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How to write a Counselling literature review - With Professor Mick Cooper

A video based on this blog filmed with Rory at Counselling Tutor

AIMS

The purpose of a literature review is to bring together what is known, so far, in relation to the
question(s) being asked. So, for a decent literature review, the first thing is to be really clear about its
aims and the questions you are asking (see Research aims and questions: Some pointers
(https://mick-cooper.squarespace.com/new-blog/2021/10/12/research-aims-and-questions-some-

pointers)).

A literature review is not an essay. When people write an essay, what they generally do is to draw
together various bits of theory and research to try and make one (or several) points. An essay is about
constructing an argument and then justifying it. But a literature review is different. Youre not trying
to make a point in it or prove something you already believe in. Rather, you're asking a question and
then trying to answer it by searching out all the relevant literature in relation to that question. If you
know the answer to your question(s) before you've done your literature review then something is not
quite right. A literature review, as with all research, should be based on answering a question you

don’t know the answer to.




THE SCOPE OF A LITERATURE REVIEW

From degree level to Master’s level to doctoral level (Levels 6, 7, and 8, respectively, in the QAA
Frameworks for Higher Education Qualifications (https://www.qaa.ac.uk/docs/qaa/quality-
code/qualifications-frameworks.pdf)), a literature review should demonstrate a systematic
understanding of some element of a particular field. In addition, from Master’s to doctoral level, this
should be increasingly at the forefront of a discipline and creating original knowledge; and, at
doctoral level, meriting journal publication. To achieve all this, it means that your research
question(s) needs to be focused and narrow enough to allow for a systematic understanding. If
there’s too much literature on your question to know it all, your question is probably too broad—try

narrowing it down.

Ask yourself, “What might I feel confident in saying that I systematically understand, that I can be a
leading expert on?” If that feels way above what you can achieve, narrow your focus down until it’s
really possible for you to believe you're a leading expert in it. So, for instance, if you're asking a
question like, “What is the relationship between empathy and therapeutic outcomes?” you'll soon
find out that it’s going to take a lifetime to lead expertise here: there’s hundreds of research papers on
it. But the relationship between self-disclosure and therapeutic outcomes in person-centred therapy
—there’s maybe a dozen or so key papers here that means that some level of leading expertise is

within your grasp.

Remember—particularly for Master’s and doctoral level—you also need to be at the forefront of a

field. Not what was talked about 20 years ago, but what is being discussed and debated now. If you
find most of your references are back in the 1980s and 1990s, think about why there’s nothing more
current. s it that people have stopped being interested in this question? Is it that you've missed the

latest research?

At Master’s level, you need to demonstrate mastery of a field. That is, not just that you know the
literature, but that you can do things with it: e.g., evaluate the reliability of different sources of
evidence, compare, and contrast ideas. At doctoral level, you should be able to demonstrate, not only
mastery, but an ability to do things with the literature in independent and original ways: e.g., come
up with new interpretations and perspectives. So at both Master’s and doctoral level, you need to be
able to go beyond simply describing relevant literature or findings, towards producing a synthesised

understanding of the current state of knowledge in relation to your research questions.



Be critical. This doesn’t mean insulting or attacking specific pieces of work—e.g., “What a tw*t
Smith (2007) is for saying...’—and it doesnt mean finding flaws in research for the sake of it. What
it means is being able to extract from the literature what is relevant to your own research question(s),
and to evaluate its importance to you. That might mean, for instance, saying that the participants in
a particular study were all White, so the findings may not be generalisable to people of other
ethnicities; or that the use of quantitative methods means that we don’t really understand the

mechanisms of change.

It’s not the end of the world if there’s one or two or papers that you've missed. Everyone misses
things, and your examiners/assessors are likely to understand. But try to avoid having big gaps in
your review, where whole areas of literature have been overlooked. That’s where systematic reviews can

really come in handy.
DOING A LITERATURE REVIEW SYSTEMATICALLY

Systematic literature reviews are reviews of the literature that have a series of explicitly-stated stages.
This might include specifying your search terms, reporting on your ‘hits’, and systematically
analysing your findings. They also focus on answering an explicitly-stated question. Different
teaching programmes have different requirements about whether a literature review should be
‘systematic’ or not but, often, it’s an indication of higher quality, robustness, and transparency.
However, there’s not one form of a systematic literature review and, in general, it can be considered
on a spectrum: from highly systematic reviews (including, for instance, multiple coders, see below),
to reviews with some systematic elements (such as an explicitly-articulated search strategy). A
literature review may also have one or more systematic sections, rather than being a systematic
literature review in its entirety. For instance, you might start a literature review by exploring a
particular area, identify a question that seems of importance, and then go on to conduct a systematic

review of what is known in relation to that question.

Ideally, the stages of a systematic literature review are set out before you start as a written protocol.
You can see an example of one here, (/s/CYP-intg-protocol-2015-07-09-Online.docx)which we
developed to examine the factors that facilitated and inhibited integration in child mental health
services (see published paper here (https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/cch.12322)). This

protocol covers such areas as:

e Aims

* Eligibility criteria for studies (i.e., which studies you'll accept for review)



o Study characteristics (e.g., only empirical studies, only studies of young people)
o Report characteristics (e.g., only studies after 1990, only English language)

* Information sources (i.e., where you'll look for studies, see below)

* Study selection procedures

* Planned method of analysis
Feel free to use the headings from our protocol for your own review.

There’s a very well-established set of guidelines that set out standards and expectations for reviews
(particularly quantitative ones), the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-
Analyses (PRISMA) (http://www.prisma-statement.org/). All the elements detailed here aren’t
normally considered necessary for a Master’s or doctoral level review, but even if you don’t do a full
systematic review, you may want to draw on certain parts (such as a ‘flow chart’ of the references you

used, see below).

At minimum, for any kind of literature review, it is generally useful to show how you went about
ensuring that you identified relevant literature in your area. For instance, you could include your
search terms, and information about the databases searched, in your Appendix). Probably what’s
most important is to show that your literature search, and write-up, weren'’t just ad hoc. That is, that
you didn't just ‘cherry pick’ certain bits of literature, or arbitrarily select the papers from a five
minute search of Google Scholar (https://scholar.google.co.uk/). However, you do it, you want to
make it clear that you conducted a systematic, comprehensive, and meaningful review of the field:

one that gave you the best chance of answering your own research question(s) to the fullest.
STUDY SELECTION PROCEDURES

Generally, the best way to start finding articles for review is by setting out the different concepts
within your study (for instance, as a table), and then brainstorming all the different terms that might
be used to cover those concepts. For instance, if you were doing a review of research on person-
centred therapy and autism, you might develop one set of terms for research (e.g., ‘empirical’,
‘study’, ‘evidence’...), one set for person-centred therapy (e.g., ‘person-centred’, ‘client-centred’,
‘client-centered’...), and one set for autism (e.g., ‘autismy’, ‘asperger’s’, autistic...). To begin with, try
and generate as many relevant terms as possible, and don't forget that you want to include US-
spelling as well as UK-spelling (like ‘person-centred” and ‘person-centered’). Different search engines
have different ‘wild cards” that you can use (like * or $), which is where you specify just part of the

word. For instance, if you want to search texts with ‘counselling’, ‘counsellor’, ‘counseling’,



‘counselor’, ‘counselled’, etc., you may be able to just use ‘counsel*” (check the help sites on the
specific search you are using). Importantly, you'll also need to select the field that you want to search
in. For instance, do you want to find sources with this term in the title, the abstract, or anywhere in

the text—different field selections will give very different sets of results.

Below is an example of the search strategy that we used for our paper on interagency collaboration in
child mental health services. You can see that we searched for terms about integration, and then also
about children/young people, and mental issues. They needed to be post-1995 (and the study was
conducted in 2015). The asterixes are wild cards that we used to ensure we didn’t miss terms with

slightly different endings.

' Concept . Search _ Field . Hits
Integration  integr* or multiagen® or Tl (Title)
: . multi-agen® or

- multiprofession® or multi-

: profession® or
- interprofession” or inter-
. profession® or partnership or
Joint-working or cooperative
- or co-operative or
- mulfidisciplin® or multi-
- disciplin® or interagen™ or
- inter-agen” or interdisciplin®
i or inter-disciplin® or
: HQQ%&&QRM or trans-
- disciplin® or 'agency t
- cooperation’ or collaborat® or
... Interfac*
: Child!ynung person  Child* or adol* or young TI (Title)
i peg® or CAMH*
Men‘talfpsycholnglcal mental or psych* or couns*® TS (Topicy
' Publication year ' (1995-2015) . PY (pub. year) |

Example search strategy for review of integration in child mental health services

Although, ideally, this search strategy is set out before you do your search, it is inevitably going to be
an iterative process: moving between testing out particular strategies, seeing how many hits you get,
then revising the strategy to either broaden or narrow down the number of hits. For instance, you
might start with a search that has ‘child*” anywhere in the text, but because you get tens of
thousands of hits, you revise this to require ‘child* to be in the title. As you start to see your hits,

you may also want to include additional search terms for your concepts.



Very approximately, you want to find a search strategy that gets you, initially, something like 200 to
2000 hits. More than that becomes unmanageable. Less than that and you're possibly missing some
key articles. What you then do is to go through all the titles, or maybe the titles and abstracts, and
identify just those that seem relevant to your review. Inevitably you'll reject the majority of your hits:
for instance, they might not be empirical papers, or they might use the term ‘person-centred’ to
mean something entirely different from what you are looking at. That will then leave you with a
smaller number of articles where you then might read through the whole paper to see if the article is

relevant. Again, when you do that you'll end up excluding a lot of your papers.

Ideally, particularly at Master’s and doctoral level, you should be keeping track of all the hits/articles
you are reviewing and selecting/excluding at each stage. The ideal way to present that is through a
Study flow diagram. Below is an example of such a diagram from our study of integration in child
mental health services. You'll see that there were a number of stages, and we explicitly state why we
excluded certain papers. This level of detail may only be needed for doctoral or journal publishing
level, but at any level you can use even a simple flow diagram to show key elements in the study

selection process.



4,136 records identilied
through database searching

3,252 records after
duplicates removed
1 slagre sereened (Gtle only)
I = 3,036 records excluded |
216 records 2™ stage
screened (title and abstract)
I_ e 132 records excluded |
&4 full text articles asscssed
for eligibility
51 studies excluded®
> Mot CYPMH (k= 2)
Mot mental health (k = 3)
Mot voung people (K = 8)
Mot =2 services (k= 13)
Mo empinical data (k = 18)
Mot related to questions (k = 3)
Mo systematic research element
33 studies for data extraction (k=18)
- 10 studies subsequently
excluded:
2 studies added through Mot related to narrowed range
eXpert sources e of questions (k= §)
Duplicate studies (k= 2)
'y
28 referenced smedies and 4 . 28 ani Fime |
cited studics scrutimised 3
L 4
6 studies meet inclusion 3,‘ 11 smudies I
crteria L

Ome study separated into three discrete studies

33 siudies included in final
analyzis®
Outcome (k= 19)
Facilitating factors (k= 21)
Inhibiting factors (k= 18)

“Sum greater than total studies as some stdies entered into more than one category

Example study flow diagram for review of integration in child mental health services

Just to add, at publishable level (and, ideally, at doctoral level), it’s good to be able to show some
degree of ‘inter-rater reliability’ in the study selection process. What this means is that the selections
made were not just down to the particularities of the individual researcher, but would be replicable
across different researchers. The way that you do this is to have someone else (say a course colleague)

do some of the selection process to, and then see how much similarity there was across selections.



For instance, based on reading the full papers, what proportion of papers that you identified as
eligible did a colleague also identify as eligible? If that’s less than, say, 50% or so, it suggests that
there’s a lot of individual variation in what would be considered eligible for your review, and the

criteria may need some tightening up.

If you know there are papers that are relevant to your review but aren’t coming up through your
search strategy, that means there’s something wrong with the strategy. Have a look at why it’s not
picking up those key papers and revise the strategy accordingly: if it’s missing those papers, it’s also
possibly missing other papers that are important to your review. At the end of the day, saying “Well, I
excluded Papers X and Y because they didn’t come up in my search strategy, isn’t enough. Your
search strategy should be a tool for finding relevant texts, not the criteria, per se, of what is or is not

relevant.

As well as using search engines, a key source to draw on is the reference list in the articles that you
have found. Citation searches reverse that process, and can also be extremely helpful. In a citation
search, you take key articles and then look at the subsequent articles that have referenced that article.
That way, you find the very latest research related to that work. To do a citation search, you simply
find the key article on a database and then click on the ‘citations’ link (or in Google Scholar, ‘Cited

by...”). You can see this circled in red on the screenshot below:



(SRR L= Lo -] -?y \-llUl\l‘Hlbﬂl LIy

ripion Objective

To review the evidence on the efficacy of different types of existential therapies: a family
of psychological interventions that draw on themes from existential philoesophy to help
clients address such issues in their lives as meaning and death anxiety

Method

Relevant electronic databases, journals, and reference lists were searched for eligible
studies. Effects on meaning, psychopathology (anxiety and depression), self-efficacy
and physical well-being were exiracted from each publication or obtained directly from its
authors. All types of existential therapy for adult samples were included. Weighted
pooled mean effects were calculated and analyses performed assuming fixed-effects
model

Results

Twenty-one eligible randomized controlled trials of existential therapy were found, from
which 15 studies with unique data were included, comprising a total of 1,792 participants
Meaning therapies (n= 6 studies ..

Total citations <Ljted by 1

Example ‘Cited by’ hyperlink in Google Scholar

By the end of this study selection process, you want to end up with somewhere between about five
and 30-40 papers for inclusion in your review. More than that and you may well struggle to
meaningfully integrate the findings. Less than that and your review is going to be more and more
simply a re-statement of what the papers found. But if you've asked a really important, meaningful
question, conducted a really thorough search, and then just found there isn’t anything out there—or
only one or two studies—that can be a meaningful outcome in itself. Importantly, too, don’t take it
as a sign of personal failure if you haven’t found any literature out there. The reality is, on a lot of
counselling- and psychotherapy-related questions, there just isn’t much research. But identifying that

can be really helpful in letting the field know areas to focus on for future.
INFORMATION SOURCES

This may depend on the databases that your institution has access to. At minimum, you would
ideally want to search Web of Science (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Web_of_Science) and
Psychlnfo (https://www.apa.org/pubs/databases/psycinfo/), two of the principal sources for
psychology-related papers. Google Scholar (https://scholar.google.co.uk/) makes a useful addition to



this: it can help you identify a different range of papers, more of the ‘grey’ literature. Don’t worry too
much about your university or college library: that’s inevitably going to have a relatively limited array

of books and journals.

HOW DO | MAKE MY CASE?

As emphasised earlier, if youre thinking, ‘How do I construct an argument so that I can show that
I've got some good ideas here?” you may be asking the wrong question for a literature review. That’s
fine for an introductory section of a thesis—showing why your question is of importance and
relevance—but, as above, the aim of a literature review is to provide a balanced review of what we
know so far in relation to a particular question, not to convince the reader of something. So if the
structure of your literature review goes something like, “Well x is really important, and so is y, and
that means z is likely [and so I'm going to do some research now to show it is]” you may need to
backtrack. Remember, ask yourself, “What is it that / don’ know that I am trying to find out?’

Trying to prove a point is never a great basis for a piece of research.
FORMAT OF THE WRITE-UP

In most cases in the counselling and psychotherapy field, reviews will be of a qualitative nature (i.e.,
written up in words)—and that’s what I'll address here. There are also reviews that mathematically
combine data, known as meta-analysis. These have their own particular methods (see, for instance,
Practical meta-analysis (https:/[www.amazon.co.uk/Practical-Meta-Analysis-Applied-Research-
Methods/dp/0761921672/ref=sr_1_32keywords=practical%20meta-
analysis&qid=1644926596&sprefix=practical%20meta%2Caps%2C216&sr=8-3)) and are best
conducted using dedicated software, such as Comprehensive Meta-analysis (https://www.meta-
analysis.com?
gclid=CjOKCQiAu62QBhC7ARISALXijXSiINmMSM4p9Ah3loYB2gNImIY{Dxa7MgHC4LqZjvzj
9snHZ4QFEukkYaAqQNOEALw_wcB).

Use headings and subheadings in each of the sections to keep a clear structure to the paper, and
make sure that the hierarchy of these headings is clear to the reader: i.e., make the higher level
headings bigger, bolder, etc. as compared with lower order headings. Some pointers on formatting
and presenting your work are available here (https://mick-cooper.squarespace.com/new-

blog/2019/12/19/common-mistakes-in-writing-up).

You will probably want to start your literature review with a short section detailing the method by
which you went about your literature search. Even if you didn’t use a systematic method throughout,

i’s worth saying something of how you searched the literature, so that the reader has a sense of what



you might have found—and missed.

A table of the final articles that you included in your review can be really helpful, either at the start
of the review or as an appendix. Each paper can be a row, and then you can have various key features
in the columns, such as the location of the study, the number of participants, key findings, etc. An

example—the first few rows from our review of integration in child mental health services—is

below.
Soume N CYPMM secions) Dhesdgin Data Outemes Facilbating fackm Barders
Aupont {2013) Usa Pasdiatrics, child Pre-eva hetion/past- Data records of Model i fesitle and associawed
paychistry evaluation of 129 children with pasdiatricians being
colaboratve cam able o addres e in
e ENTETRNTY
Bai {2009 UsA Child welf s A gress sian Data remeds of 1613 More interorganiztion
mioed TV PALH anatyss of chiidren = latonships ssocmied
prowide s facton amsociated with better mental heaith
fweth Inhegration status and mone senvice e
Braciley (2003 LK Statutory CAMBMS,  Susvey, regresson 124 statutory Management, resousing,
prirmary anatyss of factors CAMMS Trusts misc. {moe diverstyl
sErvices assaciated with
{eg GPY) N gration
Burkey (2014) UsA Child paychiatry el survey of 52 progemime Siils for defivering integrated Co-location, case Resoarcing
nEgration in direciors R Seen & priodty mnfemnces, e rEpectives,
tsning mnsultaive noie, T &g emeent,
P AT Faning in ineagency me spons by,

CESDHRNTRN not plaritzed

Example table of studies for review of integration in child mental health services

Try to avoid ‘laundry list’ reviews: ‘stringing together sets of notes on relevant papers’ (McLeod,

1994, p.20) one after another. For instance:

Smith (1992) found that.....

And Brown (2011) found that...

And Jones (1996) found that...

And then Patel et al. (2001) found that...
Or narrative/historical version of a laundry list review: For instance:

e First, Smith (1992) found that.....
* Then Jones (1996) found that...
e Then Patel et al. (2001) found that...

e Then Brown (2011) found that...



Remember that, particularly at Master’s and doctoral level, a literature review is not just about
Y
précising previous research in the field: providing summaries of what lots of different studies said.

It’s about drawing the research together in coherent and meaningful ways.

So wherever possible, adopt a thematic style of review. “This strategy involves the identification of
distinct issues or questions that run through the area of research under consideration. Thematic
literature reviews enable the writer to create meaningful groupings of papers in different aspects of a
topic. This is therefore a highly flexible style of review, in which the complex nature of work in an
area of area can be respected while at the same time bringing some degree of order and organisation
to the material’ (McLeod, 1994, p.20). In a thematic review, it is likely that several different sources

will be cited in one paragraph.

* Some research has shown A... (Jones, 1996; Smith, 1992)

But other research has shown B (Patel et al., 2001; Jones, 1996), although there are some

problems with these findings (Grey et al., 1990).

More broadly, we know that Z... (White and Brown, 2001; Yellow, 2010).

And there is also some research to suggest X (Blue, 2003; Grey, 1994).

What we know so far, then, is that A seems very likely, and that is supported by Z and X,

though B raises some problems about this.

When you review the literature, you don’t need to ascribe every study equal weight and space.
Indeed, if you are, it probably suggests you're being too descriptive and not discriminating enough.
Some of the studies you look at will be spot-on relevant to your own research, some only tangentially
so. So if youre extracting what's really most meaningful to your own questions, you should be
taking a lot more from some sources than others. You're not reviewing to make all these authors feel
like they’re being paid due regard. You're reviewing to take what you need from their work to say
what we currently know in relation to your question(s). If content isn’t relevant, leave it out. If it’s

highly relevant, say a lot about it.
A thematic approach really allows you to show a high-level, synthesised understanding.

Whenever you make claims about how things are (for instance, ‘empathy is a key factor in

therapeutic outcomes’), you must always provide some reference for this.

Make sure you explicitly state somewhere, either at the end of the literature review or in your design,

what the main aims/objectives of your study are, and, if relevant, your hypothesis/hypotheses.



Wherever possible, go back to the original sources and reference those, rather than ‘cited in....

Citations never looks great—that you haven’t bothered to consult the original sources. If you really
can't access the original source (e.g., it’s in another language, or out of publication and unavailable),
that’s fine, but use citations sparingly. And be really careful not to take references from a secondary

source and cite them as if you have read them: find out what the original authors really said.
EVIDENCE OR THEORY?

Your literature review might be of evidence in relation to a particular question: for instance, ‘How do
clients experience person-centred therapy?” Alternatively, it might be of theoretical propositions: for
instance, “What is a relational psychodynamic theory of development?” It could also combine
evidence and theory, for instance, “What is the relationship between alliance and outcomes for young

people?” There’s no right or wrong here—it is entirely dependent on your question.

What is important, however, is to be clear about when you're reviewing theory and when you're
reviewing evidence. So, when you write up your review, try not to mix up theoretical statements like,
‘Rogers hypothesised that....” with empirical statements like, ‘Greenberg et al. found that...” What
someone thinks (even if it was Carl Rogers!), and what someone actually found, are quite separate
things. So if you are covering both in your review, it may be an idea to write them up as separate

sections.

Just to note, also be careful about mixing up primary studies (e.g., specific pieces of empirical
research), with reviews or ‘meta-analyses’ of the field. For instance, you may find through your
search strategies a number of papers which review primary studies in relation to a particular
question. That’s great, but then use that review to identify the primary studies, and include or
exclude those primary studies in your review, as appropriate. You could then note the reviews papers
in your introduction, and say about how your review is different. Alternatively, you could do a
review of reviews in a field—if there’s a logic in bringing them together and it would be redundant
to replicate the review process. But, again, don’t mix that up with a review of primary studies—do

one or the other, and be clear about which it is.
THE 'TARGET' APPROACH TO STRUCTURING YOUR LITERATURE REVIEW

One way to think about structuring your literature review is like a ‘target’. Start with the evidence
that is most relevant to your research question (and perhaps do a systematic review of it). Then what
else might be most closely relevant? For instance, if youre doing a study on negative experiences of
young people in person-centred therapy, you'd want to start by looking comprehensively for

everything on that specific question. But if there’s not much, then you could review the research on



negative experiences of young people in other therapies, then negative experiences of adults in
person-centred therapy. The more literature there is at the ‘bullseye’ of your target, the less you need
to go broader. But if there’s really not much (and that’s fine), then broaden out to literature from

which we might be able to extrapolate potential answers to your question(s).

Research findings that
directly answers my guestion

Research findings that, to some
extent, can answer my question

Research findings that give me some
clues about what the answers to my
guestion might be

Target approach to writing up a literature review

THE ‘PYRAMID’ APPROACH TO STRUCTURING YOUR LITERATURE REVIEW

Another common approach is the pyramid one, where you start with the broadest area of literature

on your topic, and then narrow downwards to more specific knowledge leading on to your research

question.



Pyramid approach to writing up a literature review

SUMMARY

Ultimately, a literature review is not about showing that you are smart and know things, or that you
can follow a pre-specified methodology. It’s about drawing on all your knowledge and skills to

present your best understanding of the answers to your question(s), to date.

You are to become the master in this field. And your reader is looking to you to give them an
informed, rigorous, and up to date understanding. Sometimes, the hardest bit of doing a literature
review is feeling the confidence to be able to do that (see my blog on the Research mindset
(https://mick-cooper.squarespace.com/new-blog/2021/10/21/the-research-mindset-some-pointers)).

But you can, providing you choose your scope and your methods wisely.
FURTHER READING

There are several texts on how to write a literature review, relevant to the counselling and
psychotherapy field. Torgerson’s Systematic reviews (https://www.amazon.co.uk/Systematic-Reviews-
Continuum-Research-Methods/dp/0826465803/ref=sr_1_2?
crid=1AES38ULRZSN3&keywords=torgerson%20systematic%20reviewdqid=16449262828&s=bo
oks&sprefix=torgerson%20systematic%20review%2Cstripbooks%2C1628&sr=1-2) is a good general
introduction. 7 steps to a comprehensive literature review (https://www.amazon.co.uk/Seven-Steps-

Comprehensive-Literature-Review/dp/1446248925/ref=sr_1_1?



crid=2B4800KAM3WZ4&keywords=7%20steps%20t0%20a%20comprehensive%20literature%20
review%20%3A%202%20multimodal%20%26%20cultural%20approach&qid=1644926034&spre
fix=7%20steps%20t0%20a%20comprehensive%?20literature%20review%20a%20multimodal %20
%26%20cultural%20approach%2Caps%2C2768&sr=8-1) has been recommended to me, and there
is the popular Doing a literature review in health and social care (https://www.amazon.co.uk/Doing-
Literature-Review-Health-Social/dp/0335248004/ref=pd_sbs_2/262-7630976-9261052?
pd_rd_i=03352480048&pd_rd_r=7d935642-0403-4128-b3d9-
aae07bc310cc&pd_rd_w=LIwVC&pd_rd_wg=MG2H3&pf_rd_p=c896f142-67ed-468d-b7d2-
62dc03d28077&pt_rd_r=CDS1Z5B22E9748NNDAO0D&psc=1). John McLeod’s classic Doing
research in counselling and psychotherapy (https://www.amazon.co.uk/Doing-Research-Counselling-
Psychotherapy-Mcleod/dp/1446201392/ref=sr_1_1?

crid=3HOEUWH2BCJAU &keywords=doing%?20counselling%20research&qid=16449263728&s=b
ooks&sprefix=doing%?20counselling%20research%?2Cstripbooks%2C101&sr=1-1) gives some

excellent guidance on reading the literature (Chapter 2).
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