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The undergraduate research dissertation in psychology is the capstone demonstration of
research skills including project planning and design, considering and resolving ethical
issues, and the analysis and dissemination of findings. The dissertation represents an
opportunity for learning as well as an opportunity to contribute to the research literature
in the student’s chosen area; however, few articles have considered both dimensions in
detail. This article provides a roadmap for undergraduate thesis supervision, for
early-career supervisors and supervisors aiming to better align their supervision and
research activities and/or engage their students in open research practices via the

dissertation.

Specifically, we review prior literature on undergraduate psychology research supervision
and identify several dimensions that vary in existing approaches. Drawing on our own
supervision experiences, we describe four key recommendations for undergraduate
supervision in psychology and discuss how these can support student learning as well as

benefit research.

The undergraduate (UG) research dissertation/thesis in
psychology requires the student to carry out an empirical
piece of research over the course of a single academic year.
Students must individually demonstrate a range of research
skills including project planning and design, considering
and resolving ethical issues, and the analysis and dissem-
ination of findings (British Psychological Society [BPS],
2019; Psychological Society of Ireland [PSI], 2019). Al-
though the dissertation is an important learning process for
individual UG students, it may also contribute to the re-
search literature in the student’s chosen area, in the form
of grey literature, or a peer-reviewed publication. There-
fore, completing a dissertation has individual pedagogical
benefits for the student, and potentially wider benefits for
the research literature. The purpose of this paper is to dis-
cuss the dissertation as both a pedagogical exercise and a
research endeavour and consider how to best support stu-
dents’ learning while also enhancing the potential bene-
fits for research. In doing so we hope to make the “private
realm” (Wiggins et al., 2016, p. 11) of dissertation supervi-
sion explicit.

There is an extensive literature already on the value of
undergraduate involvement in research (Perlman & Mc-
Cann, 2005), models of research involvement aside from
the dissertation (e.g., Lloyd et al., 2019), considerations

specific to qualitative dissertations (e.g., Freeman et al.,
2020), effective mentorship (e.g., Boysen et al., 2020), and
postgraduate research (e.g., S. Williams, 2019). To be clear,
our focus is not on those topics but on principles of un-
dergraduate dissertation supervision that increase both the
quality of undergraduate research and of the student learn-
ing experience. This is timely given advances in open sci-
ence practices intended to improve the efficiency, reliabil-
ity, and accessibility of research outputs.

Traditionally, the dissertation has been conducted in the
context of a dyadic relationship between supervisor and
student and involves the collection of new data. Thus, while
the student learns from the supervisor, there can be limited
opportunities for peer learning or collaboration outside of
this dyadic relationship, and limited scope to learn from
intellectual dialogue between the supervisor and other re-
searchers (colleagues, or students). Besides this, the sheer
numbers of student projects conducted can generate nu-
merous small-scale quantitative studies with low statistical
power, and an increased chance of false positive findings;
some of which will ultimately be published. Thus, the tra-
ditional model has limitations not only for students’ learn-
ing, but for the research literature more broadly. In recent
years, alternative models of supervision have been docu-
mented (see Table 1) that involve some variation on a team
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Table 1. Summary of models of undergraduate thesis supervision in psychology.

Reference

Overview

(e.g.) Derounian (2011);
Todd et al. (2006)

The dissertation is a partnership between the student and an individual staff member.

Button et al. (2019) -
Consortium Model

Groups of students across multiple universities collaborate on a common research protocol under the
supervision of their local academic supervisor, and a PhD student or post-doctoral researcher.
Students design their dissertations to align with this larger multi-site study and meet with their
supervisor as a group. The common protocol addresses an overarching research question and
students test secondary hypotheses for their dissertations.

Mickley-Steinmetz &
Reid (2019) - Apprentice-
Based Senior Thesis

Groups of 3-6 students collaborate on common research protocols under a single academic
supervisor. This model is similar to the consortium model run on a smaller scale (i.e., in a single
institution rather than across multiple universities).

Dautel (2020) -
Collective Academic
Supervision

A group of students undertake independent, but related, research projects, under the supervision of a
common supervisor. Students meet only on a group basis in this instance.

Detweiler-Bedell &
Detweiler-Bedell (2019)
- Laddered Model

Students are organised into three-person laddered teams, with an experienced student (team leader)
mentoring a mid-level student alongside a student new to the research group. Though not specific to
dissertation supervision, the duration of involvement in the laddered team over multiple years can
facilitate dissertation supervision for the student acting as team leader.

Freeman et al. (2020) -
“Cluster” projects

In the context of qualitative supervision, two members of staff are paired together to supervise a
group of students (in addition to one-to-one supervision), for projects that operate around one or
more of the following: (a) a single topic, (b) a specific research question, (c) a specific method or set of
methods, (d) a specific approach to data analysis.

Wagge et al. (2019) -
Collaborative Replication
Education Project (CREP)

Students participate in high-quality direct replications selected and overseen by the CREP team.

Moshontz et al. (2018) -
Psychological Science
Accelerator (PSA)

The PSAis a distributed network of laboratories designed to enable and support crowdsourced
research projects. Unlike CREP, it is not explicitly focused on either replications or on students;
however, it is a mechanism within which undergraduate theses may be conducted.

approach, and which may address some of the limitations
of the traditional model.

In addition to a shift from the traditional dyadic model,
explicit consideration of how to raise awareness of and
avoid questionable research practices (QRPs; John et al.,
2012) at undergraduate level is necessary. One study of
PhD researchers (Lubega et al., 2023) indicates that the
majority experienced issues in reproducing published find-
ings and tended to attribute this “failure” as indicative of
a lack of skill on their own part. Participants described ex-
periencing self-doubt, frustration, and depression; in some
instances this interfered with their health and/or ability
to work. Given undergraduate students typically develop
their dissertation based on findings from published litera-
ture; they are likely to be vulnerable to these same issues,
to some degree. Also, undergraduate students themselves
may unknowingly engage in QRPs, particularly in relation
to analysis and reporting (Krishna & Peter, 2018). Because
dissertation supervisors are key in shaping students’ at-
titudes towards QRPs (Krishna & Peter, 2018), modelling
best practice and actively training students in relation to
ORPs if needed, should be a priority for undergraduate dis-
sertation supervision.

Given an increased discourse around models of under-
graduate dissertation supervision (e.g., Giuliano et al.,
2019), it is timely to consider how best to support learning
and research in the context of the dissertation. Based on
our collective supervision experiences, we argue that
adopting four key recommendations may help increase the
quality of the research generated as part of the UG disserta-

tion, without compromising, or indeed potentially increas-
ing, the quality of student training and learning:
These recommendations are:

1. Consider efficient use of data (e.g., by using sec-
ondary and/or meta-data)

2. Consider team science approaches

3. Promote openness and transparency

4. Raise awareness of and avoid incentivising QRPs

We discuss each recommendation below with examples
drawn from quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods
projects. We begin by discussing the efficient use of data
(recommendation 1) with examples from (1) secondary data
and (2) evidence synthesis. Given a limited literature on
supervision processes in psychology, we describe our own
experiences of team science approaches in relative depth
across quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods pro-
jects (recommendation 2). We then discuss how to promote
openness and transparency in the context of the disserta-
tion (recommendation 3), with a particular focus on plan-
ning (primarily via pre-registration), and open data. Fi-
nally, and to some degree in parallel with our
recommendation to promote openness and transparency,
we discuss how to raise awareness of and avoid incentivis-
ing QRPs (recommendation 4).

1. Consider Using Secondary and/or Meta-data

First, when planning a dissertation project, consider
whether data needs to be collected at all, to address the
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research question. Data collection involves practical skills
development (e.g., learning how to manage an experimen-
tal testing session); however, if these skills can be acquired
outside of the dissertation, the use of existing data such as
publicly available data, data already held by the supervi-
sor, data not intended for research purposes, meta-data, or
meta-synthesis, may be appealing. Meta-research projects
are likely becoming more popular (e.g., Clarke et al., 2023)
and can provide students with the opportunity to engage
deeply with methodological issues in the literature. Repli-
cation studies using existing data are also feasible (e.g.,
Coyle et al., 2020) and the advantages of replication for
learning and guidance on choosing what to replicate for
teaching purposes are discussed in-depth elsewhere (see
Janz, 2016; Wagge et al., 2019). Using existing data reduces
research waste by minimising the unnecessary collection of
new data, reducing the overall burden on potential partici-
pants, and reducing the burden on research ethics commit-
tees. In addition, a large sample size or dataset is typically
available, and sampling is more representative of the gen-
eral population than would be achieved with convenience
or snowball sampling, leading to potentially better-qual-
ity research. Here, we discuss the benefits and drawbacks
of conducting (1) a secondary analysis, and (2) of evidence
synthesis.

In addition to the benefits for research, there are several
potential benefits for learning. Secondary data allow stu-
dents to gain hands-on experience with real-world datasets
and all their idiosyncratic messiness. Students’ skills in
data wrangling may require support at the start, particu-
larly where they have previously encountered only unreal-
istically “clean” data and the skills required to obtain data
from sources like Twitter are likely to only be available to
those students who are enrolled in psychology programmes
that have incorporated data skills and programming into
their curriculums (e.g., PsyTeachR, n.d.). However, these
are skills that are useful for a range of graduate jobs beyond
those focused on research.

An important consideration for secondary data projects
is that students will not gain first-hand experience of par-
ticipant recruitment or data collection. Depending on indi-
vidual School/Department requirements, students may not
gain experience of developing a formal research ethics ap-
plication, so considering how to develop competency in
ethics is necessary, for example, by creating ethics forms to
relate directly to secondary data and/or internet-mediated
research. Ethics is particularly important for data not orig-
inally collected for research purposes. Researchers relying
on data from online forums, for example, need to consider
if individual forum members should be contacted for per-
mission to analyse their online discussions. If appropriate,
researchers need to consider if it is feasible and if it could
alter the nature of the online discussions. There may be al-
ternatives such as seeking permission from a forum admin-
istrator, or there may be grounds for researchers to choose
not to seek consent. These considerations are complex (see
e.g., Ahmed et al., 2017; Buchanan, 2017 for further discus-
sion) and there is no clear answer. Indeed, for large-scale
Twitter analyses that scrape data from a particular hash-

tag, informed consent is practically impossible to obtain.
Instead, it is important to consider a formal application for
access via Twitter’s Academic Research application, and to
ensure users are granted anonymity in the write-up and/
or the publication of data and analysis code. For example,
Attard and Coulson (2012) used data in the public domain
and thus did not seek consent. To preserve anonymity, they
omitted not only participants’ names/ pseudonyms but also
the names of the online support groups themselves, and
only short segments of the original posts were quoted to
reduce their traceability through search engines. In addi-
tion to this example, useful guidance on relevant ethical is-
sues is available from the BPS (2017) (see also Granger et
al. (2021), Sugiura et al. (2017) and Williams et al. (2017)).

As an alternative to secondary data analysis, conducting
an evidence synthesis allows students to engage deeply
with the literature and develop their methodological and
appraisal skills. For dissertation projects adhering to British
and Irish standards, our interpretation of current accredi-
tation guidelines is that data analysis must be conducted;
therefore, a systematic review without a meta-analysis (or
equivalent) is unlikely to be acceptable in Britain and Ire-
land (e.g., BPS, 2019), while U.S. guidelines are less pre-
scriptive. University libraries often offer training in sys-
tematic review techniques and there are many published
exemplars available. An evidence synthesis can be under-
taken even if others have previously been conducted ad-
dressing the same question. For example, Ahern and
Semkovska (2017) addressed some limitations of an earlier
meta-analysis (Lee et al., 2012) of cognitive functioning in
the first episode of major depressive disorder. For qualita-
tive evidence synthesis (QES, see Noyes et al., 2019) a stu-
dent will ideally have prior experience with the method-
ology they are synthesizing (e.g., students undertaking
thematic syntheses will have experience in thematic analy-
sis), which is unlikely at UG level. However, working with
data in existing papers where themes are already summa-
rized is arguably more accessible than working with raw
qualitative data, making qualitative evidence synthesis a vi-
able option for some students under some specific circum-
stances. Students undertaking an evidence synthesis can
use pre-registration templates and the PRISMA (Page et al.,
2021) reporting guidelines to help scaffold and guide their
project, as well as encouraging transparent reporting.

It is important to ensure students appreciate the dis-
tinction between the narrative and selective literature re-
view that forms part of an assignment or research project,
and the substantial workload involved in undertaking a sys-
tematic review prior to even conducting a meta-analysis. In
contrast to narrative reviews, at least some steps of a sys-
tematic reviews should be conducted as part of a team (Ja-
han et al., 2016). The availability of team members may de-
termine whether a systematic review is a feasible option for
the dissertation. Additionally, the supervisor must consider
the accreditation requirement for meta-analysis. Given the
typical timeframe for UG dissertations, it may be helpful to
consider if the research question and process can be con-
strained to reduce the burden associated with the searching
and screening phases of the process. For example, it may be
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possible to update a previous review, or conduct a review of
research during the last five years, or from the date a key re-
search recommendation was made. Finally, supervisors and
students should also plan for insufficient or inadequate re-
porting of data for meta-analysis. Although contacting the
study authors is commonly done to access data, there is no
guarantee authors will be responsive. If at least some data
are available, conducting a meta-analysis while acknowl-
edging the limitations of available data may demonstrate
students’ computational skills. However, given the consid-
erable time required to conduct evidence syntheses well,
and the accreditation requirement for data analysis, this
option is often sub-optimal for UG students.

2. Consider Team Science Approaches

Our second broad recommendation is to consider team
science approaches to supervision. As illustrated in Table
1, several models of supervision involve a form of team ap-
proach. Teaming up across institutions as in the consortium
model (Button et al., 2019) can lead to very large datasets
and more generalizable results. However, many of the ben-
efits for learning and for research can be achieved by groups
of students working together within an individual depart-
ment. The BPS/PSI accreditation guidance endorses group
projects as long as the student can individually demon-
strate each of the skills involved in conducting the empiri-
cal project, whilst the APA guidelines include refining pro-
ject-management skills and enhancing teamwork capacity
as core goals. Depending on the institution’s interpretation
of the guidance, this could be as simple as each student
writing up their dissertations separately (based on identical
research questions and a common dataset) or ensuring that
each student has a different research question.

The benefits for research include the generation of bet-
ter-powered datasets to address a specific research ques-
tion. Team approaches can provide opportunities for peer
learning and peer support that are absent from the one-
to-one supervision model. A team approach can facilitate
practical data collection skills while making efficient use of
the data collected and students are potentially more likely
to have an opportunity for co-authorship on a resulting
publication from the pooled, better-powered dataset.

Because the literature on undergraduate dissertation is
relatively limited, and because team approaches vary in
how they are implemented, we outline below how team
approaches might be implemented for quantitative, mixed
methods, and qualitative studies, and conclude by consid-
ering drawbacks to team approaches.

Quantitative studies

For quantitative studies, similar to the consortium
model, group lab or survey projects can be supported by
having an overarching primary hypothesis or project aim
that is pre-registered and forms the primary focus of any
paper written up for publication. Students then build in a
series of secondary questions and hypotheses to become
the focus of their individual dissertations. A key concern
of this approach is the tension between pedagogy and re-

search. The consortium lab-based example incorporates
multiple outcomes and/or moderator variables for pedagog-
ical reasons (i.e., to facilitate individual student research
questions), and this complexity increases with the number
of students in the team. However, the integrity of the over-
arching project (on which all students will be co-authors)
is supported by pre-registering the primary aims, enabling
easier detection of QRPs. Thus, any resulting publication
will be confirmatory for the primary aims, with the stu-
dents’ dissertation aims treated as secondary. Pre-regis-
tering (even informally) individual student hypotheses en-
sures that the dissertation projects retain their
individuality, both in terms of academic integrity, and the
perception of the process from the students’ point of view.
It also minimizes the temptation to make use of measures
other than those that were pre-registered, without a justifi-
able rationale for doing so.

Mixed methods

Mixed methods designs involve the collection and analy-
sis of both quantitative and qualitative data and as such
lend themselves well to a team dissertation project. Mixed
methods provide both breadth and depth to the question
under investigation (Johnson et al., 2007) and in the case
of exploratory mixed methods, can support the formation
of evidence-based hypotheses for NHST (Erzberger & Prein,
1997). Specific to the dissertation process, mixed methods
projects have several advantages. First, the shared topic
means that students can engage in peer support such as
sharing papers and discussing theoretical models and the
interpretation of their data; however, the divergence in
methods and subsequent write-up ensures that the disser-
tation project retains its individuality. Additionally, stu-
dents can support each other with participant recruitment
and reviewing and proofreading study materials. Team
mixed method designs also allow (or indeed may require)
multiple supervisors to be involved on the project who have
different methodological expertise. Students still benefit
from an individual supervisor, but group meetings and re-
views help promote a team science approach.

One important consideration with mixed method disser-
tations involves the timeline and the choice of core de-
sign. Explanatory and exploratory designs (see Creswell &
Clark, 2017) require one student to “go first” in the col-
lection of their qualitative or quantitative data, which may
make convergent designs (where qualitative and quantita-
tive data collection and analysis is conducted largely in par-
allel) more appealing. Supervisors should be clear upfront
about the nature of the project and be prepared to support
those students with different timelines than they may have
expected; for example, completing drafts of the introduc-
tion and methods in advance of any data collection. It is
crucial that contingency plans (e.g., switching to a conver-
gent design) are developed for if the primary study does not
take place in the expected timeline, so that for example,
issues impacting student A do not disadvantage student
B. Additionally, the quantitative component remains sus-
ceptible to the limitations of individual quantitative pro-
jects (e.g., small sample sizes). There are of course higher-
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level concerns with mixed method designs regarding how
to meaningfully integrate studies that have different epis-
temological positions into a single paper (Clark, 2019), al-
though this is not specific to mixed method research as a
dissertation model.

Qualitative dissertations

For qualitative dissertations, team approaches are effec-
tive when students are interested in distinct but related
questions with the same participant group (e.g., exploring
experiences of (a) social support and (b) self-management
for students with Type 1 diabetes). It is most straightfor-
ward when students also plan to use the same analytical
approach (e.g., thematic analysis), as the same “thickness”
of data is sought during interviews, and there are no dif-
ferences in transcription requirements (e.g., text only tran-
scription is acceptable for both research questions).

In addition to sharing participant recruitment, students
can review each other’s materials such as interview or focus
group questions before finalising a common schedule. Stu-
dents can divide the conduct of interviews/focus groups
and transcribe those they do not conduct, to gain familiar-
ity with the data. In contrast to exploratory or explanatory
mixed methods designs, students work to the same timeline
for data collection.

The key concern with teaming up for qualitative studies
involves assuring the quality and originality of the two (or
more) individual research studies within the common re-
search process. Students must clearly articulate their own
specific research questions prior to combining question
schedules. Otherwise, they may end up conducting several
interviews or focus groups around the broad topic while
ending up with very little material pertinent to their spe-
cific research question. Each student must also be suffi-
ciently familiar with the others’ research question(s), to
probe and follow up on participant responses relating to
that question (and vice versa). Students can decide a priori
to analyse the interviews in their entirety, or alternatively,
that only about half of each interview will be relevant for
each dissertation. Even with training, there is potential for
a high level of variability in interview skills and establish-
ment of rapport, and any section on reflexivity will be in-
creasingly complex with increasing number of interviewers/
researchers.

What are the drawbacks to team approaches?

Supervisors contemplating a team approach may be con-
cerned about students’ ability to generate a truly indepen-
dent project while working as part of a team. However,
clarifying to students which activities can be shared (e.g.,
circulating relevant research papers), and which should not
be done collaboratively (writing one’s individual results
sections), can be helpful in supporting the retention of
individual research integrity within a larger team project.
Other strategies include balancing team meetings with
some individual meetings focused on the student’s own
specific research question and intellectual development
and bringing the team together for particular activities

(e.g., pilot testing in the lab), before dispersing for other ac-
tivities.

In our experiences, students have valued both the in-
formal peer support that comes from working in this way,
and the tangible advantages of shared data collection (e.g.,
sharing efforts to recruit participants; generation of a
larger sample size in the time allowed, and opportunities
to gain teamwork skills); these benefits have been high-
lighted by others, also (e.g., Dautel, 2020). Moreover, if so-
cial loafing is a concern, this may be mitigated a priori by
clear discussions and agreement on roles and responsibil-
ities, potentially supported by the CRediT taxonomy, and/
or by requiring individuals to collect a certain proportion
of data to access the larger shared data set. Students value
opportunities for one-on-one discussions with their super-
visor, so a combination of team and individual meetings
is possibly most beneficial (Dautel, 2020). There may also
be instances where students have very legitimate concerns
about working together and in these cases, individual pro-
jects may be more appropriate.

Besides this, the social and emotional aspects of learning
and of the dissertation are also important to consider. Stu-
dents can gain a sense of pride having completed a disser-
tation that they may not feel to the same degree working
on a team-based project; this could be addressed by high-
lighting individual achievements within the team as well
as team-work overall. Students progressing from a team-
based dissertation to a traditional student-supervisor pro-
ject for masters or PhD research may be vulnerable to “im-
postor syndrome” or find the transition disconcerting.
Therefore, scaffolding transitions from team to traditional
projects (as you would for transitions from traditional to
team projects) may be necessary.

Having described the use of secondary/meta-data, team
science approaches, and methods of, we move to our third
recommendation:

3. Promote Openness and Transparency

There are several ways in which openness and trans-
parency can be promoted; including pre-registration, open
data, code, and/or materials, reporting contributions (e.g.,
using the Contributor Roles Taxonomy [CRediT]) and plan-
ning for dissemination of study findings (e.g., via confer-
ence presentation and/or journal submission). We discuss
pre-registration and open data practices in further detail
below.

Pre-registration

Full pre-registration with detailed analytic specificity is
not appropriate for all research designs and analytic ap-
proaches (and indeed there is ongoing debate as to its ef-
ficacy and purpose for any research, see e.g., Nosek et al.
(2019) vs. Szollosi et al. (2019)). However, incorporating the
development of a study protocol, lighter-touch pre-regis-
tration of hypotheses for confirmatory work, or the explicit
registration that the work is exploratory/intended solely as
a learning experience, is entirely feasible. Preregistration
(or a similar a priori plan) can also be a tool to support
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transparency in qualitative research. In terms of benefits
for research, pre-registration can help promote transpar-
ent ways of working and protect against the increased risk
of publication bias in the wider literature (Pownall, 2020).
From a learning perspective, working through a detailed
plan prior to data collection will inevitably lead to clarity of
thinking and better research questions and higher quality
dissertations. Indeed, van’t Veer and Giner-Sorolla (2016)
note that a focus on theory testing and/or methodologi-
cal replication and validation over results is likely to ben-
efit researchers at an earlier stage of their career, specif-
ically students and post-doctoral researchers. Further, the
importance of transparency has long been recognised in
qualitative constructs such as reflexivity, the process of a
continual internal dialogue and critical self-evaluation of
a researcher’s positionality as well as active acknowledge-
ment that this position may affect the research process
and outcome (Berger, 2015). Students doing qualitative or
mixed methods research can also include reflexivity and/or
positionality statements in their theses to enhance trans-
parency.

Open data and code

Similarly, students can consider making the data “open”
in line with FAIR data principles (Wilkinson et al., 2016).
Although there is debate about the value of open data ini-
tiatives (e.g., Kitchin, 2013), and it is highly challenging to
truly anonymise data (e.g., Rocher et al., 2019), making a
conscious decision to make data open (or not, particularly
for qualitative research) is an important element of student
training. Except when the thesis will be published, the ben-
efits of open data and code are primarily for student learn-
ing. For quantitative studies, students can be asked to pro-
vide syntax files to ensure the results reported in the
dissertation can be reproduced. This exercise will better
prepare students for subsequent research projects, given
increasing emphasis on open data and data management in
general. It also supports students’ awareness of ethical use
of data. For qualitative studies, there is considerable de-
bate about the relevance of open data guidelines for qual-
itative data (see Branney et al., 2019; Prosser et al., 2023,
for discussions of this issue). Nonetheless, even when data
are not open, generating a data availability statement to ac-
company the dissertation can facilitate students’ learning,
given these are commonly required by journals regardless
of whether the research is quantitative or qualitative.

4. Raise Awareness of, and Avoid Incentivising
ORPs

Alongside promoting openness and transparency, our fi-
nal recommendation is to explicitly raise awareness of and
avoid incentivising QRPs. The literature indicates that
ORPs exist in psychology, that some students engage in
some QRPs (Krishna & Peter, 2018), that students learn
about QRPs from supervisors (Krishna & Peter, 2018), and
that early-career researchers can be disheartened when
their project findings do not replicate existing published
work (potentially owing to QRPs in that original work; Nel-

son et al., 2022). To be clear, we do not want to overem-
phasize the impact of QRPs, nor create a descriptive norm
that QRPs are common (Fiedler & Schwarz, 2016). However,
given QRPs are documented as problematic, it falls to the
dissertation supervisor to model appropriate research prac-
tices and to provide specific training as needed both to pro-
mote transparency (as noted in recommendation #3) and to
avoid QRPs.

The benefits of avoiding QRPs for research are perhaps
obvious. The main benefit is that published research arising
from undergraduate theses is more likely to be of good
quality.

In terms of benefits for learning, supporting students to
be aware of and avoid QRPs themselves, means develop-
ing research integrity and ethical awareness in these stu-
dents. Supervisors can achieve this by modelling best prac-
tice themselves and by promoting openness and
transparency as outlined above. Supervisors can also ex-
plicitly emphasize the methods used over the results gener-
ated by those methods, join in critical discussions of prior
literature, guide students in adhering to their pre-registra-
tion (or explaining deviations from this), and emphasize
caution in interpreting statistically significant findings.
Otherwise, given the literature available to students dis-
proportionately favours statistically significant results, stu-
dents may be disappointed with null or counter-intuitive
findings arising from their own projects (e.g., Nelson et al.,
2022).

Discussion

In summary, the above recommendations are intended
to increase both the quality of undergraduate research and
of the student learning experience during the undergrad-
uate dissertation. By reflecting on our own collective su-
pervision experiences across three institutions we hope to
illuminate aspects of supervision practices that typically
remain private or inaccessible to early-career academics
embarking on supervision for the first time. Given the many
approaches to dissertation supervision, what does supervi-
sion that adopts the recommendations look like? At their
core, our recommendations are not revolutionary: careful
consideration of the need to collect data and the merits
and challenges of using existing data, early planning, with
an interim deadline for a written plan (using a pre-regis-
tration template if preferred) and including early planning
for dissemination. Implementing these recommendations
also involves incorporating and scaffolding some element
of collaboration (e.g., by formally sharing data collection,
or discussing plans with peers), clear consideration of
transparent and open practices (e.g., even if the decision
is to not share data), and a focus on methodological rigour
and appropriate interpretation of results, supported by
guidance from the supervisory team. This paper combining
our supervision experiences with the available relevant lit-
erature aims to provide researchers and educators with
pragmatic solutions to support learning outcomes as well
as the overall quality of undergraduate research. Given the
increasing emphasis on open science practices, and in-
creasing popularity of team approaches, formal evaluation
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of the impact of these approaches on student learning is an
important next step in this area. In addition, further elab-
oration of emerging forms of undergraduate dissertations
like meta-research projects is also required to ensure that
early-career supervisors are well-supported to support their
dissertation students.
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