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ABSTRACT

In the last years, model-related publications have been exploring the

application of modeling techniques in different domains. Initially

focused on UML and the Model-Driven Architecture approach, the

literature has been evolving towards the usage of more general

concepts such as Model-Driven Development or Model-Driven En-

gineering. With the emergence of Low-Code software development

platforms, the modeling community has been studying how these

two fields may combine and benefit from each other, thus leading

to the publication of a number of works in recent years. In this

paper, we present a metascience study of Low-Code. Our study

has a two-fold approach: (1) to examine the composition (size and

diversity) of the emerging Low-Code community; and (2) to investi-

gate how this community differs from the “classical” model-driven

community in terms of people, venues, and types of publications.

Through this study, we aim to benefit the low-code community by

helping them better understand its relationship with the broader

modeling community. Ultimately, we hope to trigger a discussion

about the current and possible future evolution of the low-code

community as part of its consolidation as a new research field.

CCS CONCEPTS

• General and reference → Surveys and overviews; Metrics; •

Social and professional topics→ Professional topics.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In the last decades, the Software Engineering (SE) community has

demonstrated the importance and benefits of adopting (standard)

modeling paradigms to optimize the software development and

maintenance processes [3, 7]. Over the years, paradigms such as

Model-Driven Architecture (MDA) [16], Model-Driven Develop-

ment (MDD) [14], Model-Driven Engineering (MDE) [10], Model-

Based Architecture (MBA) [2], and Model-Driven Software Engi-

neering (MDSE) [3] have established themselves as de facto stan-

dards in the SE community. Based on their broad adoption and wide

recognition by researchers and practitioners, we refer to them in

this paper as traditional or classical Modeling paradigms.

More recently, the “Low-Code” software development approach

has gained traction. Low-Code promotes the development of soft-

ware in a simplified manner, commonly involving a graphical user

interface and requiring minimal coding skills from the user [17].

Unlike from traditional Modeling paradigms, Low-Code offers a

much lower entry barrier and learning curve. The term “Low-Code”

was coined by Forrester Research in 2014 [13] but first appeared in

the scientific literature in 2017 [1], gaining attention in the research

community after the work by Zolotas et al. [19] in 2018.

Despite the potential technical differences between the two con-

cepts, both Low-Code and traditional Modeling share commonali-

ties and the goal to accelerate the creation of software systems [4, 6].

But beyond the technical aspects, it is also interesting to see if we

can observe differences in the communities supporting each para-

digm. This analysis could benefit both communities, especially to

help them better understand their relationship and, therefore, their

potential synergies and growth opportunities.

In this sense, this paper presents a metascience study over the

Low-Code field. In particular, (1) we examine the composition of

the emerging Low-Code community, analyzing its size and diver-

sity; and (2) we investigate how this community differs from the

traditional Modeling community in terms of people, venues, and

types of publications. To this end, we analyze the evolution of the

number of Low-Code and traditional Modeling publications, the

correlation between the most productive and influential authors

in both fields, the most popular venues and publication types for

Low-Code articles, among other factors.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 describes themethod-

ology of our study, including the research questions, data collection,

and threats to validity. Section 3 presents the answers to the re-

search questions, and Section 4 discusses some insights derived

from the data analysis. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper and

outlines the future work.

2 METHODOLOGY

In this section, we describe how our study has been set up. We first

present the research questions, and then the data collection and

analysis process applied to answer them.

2.1 Research Questions

The objectives of our study are to examine the composition of the

Low-Code community and to investigate how it differs from the

traditional Modeling community. In particular, we aim to answer

the following research questions:

RQ1 Howpublications related to Low-Code techniques have evolved

over time? This research question aims to identify the starting point

of Low-Code publications and their evolution over time. Further-

more, we are interested in studying how Low-Code publication

evolution compares to those publications related to modeling.
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(title:("TERM") OR abstract:("TERM") OR

keyword:("TERM") OR field_of_study:("TERM"))

Figure 1: Search query used for data collection.

RQ2 How are authors distributed across publications related to

Low-Code techniques and modeling? We focus on the authors in-

volved in both paradigms, and study author’s metrics (e.g., number

of publications or h-index) to understand their profile. In particular,

we aim to compare relevant authors coming from each field, and

also those that have contributed to both fields.

RQ3 What are the most common publication type and venue for

Low-Code publications? This research question helps to character-

ize the current typical contribution for Low-Code publications.

2.2 Data Collection & Analysis

To perform our study, we follow a process composed of three steps,

namely: (1) data collection, (2) data cleaning & validation, and

(3) data analysis. In the following, we briefly describe how we

conducted each step.

Data Collection. This step is responsible for obtaining a list of all

the publications related to Low-Code and the following traditional

Modeling paradigms: Model-Driven Architecture (MDA), Model-

Driven Development (MDD), Model-Driven Engineering (MDE),

Model-Based Architecture (MBA), and Model-Driven Software En-

gineering (MDSE). To this aim, we relied on Lens.org
1
, a web

platform that aggregates and makes available to the public schol-

arly metadata information from diverse sources such as ORCID
2
,

CrossRef
3
, and PubMed

4
.

We built and ran the search query shown in Figure 1 substituting

“TERM” by our fields of interest. As a result, we obtained 1,146

results when substituting “TERM” by “low-code”, 14 by “lowcode”,

3,174 by “model-driven architecture”, 3,947 by “model-driven devel-

opment”, 5,107 by “model-driven engineering”, 197 by “model-based

architecture”, and 415 by “model-driven software engineering”. Note

that, the character “-” is automatically converted to a space during

the query execution and that our results were obtained after dis-

abling the automatic stemming of the searched terms. This step was

performed on May, 29th 2024, and therefore our results evaluate

the publication history until this day.

Data Cleaning & Validation. In this step, we ensure that all docu-

ments in our collection are related to the Low-Code field and their

metadata information is validated. First, we merged the publica-

tions collected with the terms “low-code” and “lowcode”. Then,

we manually analyzed each publication to confirm it was related

to the topic covered in this meta-analysis. This cleaning step was

crucial, removing 391 publications mentioning the searched term

in a different context, e.g., “This paper presents new methods for

low code frequency and high code frequency testing.” [15]. Next,

we removed publications not available to the public and pre-prints

that had already been published elsewhere (duplicates). This sec-

ond cleaning step removed 44 publication records, resulting in a

1
https://www.lens.org/

2
https://orcid.org/

3
https://www.crossref.org/

4
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/

Low-Code collection of 725 papers. It is important to note that this

step was not performed on the traditional modeling collections due

to the lower probability of finding such terms in different contexts

and the impracticality of manually cleaning such larger collections.

During the validation of the metadata, we first revised the types

of the publications. We performed this to guarantee that: (1) confer-

ence proceedings and journals published as books did not have their

papers classified as book chapters; (2) symposiums, workshops, and

conference papers were classified under “conference proceedings”;

and (3) bachelor, master, and doctoral thesis were classified as “dis-

sertation”. Additionally, we added authors to four publications that

were authorless. Finally, we standardize the name of publication

venues, removing their edition and year.

Data Analysis. This step is responsible for extracting insights from

the data collected and cleaned in the previous steps. To answer

RQ1, we analyzed the number of papers published per year related

to Low-Code and traditional modeling paradigms. We compared

the trends of Low-Code publications with those from individual

modeling paradigms and with all paradigms combined.

Next, focusing on RQ2, we compared the number of authors who

have published in Low-Code, modeling, and both areas. We also

identified the most productive and most influential authors within

their fields and compared them to identify if both areas shared those

important authors. An author’s productivity was determined by

the number of publications in the field being analyzed. An author’s

influence was determined by their h-index within the analyzed

field, specifically the number of publications in the analyzed field

in which the author was cited at least as many times.

At last, to answer RQ3, we counted and compared the number of

Low-Code books, book chapters, journal articles, conference pro-

ceedings, preprints, dissertations, and other types of publications.

We additionally counted and compared the number of Low-Code

papers published by each journal and conference.

2.3 Threats to Validity

Our study is subjected to several threats to validity, namely: (1)

internal validity, which is related to the inferences we made; and (2)

external validity, which discusses the generalization of our findings.

Regarding the internal validity, publications related to Low-Code

and Modeling paradigms that did not include the searched terms in

their title, abstract, keywords, or field of study were not considered

in our analysis. Another threat is related to the curation of the

collected publications. The cleaning and validation of Low-Code

publications were performed manually, thus potentially leading to

misclassified articles and metadata. On the other hand, Modeling

publications were not cleaned and validated, which may have left

non-relevant publications in the datasets. Finally, authors are iden-

tified solely by their names, and therefore authors indexed with

different names in distinct publications are considered different

persons in our analysis. Similarly, different authors indexed by the

same name are considered the same person in our analysis.

As for the external validity, our results are based on the data

collected from Lens.org in May 2024, and therefore our results may

not represent the entire history of publications related to Low-Code

and modeling paradigms. Furthermore, our results should not be

https://www.lens.org/
https://orcid.org/
https://www.crossref.org/
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/
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directly generalized to other types of publications without proper

comparison and validation.

3 RESULTS

3.1 RQ1: Evolution of Low-Code Publications

To study the evolution of Low-Code publications, we analyzed the

number of publications per year involving these publications and

those related to traditional Modeling paradigms. In particular, we

covered the following modeling paradigms: Model-Driven Archi-

tecture (MDA), Model-Driven Development (MDD), Model-Driven

Engineering (MDE), Model-Based Architecture (MBA), and Model-

Driven Software Engineering (MDSE). We analyzed the evolution

of publications from 2000 to 2024.

Figure 2 shows the results of the analysis. As can be seen, the

number of papers on traditional Modeling paradigms were increas-

ing from 2000 to 2013 and then started to decrease. Papers on MDA

were the first to appear, followed by works on MDD and MDE, with

MDE papers showing the longest presence in the literature. Note

that the number of papers focusing on MBA and MDSE has always

been low for the period analyzed. During the decrease in tradi-

tional Modeling papers, the number of Low-Code papers started to

increase in 2018, with a steep rise until 2024, the last year of our anal-

ysis. Since 2022, the presence of Low-Code papers has been higher

than the presence of any other individual modeling-related term.
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Figure 2: Publications per year involving Low-Code and tra-

ditional Modeling paradigms.

To better compare the evolution of Low-Code and traditional

Modeling papers, Figure 3 shows the number of publications per

year for three main groups: (1) Low-Code papers, (2) traditional

Modeling papers, and (3) papers involving both Low-Code and

traditional Modeling paradigms. As can be seen, the growing trend

of Low-Code papers overpasses the number of traditional Modeling

papers in 2023, with 294 Low-Code papers and 291 Modeling papers.

On the other hand, the number of papers involving both paradigms

is still negligible.

Answer to RQ1: First Low-Code publications appeared in

2017 and its presence in the literature has been increasing

since then with a steep rise. In 2023, the number of Low-Code

papers overpassed the number of traditional Modeling papers.
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Figure 3: Combined publications per year involving Low-

Code, and traditional Modeling paradigms.

3.2 RQ2: Authorship Analysis

To study the distribution of authors in Low-Code and traditional

Modeling, we first identified all authors who are currently active

in those areas. We determined that an author is active if the author

had at least one publication in either Low-Code or Modeling since

2018. In Figure 4a we illustrate the distribution of active authors

in the studied areas. As can be seen, the overlap of authors who

published in both traditional Modeling and Low-Code is relatively

small. Specifically, only around 16% of Low-Code authors have also

authored a publication related to traditional Modeling. We believe

that this may be due to the interdisciplinarity of Low-Code papers,

which, despite being mostly related to Computer Science, often use

Low-Code as a tool in distinct scientific fields such as Medicine [11],

Meteorology [18], Business [12], among others [8, 9].

After analyzing all active authors in both areas, we decided to

compare only the most productive and influential active authors.

Figure 4b illustrates the overlap of the 25 most influential authors

in Low-Code and Modeling. Higher than in the previous analysis,

we can observe 28% of overlap between the most influential authors

in Low-Code and Modeling. Moreover, in Figure 5 we illustrate the

distribution of authors based on their productivity in Low-Code

and traditional Modeling.

1680 4663302

LowCode
MDA/MDE/MDD/
   MBA/MDSE

Active authors

(a)

18 187

LowCode MDA/MDE/MDD/
   MBA/MDSE

Most influential active authors
(h-index within field)

(b)

Figure 4: Authors with publications involving Low-Code and

traditional Modeling that published in those areas from 2018.
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Figure 5: Heatmap of active authors by number of publica-

tions in Low-Code and traditional Modeling paradigms.

From Figure 5 we can observe that half of the 18 most productive

Low-Code authors (with at least 5 publications) are also highly pro-

ductive in the Modeling community (with at least 16 publications).

On the other hand, we can also observe that 4 of those 18 authors

in Low-Code have no publications in traditional modeling.

Answer to RQ2: The overlap of authors who published in

both traditional Modeling and Low-Code is small, around 16%

of the analyzed authors. Furthermore, 10 of themost influential

and productive authors in Low-Code have the same profile in

the traditional Modeling community. On the other hand, there

are also authors who are highly productive in Low-Code but

have no publications in traditional Modeling.

3.3 RQ3: Low-Code Publication Profiling

To better understand where Low-Code articles are being published,

we illustrate in Figure 6 the distribution of the number of Low-

Code articles published by type of venue. As can be seen, from 725

Low-Code publications analyzed, 48% of them were published in

conference proceedings (including workshops and symposiums),

followed by 33% in academic journals, with the remaining 19%

distributed across books, preprints, dissertations, and others. In-

terestingly, only 47 Low-Code articles (less than 7%) are preprints

that have not been officially published, which are mostly stored on

arXiv but are also available on Zenodo and other pre-print servers.

Notably, only 16 of these 47 were made available before 2023.

348

241

51
47 5 24 9 Conference Proceedings

Journal Article

Book Chapter

preprint

Book

Dissertation

Other

Figure 6: Types of Low-Code publications with their corre-

sponding publication counts.

Finally, from 484 venues analyzed, we illustrate the 10 with

the most Low-Code publications in Figure 7. The most popular

venue for Low-Code articles is ACM/IEEE International Confer-

ence on Model-Driven Engineering Languages and Systems Com-

panion (MODELS-C), with almost five times more Low-Code pa-

pers than other formal publication venues. It is important to note

that MODELS-C is the proceedings dedicated to workshops and

other collocated tracks within the MODELS conference. Following

MODELS-C, we have arXiv with almost 40 publications, which

is followed by conference proceedings in Business Information

Processing and Computer Science, and the Software and Systems

Modeling journal.
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Figure 7: Top 10 venues with the highest number of Low-

Code publications.

Answer to RQ3: Low-Code publications are mostly pub-

lished in conference proceedings, with 48% of the articles

being published in this type of venue. The most popular venue

for Low-Code articles is ACM/IEEE International Conference

on Model-Driven Engineering Languages and Systems Com-

panion (MODELS-C), with almost five times more Low-Code

papers than other formal publication venues.

4 DISCUSSION

Beyond the main conclusions reported so far, we would like to

highlight some additional insights derived from the results.

Size of the overall modeling community. In five years, the

yearly number of Low-Code papers has reached a value higher than

the yearly sum of all Modeling papers. This phenomenon occurred

not just due to the high interest in Low-Code in the last few years

but also due to the decreased interest in traditional Modeling. These

movements in publication behavior may reveal a migration pattern

that requires further validation. In fact, despite this significant

high interest in Low-Code, the total number of Modeling papers

(when adding both Low-Code and traditional Modeling) still does

not reach the all-time high of the Modeling community (around

2011). This can be partially caused by the fragmentation of the

Modeling field in terms of topics (MDA, MDE, MDD, etc.), which

can have harmed its adoption as the diversity of terms hinders a

broader recognition of the field, compared to the situation where
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a single term concentrates the full attention of the community.

Therefore, Low-Code is helping the Modeling community recover

and regain the interest of authors, which still has not reached the

former interest that it once had.

Workshops and arXiv as entry points for Low-Code. Our re-

sults reveal that Low-Code is entering the Modeling community via

workshops, mainly from the MODELS conference. We believe that

this behavior aligns with typical scientific publication procedures,

where novel applications, usually from other domains, approach

new disciplines, but it requires further validation. On the other hand,

the high presence of publications on arXiv may demonstrate new

trends in publishing research work. Consequently, we anticipate

more Low-Code publications being presented at main conferences

and journals, given the increasing attention the topic is receiving

from researchers both within and outside the modeling community.

Do not reinvent the wheel. The fact that there is a 28% of overlap

between the most influential authors in Low-Code and Modeling

may reveal that senior authors from the Modeling community are

adopting the Low-Code terminology and techniques, and, conse-

quently, influencing younger co-authors. For this reason, we em-

phasize the importance of senior researchers teaching the younger

members of the community about the usefulness of knowing exis-

tent modeling publications and their terminologies to avoid rein-

venting the wheel.

Open community. Low-Code platforms are often used to produce

software in diverse areas apart from Computer Science such as

Medicine, Meteorology, Business, among many others. Accordingly,

we observe that publications related to these software applications

are commonly the first experience of authors with modeling-related

publications. This finding may indicate that the Low-Code com-

munity does not suffer from the “close community” issue we see

in some well established conferences [5]. Moreover, despite these

publications not necessarily being a big leap for the state-of-the-art

or state-of-the-technique in Low-Code, they exemplify the lower

entry barrier and learning curve required from Low-Code platforms

compared to traditional coding. We believe it also exemplifies the

importance of such platforms in democratizing technological ad-

vances in various areas, which can be initiated not just by experts

but also by non-technical users.

5 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have studied how Low-Code has increased in

popularity over the last decade. This increase is assisting the Mod-

eling community to regain some of the attention it has been losing

since 2012. In our results, we identified the composition of the Low-

Code community, discussed important trends, and highlighted its

similarities and differences compared to the traditional Modeling

community. Ultimately, from our results, we expect to trigger dis-

cussions about the future of Low-Code and help the community

to identify what it wants to become as it consolidates itself. In a

couple of years, we plan to repeat this metascience study to ob-

serve whether the trends we have identified continue to hold true

and whether authors that today are found in the intersection of

both communities will eventually migrate to Low-Code or keep

themselves publishing in both research paradigms.
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