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1. Introduction

Studies in academic writing have often focused on writers’ interpersonal intervention in the texts, marked by the use of hedges (Hyland, 1994; Salager-Meyer, 1994), voice (Tardy, 2012; Matsuda, 2015), and markers of authoritativeness and authorial presence (‎Ivanič & Camps, 2001; Martinez, 2005), as well as appraisal, stance and evaluation (Ferrari & Gallardo, 2006; Martin & White, 2005). However, much fewer studies (see, for example, Gere, 2019) have explored how personal experiences and identities of student writers are formed and manifested in the texts they have to produce. Since it is extremely important to broaden our understanding of learning and writing practices at universities, we attempted to perform an analysis of student writing experiences by involving an ethnographic research perspective. As known, ethnographic research aims to learn from insiders what counts as cultural knowledge, i.e., insider meanings (Agar, 2006). The methods of ethnographic studies are qualitative in their nature as they use non-numerical and unstructured data considered within various theoretical and methodological paradigms. Consequently, this chapter presents a qualitative study of the various aspects of student writers’ self in the transcribed texts of semi-structured interviews with students from European universities, who shared their experiences of writing Bachelor’s and Master’s theses in local contexts. The chapter begins with a description of the instrument used, i.e., the research interview, followed by the theoretical background with regard to the concept of self and discussion and generalization of the results of the analysis.

2. Research interview and narrative
Interviews play an important role in social sciences where they are used for collecting qualitative data across many disciplines. Wide dissemination of interviewing in social research generally stems from a number of factors: 1) internal evolution of science, 2) “a general societal development toward a dialogical culture” (Kvale 2006, p. 489), and 3) interest in the self “as the enactment of ethical and ideological commitments” (Atkinson & Silverman, 1997, p. 313), characteristic of postmodern market society. 

The qualitative research interview is a method, or tool, used to collect in-depth evidence of people’s opinions, experiences, ideas and thoughts as well emotions and feelings. It is grounded in “the meanings that life experiences hold for the interviewees” (DiCicco-Bloom & Crabtree, 2006, p. 314) and thus stimulates the subjects to share, analyze and reflect on their personal stories, experiences, and needs, helping researchers to delve into human life. 
The communicative situation of interviewing, on the one hand, places the interviewee as if in the limelight and, thus, provokes, as Hammersley (2003) rightly indicates, his/her “preoccupation with self-presentation and/or with persuasion of others, rather than being concerned primarily with presenting facts about the world” (p. 120). On the other hand, the interviewee’s talk is influenced by the context of interaction and the prominent aspects of the identity of the interviewer (Mann, 2011). Therefore, the self of the interviewed person emerges as a discursive co-construction between the interviewer and interviewee in the context of an interview. 

Interviews are often transcribed, turning into coherent edited accounts of conversations which took place in the past and, thus, produce “an effect of narrativity” (Masschelein et al., 2014, p. 29). The researchers studying interviews (see, for example, De Fina, 2009; Hyvärinen, 2008; Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009; Masschelein et al., 2014; Mishler, 1997; Steuer & Wood, 2008; Wiles, Rosenberg & Kearns, 2005) quite often mention or emphasize the conspicuous presence of narratives, that is, stories consisting of a sequence of connected events with a clear beginning and end, in the interviews. For example, Steuer & Wood (2008) explain that interviewing provokes storytelling, since human experience is more easily rendered through narratives which possess an organizational force, “make sense of a chaotic and senseless world” (p. 575) and enable their authors to construct, invent and re-invent their identities.

In ethnographic narratives, the narrator, in our case a thesis writer, provides us with details or significant events from their lives that lead towards the phenomenon explored, in our case the thesis writing process and defense. The author of the ethnographic narrative also unveils interweaving personal experiences and reflections related to the activity talked about. In other words, the circumstances in an ethnographic narrative are represented as perceived by the narrator. 
The interview accounts used in this study can, thus, be treated as combinations of narrative episodes. The narrators in such personal stories, or thesis writers, describe significant events from their lives that lead towards the phenomenon explored, in our case, the thesis writing process and defense. They also deal with personal experiences and reflections related to the activity talked about, representing the contexts and circumstances as subjectively perceived. The involvement in into story-telling allows thesis writers (1) to reflect upon their past actions while simultaneously interpreting them in the process of narrating them and (2) even to combine the selves of the past with those of the present, and/or with the projected selves of the future (Ochs & Capps 1996). Arguing along the same lines, Giddens (1991) claims that through a narrative and the continuous process of reflection we (re)construct identity, or manifest “reflexive project of the self” (p. 52). Proceeding from this standpoint, we will further try to show the dimensions of this “reflexive project” of the thesis writer’s self, which become visible in the process of analyzing the interview texts. This self is constructed in the process of telling the thesis-writing stories which unfold in the course of interviewing and defines students as aspiring members of the academic field they are entering into conversation with.
3. The writer’s self from a theoretical perspective
In this work we approached the concept of self as a combination of autonomous writer’s voice and identity in academic contexts, i.e., we looked at how the self was expressed by students when they talked about their thesis-writing experience.

The concept of self has been explored as a social, psychological and linguistic concept. In relation to language learning, Norton (2000) demonstrated, through several case studies, that language learner’s identity cannot be explored without referring to the sociocultural context in which the identity is constructed. Other scholars also explored the relationship between the language learner’s identity and the sociocultural context of the target language community (see Bucholtz & Hall, 2005; Shuck, 2010). According to Norton’s (2000) concept of identity, learners construct, accept or reject various identities through the interactions in which they participate within a certain social context. This implies that the process of constructing identity is dynamic and ongoing, i.e., the process is understood as learners speak (Norton, 2011). Similarly, for Newkirk (1997) identity is an integral part of participation in discursive interaction, and for Hall (1996) identities are “points of temporary attachments to the subject positions which discursive practices construct for us” (p. 6).
Grounding their work in sociocultural linguistics, Bucholtz and Hall (2005) suggest that identity could be analyzed as a “centrally linguistic phenomenon” (p. 586), which means considering linguistic choices that speakers make and the extent to which these choices denote various dimensions of their identities. Such choices are essential means by which we construct our identities and by which others construct identities for us. The notion of the self is close to that of “voice” in writing, which we approach as defined by Elbow (1981), seeing individualized voice as an expression of opinion, voice as marking authorial presence, and voice as personal experience. Adding a linguistic perspective to this vision, Hyland (2008) defines voice as “the ways writers express their personal views, authoritativeness and presence” (p. 5). As a marker of authorial presence, voice can be traced in the use of first person pronouns in conjunction with opinion verbs (see Petric, 2010).

Other authors have also emphasized the multifaceted structure of academic identities. For example, Ivanič distinguishes between four aspects of writer identity, which includes that of an author producing a particular piece of writing, autobiographical self, discoursal self, and self as author (Ivanič 1998, p. 23). Starfield and Ravelli (2006), in their study of a textual self in New Humanities theses, foreground the reflexive writer’s self in addition to other selves manifested by the first-person pronoun and revealed by other authors, such as I as guide, researcher, opinion holder or originator. Lee and Roth (2004) show how in a semi-structured interview, the interviewed scientist (called McArthur) develops a multilayered identity of a knowledgeable professional, the leader of a successful interdisciplinary team, passionate researcher, proclaimer of objective truth, and expert communicator of science. As Lee and Roth emphasize, “these facets of MacArthur’s identity arose within the context of that particular interview and the historical events that preceded and influenced the interview” (Lee & Roth 2004, p. 21).

In this chapter we consider writer’s self as embracing personal opinions, authoritativeness and presence revealed through the analysis of interview accounts. Personal opinions discussed in the interviews are used to justify students’ actions during the thesis writing process. In regard to authoritativeness and presence, they mean, in our case, finding a balance and understanding of the specific academic requirements, which leads to building survival skills at a BA or MA level, in order to successfully complete the thesis production and defense. Overall, the self can be seen as a personal experience which constitutes the legitimate object of analysis based on interview accounts. 
4. Data and approach
The data were collected through interviews conducted within the framework of a project COST Action IS1401 ‒ “Strengthening Europeans’ Capabilities by Establishing the European Literacy Network (ELN)” (2014-2019). Through this Action, reading and writing research communities across Europe were joining, integrating their findings, and aligning their agendas in order to develop an integrated and inclusive approach to foundational literacy development across Europe.
One of the numerous activities, a minor project, implemented under the auspices of the Action, focused on thesis writing at European universities. It was carried out by a group of international researchers, interested in various aspects of academic writing. The major goals of this project were to explore what writing a BA or MA thesis means from the thesis writers’ perspectives, to identify the significant experiences thesis writers face during the process of writing, to analyze how they manage these significant events, and to disclose what students have learned during thesis writing both about writing and about their subject. As can be seen, the goals of this project are quite relevant to the theme of the present chapter. The project was based on semi-structured qualitative research interviews with BA or MA students from a number of European universities. The interviews were conducted either in English or in the student’s native language, transcribed (the latter were translated into English) and coded. The parental codes applied were Support, Writing Process, Type of Learning/Learning outcomes, Emotions, Conditions/Environment, Struggles/Difficulties and Coping with them, Polices and Procedures, and Genre.
For the purposes of this study, ten coded transcripts of the interviews from the following European countries were analyzed: Romania (1), Norway (1), Macedonia (1), Ukraine (1), Malta (1), Portugal (3), Bosnia (1), and UK (1). Table 1 provides demographic information on the participants, fields of their studies, and languages of interviewing.
Table 1. Interviewees

	Participant
	Age
	Gender
	L1
	Discipline
	Language

of study/instruction
	Language of the thesis

	MK
	Early 20s
	F
	Macedonian
	Pedagogy/Social sciences
	Macedonian
	Macedonian

	BiH-1
	Late 20s
	F
	Bosnian
	Anglo-American Literary studies
	English
	English

	NOR-2
	Late 20s
	F
	Italian
	International Education
	English
	English

	UK
	Early 30s
	M
	English
	Literature
	English
	English

	UKR
	Early 20s
	F
	Ukrainian
	English studies
	Ukrainian. English
	English

	MAL
	Early 20s


	F
	Maltese
	Human Language Technology
	English and Maltese
	English

	ROM-2
	Early 20s
	M
	Romanian
	Public Policy and Advocacy
	Romanian
	Romanian

	POR-1 
	Early 20s
	M
	Portuguese
	Statistical Literacy
	Portuguese
	Portuguese

	POR-2
	Early 20s
	F
	Portuguese
	Education/Social Sciences
	Portuguese
	Portuguese

	POR-3
	Early 30s
	F
	Portuguese
	Literature
	Portuguese
	Portuguese


As seen from the Table, five interviews were conducted in L1 (three in Portuguese, one in Romanian, and another one in Ukrainian) and then translated into English. The other interviews were conducted in English. The analysis was performed both on the English and translated texts. 
Following Bucholtz and Hall’s (2005) vision of identity as a linguistically manifested phenomenon, we performed our analysis of the various dimensions of student writers’ “selves” based on the thorough linguistic scrutiny of interview accounts. We assumed that in the context of interviewing, thesis writers construct their identities and own versions of reality. The immediate goal of the scrutiny was to reveal and pinpoint the linguistic choices interviewees make to foreground different facets of their selves. 
The study conducted was based on thorough reading of interview accounts with simultaneous capture of those linguistic elements which are generally relevant to the analysis of discourse (e.g., deixis, evaluative attributions, use of verbs or tropes) as indicated in Wodak (2015). More specifically, we looked for those devices (on the levels of lexis, grammar, and style) which most explicitly objectified students’ personal opinions, beliefs, and attitudes. In particular, we focused on the following linguistic features of interview accounts: 1) words of positive evaluation; 2) words of negative evaluation; 3) personal pronouns; 4) figurative language; 5) syntactic constructions with negations. The role of these elements in manifesting the aspects of students’ selves was interpreted first, in the contexts of coded transcript fragments (with due regard for their themes and sub-themes) and then in the contexts of the whole interview accounts. The identified linguistic features were grouped depending on the dimension of the self they denoted. Then, the denoted dimension was generalized and appropriately labeled.
In order to better investigate the factors that contribute to the building of self, in what follows we will present three case studies of three interviewed students. These cases were chosen to show the ways in which students view and evaluate their writing experiences and, consequently reveal the facets of their selves. We believe that case studies and their embedded narratives give researchers the opportunity to develop an in-depth analysis and understanding of the issues explored. Since we cannot present all the ten case studies with the transcribed interviews in detail (due to space limitations), the three cases discussed here will allow us to illustrate how we reached the results after applying the same in-depth analysis of all the 10 interviews. 
In the Results and Discussion section we present data from all the participants placed in several categories.
Case study 1 – DN (Portugal)

At the time of the research, DN was a 32-year Brazilian student who did his Master studies at a university in Portugal. He chose his supervisor and his topic – travel literature as a genre – his research passion. He began the thesis writing journey with a sense of excitement and confidence, which was enhanced by the early meetings he had with his supervisor. His supervisor supported him with a significant number of readings and helped him with the theoretical framework for the thesis. The supervisor also gave helpful guidance about the directions that would be less productive and efficient for DN. When DN sent his first written material, his supervisor did not provide immediate feedback, so DN’s sense of confidence was shaken. The period in which he waited for feedback on his first chapter was as he stated “the worst time” for him. When he finally received the feedback it was “not the feedback [he] expected”, since it contained almost no suggestions of change or rewriting, but only of “some light grammatical reformulations”. On the one hand, having positive feedback was a relief, but DN explained he would have hoped for the feedback to be more critical, and not getting it created further insecurity. He needed confirmation that he understood some of the complicated work he cited or, as he stated, he had doubts that “the format he was used to, transferred from his previous studies, might not be what was required” in the new institution. He realized he needed to go back to work on his own, “more individually”.  The supervisor was largely absent during this period, but DN resorted to affordances outside the academic environment to deal with the crisis. He also said that having so little time made him very productive, “[s]o I submitted the dissertation in my best mood”, and the absence of detailed feedback from the supervisor during this stage was a relief, since he did not have to do any major rewriting. He felt that in terms of writing he was largely “self-taught”. He became aware that the work was his and he felt he “had all the necessary instruments to perform the work independently,” with or without feedback. Overall, DN described that the thesis writing journey was “a classic narrative with a climax at the end”. The sense of personal development was emphasized: “I’ve become a tougher person”, “more self-confident,” and “more balanced too.” Thus, in the context of the interview, DN presented himself mostly as a confident and self-reliable writer. 
Case 2: SL (Macedonia)
At the time when this research was conducted, SL was a 23-year old, undergraduate student from Macedonia, majoring in English language and literature. She wrote her BA thesis in English.

SL chose her topic without consultation with the supervisor and just presented it to him. She also chose the supervisor herself. Knowing for sure what exact research she wanted to do was what that particular professor specializes in and they had had “a good professional” relationship before. Her biggest problem but a “crucial” one, as she reported, was structuring the thesis, so, it was the mentor who helped her “a lot when [they] sat down together”, and he told SL how he thought [she] should approach the process. SL emphasized the fact that she absolutely had the freedom to choose what she thought would be appropriate for her thesis. What she appreciated about her supervisor was that he gave her comments on how to improve her conclusions and required further elaboration on the presented claims. 
SL had the opportunity to visit Scotland for a summer school on contemporary literature. This provided her with the opportunity to use “all the resources she could get from the University of Edinburgh, regarding her topic and other stuff she was extremely passionate about,” something SL lacked in her local university. 

The issue of self-confidence reoccurred in all ten studied cases. Participants were talking about various issues related to (in)dependence from/on their mentors, confidence in making right choices as writers about the topic and the course of research, the feelings of being left on one’s own, and the ability to adjust in the academic community of practice. As an illustration for this particular case, when SL was asked whether she would do something differently if she started the project again, she expressed the feeling of being “more confident”. She related her self-confidence with the thesis defense and explained that 
one important factor was the act of defending your thesis, so that’s what I was also stressed about…as much as I know that I know well the people that I’m going to stand in front of… at the same time that calms you, but at the same time it gives you more pressure, because you know that you need to live up to someone’s expectations, including your own. 
It can be deduced that meeting the expectations of professors and the supervisor is important, because there was a good professional relationship from the very start, which was mutually implicitly expected to be further strengthened throughout the process. SL’s development as an academic writer was shaped by a variety of influences including self-confidence in choosing the topic and the supervisor, travels and access to resources, as well as the roles of the supervisors and newly-met colleagues. In the course of the interview, she seemed to produce a discursive self-portrait of a rather independent writer able to accumulate various resources to attain the set goals.
Case 3: IC (Ukraine)
At the time when this research was conducted, IC was a 23-year-old MA student majoring in the Humanities. Besides Ukrainian as L1, she speaks English, Spanish and Russian as foreign languages. This was her first thesis and she wrote it in English. The whole enterprise of writing the thesis started in October and finished in the first half of June. 

IC’s research was about the representation of Ukrainian military and historical names in English. It was partially a linguistic, and partially a translation studies investigation. IC chose the topic herself from the list suggested by a supervisor. She also chose the supervisor herself because she was her former lecturer.

From the very beginning, the student was very satisfied with the supervisor who followed all her research and writing steps. As IC explained, as soon as the supervisor noticed her mistakes, she either offered corrections or showed a right direction. The supervisor helped her not only with the content issues, but also with the English language of the paper. In particular, IC mentioned that “she could say that some words were inappropriate for the Master’s paper and it was better to replace them by more academic synonyms or by the words of a deeper and richer meaning.” The supervisor also helped IC with finding and incorporating literature and additional materials. Furthermore, she gave her the text which served as material for investigation. “It was an old book about Cossacks, I don’t remember its title. The book was the first text related to my topic, and I used it as a source for the collection of my data,” IC explained.
IC’s writing story was staged and generally smooth. As she clarified, there was a plan of her work, and she was working step by step, according to chapters. Furthermore, she emphasized that she “knew what to do.” Obviously, this confidence helped her to overcome complicated moments, which, as all ten interview accounts show, were inevitable parts of students’ writing stories.
IC experienced only one difficult period during her writing journey, from December to February, when she had to simultaneously pass examinations, practice as a teacher at school and write her thesis. During that period of time, she experienced stress caused by exhaustion. As she reported, she was lucky not to have “inner conflicts” at that time because at any difficult moment she was supported by her supervisor, either in personal communication or via telephone and electronic channels. Still, she was constantly worried, but attributed this psychological state to her personal traits: “This is my type of character. I always worry, even if I know that I will cope.”
Looking back at her writing endeavour, IC emphasized for several times that she experienced “great emotions” caused by her constant progress in moving towards the successful defense. Furthermore, she started to feel, as she said, “the passion of a gambler” and got involved into an inner dialogue with herself: “What if I add this? What if I write here in such a way? This has already been done in this way, and I will do it differently.” At the end of her writing story, IC praised herself for success and persistence by saying “What a good girl I am!”
5. Results and Discussion

Here we consecutively show and discuss the dimensions of a thesis writer’s self. This self is “discoursal,” in Ivanič’s (1998) terms, as it is constructed in the context of interviewing and is revealed through the features of the interview accounts discourse. Accordingly, the dimensions of the writer’s self become visible through the texture of the ten transcribed accounts. Each of them has been assigned a label (e.g. anxious writer, supported writer, independent writer, triumphant writer) and will be illustrated through quotes from the interviews.
Anxious writer

Emotions influence the ability to learn, succeed, and communicate at university. Some emotions, such as anxieties or frustrations, provide a barrier to students’ engagement and performance and can each affect students and their academic progress in a variety of ways (Pekrun et al., 2002).

All the interview accounts, especially their first halves, show that all the ten interviewed students experienced anxiety at the beginning of the writing journey and also at some later moment. More specifically, they were anxious when taking a final decision on the dissertation topic or coping with uncertainty and unexpected circumstances, e.g.:

1) “The fact was that I was doing my internship, so it was very complicated to deal with both situations and maybe that’s why I was not as emotionally well” [POR-2];

2) “What happens next? What’s the next step? I was confused. I was actually confused for a few months after that so…” [MAC];

3) “However, I mean, this is the period of frustration and not being able to come up with the topic that by my own criteria would be the [appropriate] topic” [BOS];

4) I think for a while there because I was having so much trouble, I was very poor, I had no job … I felt a little betrayed by the whole process for a while [UK].
The use of lexis of negative evaluation here demonstrates not only how emotions related to academic context affected the positive self-image, but also the frustration of being exposed to a complicated situation, which required too much from the student.

The analysis has also shown that the “anxious writer’s” dimension of students’ selves seems to be activated in the situations when they are not informed on time or are unclear what the dissertation should be about or look like, as, for example, in the following excerpt:

5) “For me it was a very limited choice...because I was on Erasmus at the time and…the faculty forgot about me and they didn’t tell me that I needed to write a proposal. So the day before the deadline for the proposals we received an email reminding us to do the proposal and I had not done anything of course because I was not informed and...unfortunately at our institute there’s a problem with administration I feel… so it was very…hectic all the time just to get an answer for something” [NOR];

The interplay of negative constructions with the words of negative evaluation in the above example vividly depicts a difficult situation into which a student was involved and portrays her as an uncertain and anxious writer. What matters here is that the student was concerned about the situation, but was unable to acknowledge how negative experiences and obstacles contributed to her personal and professional development, thus signaling that her self was noticeably affected.

Another trigger of anxiety, as verbalized by interviewees, was the discrepancy of the students’ expectations and needs, on the one hand, and anticipations of their supervisors, on the other. As previous research has shown, such expectations can significantly differ (e.g., Harwood & Petric, 2017; Paltridge & Woodrow, 2012; Strauss, 2012), negatively influencing the self of the students, especially when the education background enhanced the development of certain styles of supervision. Supervisees may anticipate a certain behavior or responsibility from the supervisor and when this does not occur, it turns out to be painful for their well-being and self, as the excerpts below demonstrate: 

6) “I had the feedback but not the feedback I expected” [POR-3];

7) “Until I figured out exactly what she wanted from my research I felt very, very restricted because I remember wanting to delve into a different area but she told me no, no, no; if you want to do research about it maybe just write one paragraph in the literature review but that’s not what we’re going to do” [MAL];
8) “I understand that people are busy but it’s my thesis, reply now!, tomorrow!, which is of course unrealistic to expect, well I’m aware of that, everything is OK, but life goes on, you do some other things” [BOS].

These examples show that the supervisees and supervisors may have different expectations about the type of feedback, the time allowed for finishing the thesis, and the way in which the role of the supervisor is perceived by both sides. Harwood and Petric (2017) presented previous research with evidence from various situations in which the expectations of the supervisors and supervisees differed widely and caused potential frustration. Those different expectations include, among other issues, different ideas of the roles and responsibilities of the supervisors and supervisees, expectations about the level of autonomy, types of instruction, and motivations. The student’s self here faces the discrepancy of the expectations and roles, which might be a result of ignorance of the new academic environment, previous academic experiences in other countries, exposure to different socio-economic and cultural factors, as well as personal traits. The students' disappointment and emotions are explicitly shown here through the use of negations, negative evaluations, and exclamations.

Supported writer

The second dimension of students’ selves portrays them as confident writers, largely due to the support and understanding of their supervisors. Such parts of the interview accounts describe the situations of agreed collaborative decisions and availability of sufficient time, which reduces the pressure one is experiencing during the writing process. Linguistically, they build on the use of words of positive evaluation, which, on the one hand, render students’ feelings and emotions and, on the other, praise the supervisors:

9) “It was fast, but it was overwhelming. It was a great experience. My mentor has a huge part of it. She was amazing” [MAC];

10) I appreciate very much the support of my supervisor because at any moment when I felt that anything went wrong I could call or write to her or even ask for an appointment and then tell that I had problems and could not understand this or that. And she explained to me everything in quite understandable terms and I sat and thought: “I will do this” [UKR];

11) “It was very easy for me to set a date when we could meet” [ROM].

Another factor which seems to boost confidence and affect the self positively is the belief expressed by the students that choosing the “right” mentor is a ticket to success. This aligns well with the findings of Gonzales-Ocampo and Castello's (2018) study, in which doctoral students from different research-intensive Spanish universities emphasized that being involved in the supervisor choice helped them feel as though they were a part of the community, thus increasing their confidence. In the corpus there are many appropriate examples of this case, although we provide only one due to space limitations; 

12) “My supervisor was my year tutor during all the three years of my undergraduate degree, and also my teacher in the subjects I considered to be my favourites. I liked the way he works, how he communicates with students, and I think that’s what my choice was based on. But also his style, which I think somewhat matches my own” [ROM].

The above example shows how students, when given freedom to choose topics, supervisors, and courses, feel comfortable and positively represent their self through the use of appropriate linguistic means, which include first-person pronouns which help to express more assertive personal opinions.

Independent writer

One more facet of the thesis author’s self foregrounds them as independent writers able to exercise one’s own influence over the research and writing process. Specifically, in our study, the self is additionally related to the degree of student’s sense of ownership of the thesis and the whole process, as the textual excerpts below exemplify:
13)
“My supervisor will guide me in some ways, some forms of writing perhaps, but it is my choice, it is in my interest. And it gave me an independence of this process, gave me an independence, let’s say” [POR-3];
14) “I wish I had made it more my own” [NOR]; 
15) “I chose it [topic] myself” [UKR];
16) “I didn’t feel comfortable to bother him, whom I knew was rather busy and absent, with something that was, you know, half, I wanted to complete it on my own come what may” [BiH].

As we can see, in the three quoted passages above, the students use first-person pronouns and the adjective “own” (my own) to characterize the need in independent actions. In the first case, the student wishes more independence but looking at the full context in the interview, we realize that she was given this chance by the supervisor and now regrets for not using it. In the next two examples, the students evaluate their attitudes and actions they have undertaken in the process of writing in order to present themselves as possessing the quality of being able to make their own choices. 

Triumphant writer
Closer to the end of the interview account, another dimension of the interviewees’ selves become quite vivid. While approaching the happy-end ‒ completion of the thesis, the students start to present themselves in a more and more favorable light, as successful persons who managed to overcome all the obstacles and get a desired award. The writers begin to explicitly praise themselves and express their emotional satisfaction in the most positive terms, e.g.:

17) “I was really persistent” [MAC];

18) “Being a perfectionist has brought me advantages and disadvantages. But as I am, I’m used to it. So it’s important for me to be focused on that” [POR-2];

19) “I was very happy. First, when I took my thesis bound into my hands, I realized: ‘This is my work!’ It had additional materials in appendices, all those tables which I did myself. It was cool! It was a very cool feeling. I was so happy!” [UKR].

In examples (17) and (18), the three students positively characterize their own qualities through the use of appropriate evaluative words, while in (19) the writer expresses her admiration of the victorious writing journey. Such textual situations, present in all interview texts, form and linguistically implement the “triumphant writer’s” dimension of thesis writers’ selves.

Thus, using linguistic analysis, we identified four aspects of thesis writers’ selves, labeled as “anxious,” “supported,” “independent,” and “triumphant” writers. From a somewhat different perspective, we have shown how specific verbal and discursive choices shape and construct the facets of writers’ identities in the contexts of qualitative research interviews. These findings testify to the complex, multiaspectual nature of writers’ self-presentation in such interviews. 
The writers’ selves revealed through linguistic analysis of interview accounts include multiple roles and self-presentations, partly formed in the interviewing context and partly influenced by the relationship to the events described and persons involved (Shotter 1993, p. 6). It should be noted, however, that the aspects of students’ selves consecutively appear in interview transcripts, producing, overall, an image of a person who successfully underwent a thorny writing path, displayed good if not exceptional qualities, overcame all difficulties and reached the set goal. This multifaceted writer’s self resembles that of a protagonist of an adventure story or a fairy tale (with the supervisor playing the role of a kind fairy godmother). However, such development correlates well with a first-person narrative pattern, underlying interview episodes as well as many other genres based on storytelling. This pattern foregrounds the narrator, or protagonist, in our case the thesis writer who is driven to represent himself or herself as pursuing and reaching the goal in the struggle with different circumstances. This happens because narrative appears to be not only the form of representation of the thesis writing endeavour, but also a cognitive template (Berger 1997; Richardson 1990), which shapes students’ ways of reasoning and reporting the events.

6. Conclusions

The research reported in this chapter provides at least two quite different implications. First, it can be viewed as a resource utilizable for pedagogical purposes. More specifically, knowing about the facets of student writer’s identity and their consecutive development can help supervisors to foresee how thesis writing will proceed and, consequently, to become ready for dealing with complicated situations, for example, with writer’s anxiety at early stages of the writing process and his/her often painful responses to supervisors’ feedback.

On the other hand, the awareness of students’ selves as situated representations, as the interplay of contextual and cognitive factors disclosed in the chapter, weakens, to a certain extent, the reliability of interview data. For example, the representation of oneself as an independent or triumphant writer may be more influenced by a story-telling cognitive pattern than by real circumstances of a particular thesis writing journey. It is, therefore, important to realize that although qualitative interviews in education research tell us much about learning and writing practices, the data they yield still need to be interpreted with due regard for the situation and context in which they emerge. Further research can potentially focus on discursive construction of interviewer’s personality in qualitative research interviews.
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