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Abstract  

To investigate the structure-sweetness relationship of sweet molecules, four scientific 

databases Web of Science, SCOPUS, PubMed, and FlavorDB were systematically 

searched for related studies on sweet proteins and small sweet molecules on the 

SweetenersDB database. No comprehensive study on this topic was retrieved. Then, the 

same search was performed with very general keywords such as sweetener, sweet 

molecules, and sweetening agents. A total of 8231 studies were retrieved, but only 122 

studies for small molecules and 38 studies for sweet proteins met the inclusion criteria for 

the structure-function relationship investigations. Analyses showed that the studies on 

small sweet molecules used more diverse names than those common names used in the 

SweetenersDB. For example, instead of using saccharin, acesulfame, and cyclamate, they 

used sulfamate, sulfonyl, or even the chemical formula RNHSO3-M+. So, few and 

scattered studies were retrieved in the primary search. Including these new keywords 

yielded so many related studies that practically no new studies were demanded.  

Also, we found many eligible studies that had either not been retrieved at all or were 

excluded during the initial screening of the title and abstract. This happened because, in the 

title/abstract/keywords of these articles, there was either no informative keyword such as 
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“sweetener”, or no sufficient and accurate information about the purpose of the study 

(structure-function relationship). Therefore, they were missed in the primary search or 

further screening steps. In conclusion, the diversity of expertise in basic sciences results in 

a diversity in terms and points of view on a topic. So, it is suggested that the keywords and 

purpose of a study be clearly and accurately included in the title, abstract, and keywords. 

These are the first, and probably the only sections to have a chance to be retrieved and 

caught by the readers. 
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