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Comment: 
Normally, we write a research paper and part of it will be a Literature Review. However, we might decide that we want to explore what others have written about a topic in great detail. In this case, the whole piece of writing will be a review.
This paper is a review article. 
It has an Introduction, Methods, ... References section, exactly like an empirical paper. The Methods here, however, describes the authors’ ways of selecting the articles they scrutinised.

Comment: 
These were the research questions of the review article.
Q1: What advantages and disadvantages of THEs are contended by the community? 
Q2: What are the risks of THEs and can they be mitigated enough to warrant a wide-spread use? 
Q3: Are THEs only appropriate for certain levels on Bloom’s taxonomy scale? (Check this out!)
Q4: THEs are non-proctored, students have access to the Internet and the time-span is (typically) extended. How does that affect the question items on the THE? 
Q5: How do THEs affect the students’ study habits during the weeks preceding the exam and how does that affect their long-term retention of knowledge? 
Q6: Do THEs promote students’ higher-order cognitive skills (HOCS)?

Comment:
This is part of the Methods section of a systematic literature review. This is a ’new’ type of review; very scientific; describes the search terms and explains the selection process. More and more literature reviews follow suit and describe the principles used for article selection.

2. Methods This systematic review was conducted according to Gough’s nine-phase process [20] outlined by Bearman et al. [21]. This process stipulates that database searches are preceded by elaborate inclusion/exclusion criteria as well as articulated search and screening strategies. Potential works were primarily identified by searching five databases (Education Database, ERC, ERIC, Scopus and Web of Science) with characteristic search phrases and pursuing cited references in these works (both forward and backwards). These searches were finally complemented with a search on Google Scholar. 
2.1. Keywords 
The primary keyword was ‘take-home exam’ restricted to ‘higher education’. Databases’ thesauruses suggested that ‘test’ and ‘assessment’ are valid synonyms to ‘exam’, and ‘tertiary education’ is a valid synonym to ‘higher education’. Hence, in the five primary databases, the following search condition was used: 
‘take-home exam*’  OR ‘take-home test*’ OR  ‘take-home assessm*’—title/abstract/keywords 
AND ‘higher education’ OR ‘tertiary education’—all fields.
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No screening for subjects or students’ level was applied; both undergraduates and postgraduates were included (colleges, universities, vocational schools etc.). There was also no screening for type of tertiary education and no geographic preferences were applied. The huge number of hits in Education Database and Google Scholar called for a pre-screening process where only titles were used to determine the relevance to this review. This was followed by a redundancy screening where duplicates were removed. Next, data samples were screened by abstracts and the remaining samples were perused full-text. The full-text perusal also included forward and backward ‘snowball sampling’ for additional items. 

2.3. Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria
....
The following table summarises which article gave an answer to which research questions.
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Findings collected and coded.
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In Google Scholar, only ‘take-home exam® AND ‘higher education’ was used in all fields,
but patents and citations were excluded. Table 1 illustrates the number of hits produced by each database.

“Table 1. Number of hits in each database.

Database Hits

Education database 474
Education research complete 22
ERIC 3
Scopus 14

Web o Science. 3
Google Scholar 1010
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22. Screening Algorithm

‘The serecning and inclusion algorithm is llustrated in Figure 1
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“Table 2. Included works and their contributions o this eview lsted by publication year).

Work

Frecdman, 1963 2]
Svoboda, 1971101
Marsh, 1980123
Weber etal, 1983 24]
Marsh, 1984 251

Gralkowski, 1987 26]

Zollr and BenChaim, 1989 27
Moreay 1990 3]

Fernald and Webste, 1991 (2]
Haynie, 191 17]

Andrad and Linden, 1993 [5]
“Ansel, 1996 0]

Norcini et a, 1996 [31]
Hall, 2001 [15]
Mallory, 2001 2]
Zollr 3001 112]
Haynic, 2003 32
Brodon, 203111]

Tsaparls and Zoller, 203 3]

Giordano et al 2005 3]

Moore and Jensen, 2007 [35]

Williams and Wong, 2009 [1]
Frein, 2011 [
‘Giammarco, 2011 [6]
Lopezetal, 2011 3]

Rich, 2011 [4]
Marcus, 2012 [37]

Tao and L3, 2012 6]
Hagstrom and Scheja, 2014 3]
Rich et a, 2014 40
‘Somple et al, 2014 [41]
Johnson etal, 2015 [12]
Dovenes, 2017 1£3]
D'Souza and Sicgfeldt, 2017 [44]
Lancaster and Clarke, 2017 [45]
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Table &, Advantages of THES.
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