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Abstract 

This short communication discusses the duplication issue in Scopus's new interface. After 

searching for bibliographic records, the author noticed many duplicates in the 

downloadable file. This issue lasted a month, with 67% of records duplicated. After alerting 

Scopus, the new version was confirmed to have a duplication issue, prompting a 

recommendation to revert back to the old version. The study advises caution when utilizing 

Scopus data, particularly when exporting large files. Additionally, it highlights the novel 

attributes of the Scopus interface, including the ability to download 20,000 records at a 

time, a notable increase from the previous limit of 2,000. 
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1. Introduction 
Scopus, an abstract and indexing database with full-text links, was introduced by Elsevier in 
2004, as an alternate to the Web of Science. Its name, Scopus, was derived from the bird 
known as Hammerkop (Scopus umbretta), which is reputed to its exceptional navigational 
abilities (Burnham, 2006). Among the vast array of curated abstract and citation databases, 
Scopus stands as one of the largest, encompassing a comprehensive range of scientific 
journals, conference proceedings, and books on a global scale. Its commitment to ensuring 
the highest quality of indexed data by an independent Content Selection and Advisory Board 
(Baas et al., 2020). Since its inception, numerous studies undertaken to evaluate Scopus’s 
coverage (Singh et al., 2021; Pranckutė, 2021; Mongeon & Paul-Hus, 2016; Vera-Baceta et 
al., 2019). Most importantly, Scopus maintains an ongoing assessment of journals submitted 
by publishers for indexation, ensuring the continual verification of quality (Krauskopf, 2018).  
 
A study conducted by Thelwall (2018) found that all Scopus articles with DOIs were found in 
Dimensions (97% in 2012) and claimed that the Dimensions proved to a viable alternative to 
Scopus and Web of Science for general citation analyses and citation support. In a recent 
assessment, Thelwall & Sud (2022) examine the changes in the extent of coverage provided 
by Scopus, a prominent citation index, over a span of 121 years starting from 1900. Since 
Scopus’s coverage is limited to a fraction of journal publications outside of Europe and 
North America, and as such, it cannot be classified as a truly global database (Tennant, 
2020).  
 
Despite facing some criticism, the Scopus database is employed not solely for bibliometric 
evaluations (Elango et al., 2019; Elango et al., 2023), but also for the purpose of ranking 
frameworks on a global scale, such as the Times Higher Education World University 
Rankings, as well as on a national level, such as the National Institutional Ranking 
Framework in India. In addition to this, some researchers have integrated the Scopus data 
into their respective research studies (Ceasar & Ignacimuthu, 2023). 
 
2. New Scopus interface 
Scopus has implemented a trial version of its new interface as of August 2022, which boasts 
a range of novel features. Notably, users are now able to download up to 20,000 records or 
first 20,000 records at a time, a substantial increase from the previous limit of 2,000 records 
in the older version. 
 
Our college library has subscribed to the Scopus database. In the second week of December 
2023, we undertook a retrieval of pertinent bibliographic records using the following search 
string:  

ethnobotan* OR ethnovetr* OR ethnomed* OR "traditional knowledge" OR 
"alternative medicine" OR "Herbal medicine" OR "Folk Medicine" 
with a particular focus on Indian affiliations.  

 
Regrettably, we discovered a significant number of duplicate records within the downloaded 
file. To verify this occurrence, we contacted other subscribing institutions, who 
subsequently confirmed the presence of these duplicates.  
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Figure 1. Search results in Scopus 

 
Even after a month, this issue persisted until January 19, 2024. For instance, the 
aforementioned search parameters yielded a total of 12,034 records (see Figure 1), of which 
67% were found to be duplicates (see Figure 2), indicating a two-thirds duplication rate. 
After informing the Scopus team of this dilemma, they acknowledged the existence a 
duplication problem in the new version. As a resolution, they recommended reverting back 
to the old version (see Figure 3). Consequently, a cautious message has been incorporated 
into the new interface, alerting users to the possibility of encountering missing or duplicate 
records when exporting large files containing more than 2,000 records (see Figure 4). 
 
3. Remarks 
In order to optimize the utilization of Scopus data, it is imperative to exercise a significant 
level of caution. The context under which the data is obtained bears no significance; this 
remains a constant reality.  
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Figure 2. Showing the number of duplicate records in Excel 
 
 
 

Figure 3. Communication received from Scopus team 
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Figure 4. Caution showing the duplicate records existed 
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