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Supplementary Material 3. Method used for the Systematic Analysis, using the PRISMA approach. 

The systematic analysis performed in this study was made following the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting 

Items for Systematic Reviews and MetaAnalyses) approach. The literature search was performed using 

the Web of Science and Scopus scientific databases, on October 11th, 2022. The search was conducted 

on the Title, Abstract and Keywords, using the following criteria: (Cephalopod* OR Bathyteuthid* OR 

Idiosepid* OR Myopsid* OR Oegopsid* OR Squid* OR Nautilid* OR Octopod* OR Sepiid* OR 

Spirulid* OR Vampyromorph*) AND (bioluminescen* OR light organ OR photophore*) for which 

the asterisk allows to include all derivatives of the keyword used (e.g. Cephalopod* also searches for 

Cephalopoda, Cephalopods). Moreover, the search was limited to the period between 1971 and 2020. 

Using these terms and timeframe, our search resulted in 296 records in the Scopus database and 582 in 

the Web of Science database, from which 618 records were further investigated, after the removal of 

duplicates (Figure S1). To understand the eligibility of these 618 records, the title and abstract of each 

study were scanned. 252 studies were considered out of scope, 37 were conference papers or abstract, 

2 were editorial materials and 5 were a different publication types (e.g. note, survey). Moreover, 43 

did not present an abstract, preventing us from analyzing the content of the study. Therefore, a total of 

277 studies were maintained and included in the final analysis. 
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Figure S1. Flowchart explaining the literature analysis, using the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items 

for Systematic Reviews and MetaAnalyses) approach. 
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