and superficial. 

Among other minor issues related to the thesis structure, the Introduction should 

briefly present the empirical study, and chapter 3 should not include a subchapter 3.1.1. while 

there is no 3.1.2. 

There are also some minor issues related to the precision of terms used by the Author. 

In chapter 5, the measures are presented, including the Author’s idea of the construct of the 

“perception of remoteness by employee”. It is based on five dimensions, including 

“psychology” which seems to be not really appropriate term here. Particularly, it is because 

this dimension refers actually to the loneliness, while the “psychology” is very broad term 

referring primarily to the discipline of science. The problem of precise language appears also 

on p.42, where the Authors mentions that: “The lack of one singular and clear definition of 

the phenomenon brought up several issues: limitation, unreality, technology focus, 

terminological difficulties, difficulties in measurement”. In fact, the term “limitations” 

encompasses all other issues, i.e. unreality, technology focus, terminological difficulties, 

difficulties in measurement.  Further, on p. 136, it seems that work engagement is confused 

with commitment, while these are the constructs of completely different nature. The Author 

says: “Employees’ Engagement is an emotional bond which is developed between the 

workplace and the employee, and the energy and passion that employees feel towards their 

jobs and their managers, leading to emotional and intellectual commitment to their 

organization”. In fact: 1) engagement reflects an employee relation to the job, not the 

workplace; 2) it does not reflect the attitude to managers; 3) the construct of organizational 

commitment does not include the intellectual dimension. 

The thesis is written with good language style and there are only few minor issues. For 

example, there is an inconsistency in using “we”, “I” or “the author” when referring to the 

Author. There are also contractions used (e.g. “don’t”, “won’t”, p. 13) which is not 

recommended in formal communication such as dissertation or scientific paper. It happens 

that the language is gender-biased (p. 47 “…the aspect of the employee, especially his 

personal attitudes…”; p. 98: “…the more the employee interacts face-to-face with his direct 

manager, the more he will feel he belongs, that he is significant, that he relies less on 

technology…”); the easiest solution is to use plural nouns which are neutral (it is 

recommended by most of the publishing houses nowadays). It would be also better to use a 

dash instead of the colon in the “employee: manager relationship”.  
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Regarding the editorial side, the thesis is prepared in satisfactory way; nevertheless, 

there are some untidy parts (e.g. the beginning of 3.2.2. on p. 53). In general, it seems that the 

Author could use figures/tables more often to present the content. For example, the research 

sample could be presented in the figure or table. 

 

4. Results 

The study conducted by Neta Sagiv led to supporting or rejecting specific hypotheses. 

The results have been discussed by the Candidate, based on literature, and I have found this 

discussion as rather strong point of the thesis.  

The construct of accountability did not prove to be significant in the model. However, 

I would not agree with the Author that Cronbach alpha is low in this case; the coefficient of 

0.71 is a good result. I would rather say that the construct is quite weird, which is also 

confirmed, in a way, by very rare use of this construct in research. It may be also less relevant 

to describing characteristics of work in VTs. Anyway, results of using the construct in this 

thesis is significant, contributing to the discussion of relevance of this construct in 

organizational behavior studies. 

On the other hand, the construct of engagement fits definitely better to the model, 

which confirms that it is more appropriate in explaining organizational behaviors, which is 

also confirmed by its presence in studies of other researchers. 

The construct of the “perceived remoteness”, which was proposed by the Author, has 

received good Cronbach’s alpha. Although not all hypotheses related to it have been 

confirmed, the proposed construct is interesting. It requires further research to prove its 

validity.  

The thesis presents the study implications, both theoretical and practical, followed by 

the study limitations. They latter could include also the common method bias, which is one of 

the main problems of self-reported cross-sectional studies. 

 

5. Conclusion 

My evaluation of Neta Sagiv’s PhD thesis is positive. It is justified by the choice of 

the study’s problem, the merit, research methodology, empirical findings and editorial quality. 

Specifically, this positive assessment derives from:  

- relevance of the research problem, 

- grounding the discussion in rich selection of literature and data from primary source, 

enabling accomplishment of thesis aims and verifying research hypotheses, 
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- research methodology proving the Author’s competences in identifying research problems, 

selecting and designing research tools, analyzing and interpreting obtained results, 

- the thesis structure and language showing the Author’s ability to compose a scientific paper. 

 Posted in the review comments do not diminish the value of the work, and at the same 

time, in some cases, are debatable. On the bases of the overall assessment of the dissertation I 

state that the doctoral thesis of Neta Sagiv meets requirements defined in the Act of 14 March 

2003 on Academic Degrees and Academic Title and Degrees and Title in Art. On the basis of 

what is stated above, I recommend that the permission for a public defense of the dissertation 

can be granted. 

 

 

 


