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ABSTRACT

Systematic literature reviews tentativelydescribe the state of the
art in a given research area. However, the continuous publication
of new primary and secondary studies following the release of a
tertiary study can make the communication of results not inte-
grally representative in regards to the advances achieved by that
time. Consequently, using such a study as a reference within spe-
cific bodies of knowledgemay introduce imprecision, both in terms
of its subareas and with respect to new methodologies, languages,
and tools. Thus, a review of tertiary studies (what could be under-
stood as a quaternary study) could contribute to show the repre-
sentativeness of the reported findings in comparison to the state
of the art and also to compile a set of perceptions that could not be
previously achieved. In that direction, themain contribution of this
paper is presenting the findings from an analysis of 34 software en-
gineering tertiary studies published between 2009 and 2021. The
results indicate that over 60% of the studies demonstrate varying
degrees of anachronism due to the publication of primary and sec-
ondary studies following the publication of the tertiary study or
even due to a time elapse between its conduction and its publica-
tion.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Systematic Literature Reviews (SLR) are roughly important for the
science advance, particularly in Software Engineering. They use
to consume a considerable effort, but also bring important insights
for the state of the art. Tertiary Studies (TS1) are a particular type
of SLR that gather and consolidate knowledge from multiple sec-
ondary studies, potentially reflecting the state of the art on spe-
cific domains [35]. For instance, Cadavid et al. (2020) [7] is a in-
sightful tertiary study that aggregates secondary studies concern-
ing Systems-of-Systems (SoS) Architecting. The study was well-
conducted and revealed us that, although the study included a sec-
ondary study published in 2015 [22] that maps the architectural
description languages (ADL) for SoS, it did not incorporate a sig-
nificant ADL developed explicitly for SoS, published in the subse-
quent year (2016) in a primary study [42]. This finding does not
invalidate or question the results communicated by the authors.
However, it allows us to illustrate an important (and known) side
effect of TS or of any SLR: a possible gap (and a temporal void)
between the year of publication of literature review (2015, in that
case) and possible advances (primary studies) that appear in the
following years until its publication (2020, in that case).

The need to update SLRs is a well-discussed topic in the litera-
ture [16, 19, 38, 39, 53, 54]. In general, the current studies investi-
gate when, how and why to update SLR at the level of a secondary
study. We are not aware of initiatives that investigate what should
justify the update of TS. While TS will not likely be the sole source
of reference in an R&D project (since Rapid Reviews are the ap-
proach often adopted for that purpose [8, 9]), the accidental obso-
lescence stemming from the inherent characteristics of such stud-
ies could lead to drawbacks. For instance, reliance on anachronic

1Henceforth, this acronym will be interchangeably used to express both singular and
plural forms: Tertiary study and Tertiary studies.
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technology or methodologies that do not align with the most re-
cent advances in the field could undermine decision-making.

To enlighten this issue, the main contribution of this vision pa-
per is to communicate preliminary results of a review of TS,
what could be called as a quaternary study. Focusing on the analy-
sis of TS exclusively, the novelty of this research is threefold:1)
to shed light in a discussion about what a quaternary study in
software engineering could be; 2) externalize a study that exclu-
sively addresses TS and investigates which of them had primary
and secondary studies published after their publication and were
not necessarily included/considered; 3) reflect about what updat-
ing TS would mean and the differences between updating a sec-
ondary study and a TS, given that the current state of the art only
deals with updating SLR (secondary studies). For that purpose, we
conducted a quaternary study, that is, a systematic literature re-
view that includes only TS in software engineering. From 206 stud-
ies initially retrieved from two scientific databases, 34 studies were
included and analyzed. Results reveal that 60% (21 of 34) TS ana-
lyzed may have some degree of anachronism due to primary and
secondary studies published (and not considered in the TS) after
the publication of the analyzed studies.

This paper is structured as follows: Section 2 provides back-
ground and related work. Section 3 presents the review protocol,
details about the conduction, and results reporting. Section 4 dis-
cusses the advances so far and Section 5 brings final remarks.

2 BACKGROUND

Evidence-Based Software Engineering (ESBE) is a research para-
digm rooted in the principles of evidence-based practice and sys-
tematic literature reviews. Primary studies are peer-reviewed em-
pirical studies that aim to investigate specific research questions
and to describe evidence-based practices. They can report results
of controlled experiments, case studies, surveys and other primary
sources of research data [31, 44]. Secondary studies identify, ana-
lyze and evaluate primary studies that can answer research ques-
tions to systematically synthesize evidence about that domain [32].
TS are systematic reviews of secondary studies that raise, analyze,
catalog and synthesize research data and scientific evidences ex-
clusively from secondary studies [31]. TS in Software Engineering
started with the works of Kitchenham et al. [33, 34] and, accord-
ing to Garousi and Mäntylä [21], the number of secondary studies
reviewed by a TS varies from 12 to 116.

Given the large number of SLR published over the years in Soft-
ware Engineering (SE) and the relatively low number of updated
SLR, many SLRs in SE are potentially anachronic, which can im-
portantly affect the current understanding of the state-of-the-art
in those SLRs’ research topics, as stated by Mendes et al. (2020)
[39]. In the same study, the authors recall the definition of what
can be considered an update of a SLR, extracted from the report
of a panel with experts in that subject [19]: an update of a SLR

[is defined] as a new edition of a published SLR with changes that

can include new data, new methods, or new analyses to the previous

edition. An update asks a similar question with regard to the partici-

pants, intervention, comparisons, and outcomes (PICO) and has sim-

ilar objectives; thus, it has similar inclusion criteria. These inclusion

criteria can be modified in the light of developments within the topic

area with new interventions, new standards, and new approaches. Up-

dates will include a new search for potentially relevant studies and

incorporate any eligible studies or data; and adjust the findings and

conclusions as appropriate.

In their study, Mendes et al. (2020) [39] included and analyzed
studies under three categories: i) systematic review about when
and how to update SLRs; ii) techniques to identify new evidence
related to previously published SLRs; and iii) decision mechanisms
(factors or decision tree) to decide whether an SLR needs updating.
The authors algo gather factors that can affect the decision as to
whether an SLR update is needed, and they are: a) The SLR’s topic
is still relevant, and some preliminary searches suggest that there
are new studies suitable for inclusion; b) The SLR’s topic is rela-
tively new, and the original SLR included limited data. An update
should be done if it is acknowledged that such an update would
provide valuable additional information; c) Large volumes of infor-
mation have been published over a short timescale; and d) Large
influential studies were published andmay affect the original SLR’s
conclusions.

The authors also recall the decision framework (third-party de-
cision framework, known as 3PDF) proposed by Garner et al. [19],
which include the following steps to analyze if an SLR should be up-
dated: Step 1) Assessing how current/actual the SLR is by looking
at its topic’s relevance for research and practice, including an anal-
ysis of the impact on research and/or practice (using metrics such
as citations via sites such as Google Scholar), and finally whether
the SLR was carried out properly and using a sound methodology;
Step 2) identifying if there are any new methods proposed and/or
new studies published after the SLR’s publication, with Step 2.b
specifically analyzing whether new additional studies were found;
and Step 3) assessing whether the adoption of newmethods and/or
new studies may affect the conclusions when compared to the con-
clusions from the original SLR, and/or the original SLR’s credibil-
ity.

The main conclusions of the authors were (i) 14 of the 20 SE
SLR updates did not need updating; and (ii) the main decision dri-
ver to whether an SLR should be updated or not was Step 1b - the
SLR’s contribution to research and practice. We perceive that all
the findings so far are related to SLR as secondary studies, but that
the need to update TS have not been largely discussed.
Related Work. During our investigation, we encountered a sole
study that also undertook the examination of TS. Published in Oc-
tober 2021, the study conducted by Napoleao et al. [40] aimed to
survey and analyze TS with the objective of formulating a more
suitable search string to effectively identify secondary studieswithin
SR. Other prior studies also investigated the up-to-date state of lit-
erature reviews and how/when to update them [17, 39]. However,
we are not aware of other studies that exclusively review TS and/or
investigate the nature of what could be considered as a quaternary
study.
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3 A REVIEW OF TERTIARY STUDIES IN
SOFTWARE ENGINEERING

For building upon the concept of updating a TS, we proposed the
term anachronic2 to describe a TS that potentially need an update.
In a first moment, we consider a TS can be considered anachronic
for two likely reasons: by the emergence of new secondary stud-
ies of that topic that were not included; or by including older sec-
ondary studies that do not take into account advances reported
in primary studies published in subsequent years. A TS, from our
point of view, can be considered anachronistic when it analyzes a
specific time frame, potentially neglecting relevant studies in that
area, whichmay indicate it needs some further evidence to support
its results or that some of its included secondary studies may need
updating in light of criteria defined by the state of the art on SLR
updating.

This section describes the protocol designed and used to con-
duct our quaternary study. Our protocol followed the guidelines
of Kitchenham and Charles [31], structured in Planning, Conduc-
tion, and Reporting, involving five researchers.

3.1 Step 1: Planning (Study Protocol)

As stated earlier, the primary aim of this research was twofold:
(i) to examine the current state of tertiary studies within the

Software Engineering area, and (ii) to gain enhanced insights

into the fundamental attributes that may define a quater-

nary study. Research Questions (RQ) were elaborated to address
the former, whilst an analysis and discussion of the results can help
us to conjecture insights for the latter. The following research ques-
tions (RQ) were raised:
RQ1: What are the covered areas in tertiary studies? Ratio-

nale: This question aims to identify which areas and subareas have
the highest volume of tertiary studies.
RQ2:What is the year of the oldest andmost recent secondary

study analyzed by the included tertiary studies? Rationale:

The year of publication allows us to investigate, identify and com-
pare existing secondary and primary studies on the same area.
RQ3: Are there secondary studies published a�er the TS in

the same area that might make it anachronic? If yes, what

is the year of publication? Rationale: By answering this ques-
tion, we aim to identify whether the TS has evidence that it may be
anachronic due to the existence of secondary studies in the same
area and identify the time difference between the publication of
the TS analyzed and the secondary study found.
RQ4: Are there primary studies published a�er the TS in the

same area that might make it anachronic? If yes, what is

the year of publication? Rationale: We aimed at discovering
whether the included TS had evidence that might be anachronic
due to the existence of primary studies in the same area.

Search Strategy. The search strategy chosen was an automatic
search performed in two databases (namely ACM Digital Library3

2Anachronism is the concept that refers to using the concepts and ideas of a given time
to analyze the facts of another time. In our context, we use this concept to denote
a possible chronological inconsistency, as in the case of TS that include secondary
studies which may potentially required updating. Other terms for Anachronic include
anachronical, anachronous and anachronistic.
3https://dl.acm.org/

and IEEE Xplore4). According to Dyba et al. [43] and Kitchenham
and Charters [31], these publication databases are some of themost
relevant sources in the Computer Science and Information Sys-
tems areas. Only these two databases were chosen due to the ex-
ploratory nature of this study.

We used the following search string: “tertiary studies”. Then,
any eventual tertiary study from other areas could be excluded dur-
ing the selection step. To answer the research questions RQ3 and
RQ4, searches were carried out in the same libraries where the ter-
tiary studies were collected, IEEE Xplorer and ACMDigital Library.
The search strings used to raise the secondary and primary studies
were the same used in the tertiary study being analyzed in addition
with the keywords presented by that TS.
Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria. The Inclusion Criterion (IC)
used to include relevant studies in our quaternary study was this
only one: IC1: The study is a tertiary study in software engineer-
ing. Conversely, the Exclusion Criteria (EC) used to exclude the
non-relevant studies are: (EC1) The study is not a tertiary study
in software engineering; (EC2) The study is written in a language
other than English; and (EC3) The full text is not available.

3.2 Step 2: Conduction

The conduction took place between September 2021 and January
2022. During this phase, studies were selected and evaluated ac-
cording to the protocol.

Studies Selection: The automatic search was performed. As a
result, 206 potentially relevant studies were selected. We removed
duplicated ones and analyzed the remainder. Titles, abstracts, and
keywords were read, and IC/EC were applied. The introduction
and conclusion sections of each study were also considered and
the full text (if necessary). The studies should be tertiary studies
and address at least one of the disciplines of SWEBOK [50], or those
not covered in SWEBOK yet, such as Systems of Systems, or Soft-
ware Ecosystems, Software Domains, or other important areas for
Software Engineering. As a result of this first selection activity, 34
tertiary studies ranging from 2009 to 2021 were included for data
extraction.

Most of the studies excluded during the selection step were pri-
mary or secondary studies that only mentioned the term ‘tertiary
study’, or studies that used the term tertiary to denote the third
level of formal studies (higher education at the university, in un-
dergraduate courses). An ID was created for each included study
to facilitate its identification and citation. The ID starts with a char-
acter referring to the type of publication – ‘C’ for a conference, ‘P’
for periodical (journal), ‘W’ for a workshop, and ‘S’ for symposium
– followed by the publication year and a unique sequential number
from 000 to 034, chronologically ordered, in Appendix A.
Data Extraction. The form shown in Table 1 was used to support
a systematic data extraction from the included TS.

3.3 Step 3: Reporting

After the identification and selection of pertinent TS, we examined
each study in its entirety to address the posed RQs. Specifically, for
addressing research question RQ3, in addition to the thorough ex-
amination of the selected tertiary studies, supplementary searches

4https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/

https://dl.acm.org/
https://ieeexplore.ieee.org/
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Table 1: Data extraction form for selected TS.

# Question
1 Study title:
2 Study ID:
3 Study authors:
4 Year of publication:
5 What are the publication years of the most recent and oldest

secondary studies included?
6 Venue (Conference/Journal/Magazine):
7 What area does the study address?
8 What subarea does the study address?
9 Were there already TS in the same area previously published?
10 Are there secondary studies published after the publication of

the included TS? If yes, what is its publication year?
11 Are there any primary studies published after the publication

of the included TS? If yes, what year of publication?

were performedwithin the ACMDigital Library and IEEE Explorer
repositories. These additional searches aimed to identify relevant
primary, secondary, and TS published subsequently to the publica-
tion of the included TS.

RQ1: What are the covered areas in TS?

The most discussed area in the included TS was Evidence-Based
Software Engineering, with 17 studies (50% of them) [S2019-008,
C2016-011, C2020-013, S2009-015, C2015-018, C2015-022, C2018-
023, C202019-024, C2019-025, W2014-026, C2017-027, C2017-028,
C2018-029, C2012-030, C2013-032, and C2013-034], followed by Soft-
ware Construction (7 studies, 20.58%) [C2020-002,C2012-004, C2011-
006, C2017-007, C2012-009, C2012-010, and C2017-033], Software
Requirements, with four studies (11.76%) [C2014-001, C2021-014,
C2020-016, and W2018-031], Systems Architecture (three studies,
8.82%) [C2021-003, C2020-005, and S2020-021] and Software Main-
tenance with two studies (5.88%) [C2021-019 and C2017-020]. Other
areas addressed in at least one of the studieswere Human-Computer
Interaction [C2020-017], SoftwareQuality [C2021-019], and IoT [C2018-
012]. Therefore, 70% of the selected tertiary studies addressed evidence-
based software engineering or software construction.

The other subareas covered in only one of the TS are: blockchain
and sustainability [C2021-005], blockchain and IoT [C2020-005],
software effort [S2017-007], Validity Threat Assessment [C2016-
011], Startup Ecosystems [C2020-016], Assistive Technology for
Autism [C2020-017], Code Smells [C2021-019], Software Product
Line [ C2017-020], Microservices [S2020-021], Quality Assessment
[C2015-022], Meta Ethnography [C2019-025], Evidence Distribu-
tion and Pareto’s Law [W2014-026], Research Methodology [C2017
-027], Meta Modeling [C2017-028], Qualitative Research [C2018-
029], Requirements Validation [W2018-031] and the Influence of
Human Factors on Software Development [S2021-033].

RQ2: What is the year of the oldest and most recent sec-

ondary study analyzed by the included tertiary study?

The oldest secondary study used in one of the analyzed TS was
published in 2004 and the most recent one in 2021. In Table 2, we
show the list of the oldest secondary study and the most recent
one that was included in each TS analyzed. The aim of this RQ

was verifying the time lapse between the publication of the sec-
ondary studies considered and the year of publication of the ana-
lyzed TS. We observed that, in some of the most recent secondary
studies considered by a TS, a time-lapse greater than one year ex-
ists. This happens in the studies C2020-002, C2012-004, C2020-013,
S2009-015, C2015-018 , C2015-022, C2019-024, C2019-025, W2014-
026, C2018-029,W2018-031,C2013-032 and S2021-034.A large time
lapse between the secondary studies considered by the analyzed
TS may be indicative of possible anachronism, as occurred in the
case of Cadavid et al. [7].

Table 2: Years of publication of the oldest and most recent

secondary studies considered by each tertiary study.

Study ID Time interval of
the secondary
studies con-
sidered in the
included TS

Study ID Time interval of
the secondary
studies con-
sidered in the
included TS

C2014-001 2006-2014 C2015-018 2003-2013
C2020-002 2013-2018 C2021-019 2015-2020
C2021-003 2018-2020 C2017-020 2008-2016
C2012-004 2006-2010 S2020-021 2016-2019
C2020-005 2016-2020 C2015-022 2007-2009
C2011-006 2008-2011 C2018-023 2016-2017
C2017-007 2006-2016 C2019-024 2004-2010
S2019-008 2009-2019 W2014-026 2004-2012
C2012-009 2009-2011 C2017-027 2004-2016
C2012-010 2005-2011 C2017-028 2005-2016
C2016-011 2004-2015 C2017-028 2005-2016
C2018-012 2013-2017 C2018-029 2005-2015
C2020-013 2004-2012 C2012-030 2004-2011
C2021-014 2009-2021 W2018-031 2002-2008
S2009-015 2004-2007 C2013-032 2005-2011
C2020-016 2016-2019 S2021-033 2018-2020
C2020-017 2015-2019 S2021-034 2017-2019

RQ3: Are there secondary studies published a�er the TS in

the same area that might make it anachronic? If yes, what is

the year of publication?

To verify whether the TS and the secondary studies included by
them really dealt with the same area, a complete reading of the TS
was carried out and the summary, introduction, and results items
of each secondary study surveyed were read. The full report with
each case of secondary studies published in the same area (after the
publication of a TS that did not consider it) of each TS included and
analyzed here can be found in an external link5, in Portuguese.

We found that the area addressed in at least one of the 34 se-
lected TSwas already addressed in a secondary study that was pub-
lished after the year of publication of the analyzed TS. This occurs
in the areas that were addressed by 22 TS: C2014-001, C2020-002,
C2012-004, C2020-005, C2011-006, C2014-007, S2019-008, C2012-
009, C2012-010,C2016-011, C2012-012, S2009-015,C2020-017, C2015-
018, C2017-020, S2020-021, C2015-022, C2017-027,C2018-029, C2012-
030, and C2013-032. Therefore, 64.70% of the TS selected may be
out of date due to the existence of secondary studies that addressed

5bit.ly/3MRHcRd

bit.ly/3MRHcRd
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the same area but were published after the publication of that TS.
Among the analyzed TS that show some degree of anachronism,
four were published in 2020, two in 2019, two in 2018, three in 2017,
one in 2016, two in 2015, one in 2014, one in 2013, four in 2012, one
in 2011 and one in 2009. This reveals that even recent studies were
potentially anachronic soon after they were published.

RQ4: Are there primary studies published a�er the TS in

the same area that might make it anachronic? If yes, what is

the year of publication?

When it comes to primary studies, the same area addressed in at
least one of the 34 studies has also been addressed in primary stud-
ies that were published after the TS was analyzed. This occurs in
the areas that were addressed by 23 studies: C2014-001, C2020-002,
C2012-004, C2020-005, C2011-006, C2014-007, S2019-008, C2012-
009, C2012-010, C2016-011, C2012-012,C2020-013, S2009-015, C2020-
017, C2015-018, C2017-020, S2020-021,C2015-022, C2019-024, C2017-
029, C2012-030, and C2013-032. Therefore, 67.64% of the tertiary
studies selected may be out of date due to the existence of primary
studies that addressed the same area but were published in a year
after the year of publication of the tertiary study. A percentage
2.86% greater than that was detected in the answer to question RQ3.
The area most covered by these tertiary studies is also evidence-
based software engineering which was addressed in nine studies,
software construction addressed in six studies, systems architec-
ture in two studies, and software requirements in two studies. In
addition to these areas, human-computer interaction and software
maintenance were addressed in at least one of the studies. Among
the analyzed TS that show some degree of anachronism, as there
are primary studies that were published in later years but address-
ing the same area as at least one of the mentioned TS, five were
published in 2020, two in 2019, two in 2018, three in 2017, one in
2016, two in 2015, one in 2014, one in 2013, four in 2012, one in
2011 and one in 2009. An example is the study C2014-001, which
addressed mapping studies in requirements engineering and this
same area was addressed in the following primary study published
after the publication of study C2014-001 [23]. Similarly, each case
is discussed in detail in a full report available in an external link6,
in Portuguese.

4 DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

Systematic studies take time to be conducted/concluded and the
publication process in journals is also time-consuming. Examples
include Tore Dybå and Torgeir Dingsøyr [14], published in 2008,
but which covers studies up to 2005; and Kamei [28], with studies
included up to 2018, but published in 2021. We conjecture that re-
views on theoretic topics maybe can be anachronic more slowly
than those associated with technologies. The main findings (F=)
of this study are: (F1) 60% (21 out of) the 34 TS analyzed show
evidence that may have some degree of anachronism because of
primary and secondary studies published (and not considered in
the TS) after their publication. Those novel studies could have pre-
sented new results, concepts, and models from those contained
in the analyzed TS; (F2) Among the 21 TS that show evidence of
a greater degree of anachronism because there are both primary

6bit.ly/3MRHcRd

and secondary studies in the same area published after the TS pub-
lication, in 71.42% [C2014-001, C2020-002, C2012-004, C2017-007,
S2009-008, C2012-009, C2012-010, C2018-012, C2020-017, C2017-
020, S2020-022, C2019-024, C2017-027, C2012-030, and C2013-032]
of the cases, these primary and secondary studies were published
in the next year after the publication of the analyzed TS; and (F3)

Most of the TS that did not present evidence of anachronism, as
expected, were published in 2021 [C2021-003, C2021-014, C2021 -
019, C2021-020, C2021-033, and S2021-035], except for W2014-026,
C2017-028, C2018-023, C2019-025, C2020-016. Then, recent TS will
be less subject to anachronism, since there was not enough time
for the publication of other studies that outdate the TS until the
search is executed. Another possible reason is the specificity of

the topic covered in the TS. We claim that specific topics tend
to not being anachronic fastly due to the scarcity of novel stud-
ies (mainly secondary studies). For instance, some of the topics
covered among the not anachronic TS involve requirements en-
gineering in startups, meta-ethnography in software engineering,
Model-Based Systematic Review, and Pareto’s law in software en-
gineering.
The nature of quaternary studies. Researchers broadly know
that the type of information that can be obtained when conducting
a systematic review (whether it is a secondary, tertiary, or quater-
nary study) depends on the questions posed and the depth of anal-
ysis, in addition to the systematic way in which it was conducted.
Secondary studies are generally able to gather statistical evidence
from an area and allow, for instance, a more accurate decision re-
garding the effectiveness of a drug to treat a disease (in the case
of medicine) or the real impact of using a software development
methodology, in the case of SE. When analyzing the TS included,
we could observe that TS offer a broader panorama of their area of

investigation. While secondary studies in SE raise the state of the
art on more specific topics (for example, the architectural descrip-
tion activity in SoS in case of [7]), TS generally propose to map
an area more broadly, such as Software Construction or Systems
Architecture.

In turn, a quaternary study, when investigating TS, goes up one
more level. We do not have a conclusive answer about the nature of
quaternary studies, since even TS are still scarce in literature and
their nature are also still under investigation. We understand that
quaternary would be the last level of reviews, since it would prob-
ably not be necessary to conduct other quaternary studies, unless
the number of tertiary studies in subareas of SE increase so much
that makes it possible to exclude some of them and synthesize ev-
idence from that subarea.

We could also see that several of them need to be updated since
many of the included studies already have more than 10 years of
publication, and consider secondary studies not updated from at
least six years before it. Although a prior study recommended the
3PDF method to decide whether update a review or not [39], qua-
ternary studies can be an alternative way to assess the need to
update TS in particular. It was possible to observe from the qua-
ternary study that there are sub-areas that had not been their TS
updated for at least 15 years, evidencing a need and opportunities
for research. While primary studies are published all the time, the
phenomenon we observe is that many tertiary studies are born
anachronic.

bit.ly/3MRHcRd
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Complementing the Guidelines for the Conduction and Up-

date of TS. A possible solution for TS anachronism, in addition
to searches in digital libraries, could be the use of the snowballing,
both backarward and forward, to identify new and old primary and
secondary studies that have not yet been found. Furthermore, a
recommendation for those using TS as a source of knowledge is
to verify the quality of the studies7, if it presents limitations and
internal and external threats to validity. The conduction of Rapid
Reviews is also an alternative to complement tertiary studies to
check if there were important advances in the field after the publi-
cation of the included secondary studies. We also recommend that,
before conducting a TS, researchers should analyze the addressed
topic: if it updates frequently (a hot topic), they should be aware
that the TS will be subject to become obsolete faster.
Threats to Validity. Some threats to the validity of our conclu-
sions include (i) missing relevant studies (use of only two scien-
tific databases), (ii) potential bias in study selection, (iii) reliability
in the conduction and conclusions presented, and (iv) data extrac-
tion. The two databases are highly relevant sources in the Software
Engineering areas, which reduces the threat; however, a comple-
mentary search could also be performed in other databases, such
as Scopus8, Google Scholar9 and SOL/SBC10 . To avoid a biased pro-
cess, we defined RQs and derived IC and EC. The RQ and criteria
are detailed enough to provide an assessment of how reliable is the
final set of included studies, reducing the impact of the selection
reliability threat. Moreover, the entire material used in the review
is also available and can be scrutinized or even replicated. Regard-
ing data extraction, we conducted consensus meetings until full
agreements, increasing the reliability of the data extraction. An-
other threat to the validity is the fact that the search was conducted
in January 2022. Then, studies published during the entire year of
2022 and 2023 were not considered here. An update in the search
(as future work) could be performed to alleviate this threat.

5 FINAL REMARKS

The main contribution of this vision paper was presenting the re-
sults of a review of tertiary studies (aka a quaternary study) in soft-
ware engineering. We analyzed tertiary studies (TS) in software
engineering and the insights that could be provided by such type
of analysis (a quaternary study). 206 studies were retrieved and
34 were included for analysis and extraction. The results indicate
that 70% of selected tertiary studies addressed evidence-based soft-
ware engineering or software construction and 60% of the TS ana-
lyzed in this work have evidence of some degree of anachronism.
We also discussed the implications of the findings for the state of
practice in the conduction of TS. Our results reveal that, in many
cases, there were new studies published after the publication of a
TS, which can serve as input to help decide, among the other fac-
tors foreseen by the 3PDF approach, whether those SLRs included
should be updated or not, or whether even the TS should be up-
dated. We also conclude that more studies and, possibly, guidelines
are needed to decide whether to update tertiary studies or not.

7We also analyzed the quality of the TS included herein, as it can be checked in the
provided external link.
8https://www.elsevier.com/pt-br/solutions/scopus
9https://scholar.google.com/
10https://sol.sbc.org.br

Future work includes replicating this study by considering more
scientific databases and expanding the concept and maturity of
quaternary studies and the proposition of a model of maturity for
TS. Also, future investigation should gather evidence on the differ-
ences between secondary, tertiary, and quaternary studies and pos-
sible changes needed in current guidelines onWHEN and HOW to
update systematic studies.
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