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Abstract

Literature reviews are a cornerstone of doctoral research in general, and of economic and
business research, in particular. However, the exponential growth of scientific publications
has made comprehensive and transparent reviews increasingly difficult. Conventional
approaches, largely based on manual searches across a small number of databases, tend to
be slow, error-prone, and incomplete. As a result, they constrain the scope of inquiry and,
consequently, the robustness of theory development and empirical validation. This paper
proposes and analyses an information system architecture driven by research questions and
keyword taxonomies to automate core tasks of the literature search phase across multiple
academic databases. Focusing on the domain of corporate and municipal financial distress,
the authors employ a two-stage research design. First, the theoretical analysis integrates
the literature on systematic reviews, automation, and financial distress prediction to derive
a set of functional and non-functional requirements. Second, the experimental analysis
documents a prototype front-end application designed to accelerate the literature review.
The prototype is conceptualised as a socio-technical artefact that enhances IT competences
and scientific resilience by enabling more efficient, reproducible, and extensible reviews.
The authors conclude by discussing the scientific, technical, professional, and societal
implications of the prototype, including opportunities for intellectual-property protection
and avenues for future research.

Keywords: informatics; information retrieval; financial distress

1. Introduction

Literature reviews play a central role in the development of rigorous research in
information systems (IS) [1,2] and economic—financial studies [3]. They provide a theoretical
and empirical basis for formulating research questions, designing methodologies, and
interpreting findings [4,5]. At the same time, the volume of academic publications has
grown dramatically [6,7], with lots of new articles each year in domains such as corporate
bankruptcy, municipal financial distress, and financial risk management [8].
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In this context, the proposed system architecture directly addresses the challenge of in-
formation overload by automating and structuring the initial literature search phase [9,10].
By orchestrating parallel searches across multiple databases, consolidating results, and
systematically removing duplicates, the system reduces the cognitive and operational
burden associated with identifying, collecting, and organising the large volumes of poten-
tially relevant literature. The methodological contributions have emphasised that literature
reviews must be systematic [11], transparent [12], and concept-centric rather than method-
centric [13]. Guidelines in information systems and software engineering stress explicit
research questions, documented search strategies, clear inclusion and exclusion criteria,
and reproducible procedures [14]. Frameworks such as Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) further formalise reporting standards,
encouraging comprehensive documentation of how studies were identified, selected, and
synthesised [15]. However, many of these guidelines implicitly assume the availability
of human time and expertise to manually craft search strings, query multiple databases,
download and merge results, and remove duplicates [10,14-18].

In practice, the difficulties of collecting the literature frequently limit the extensiveness
of reviews [19]. Doctoral students and experienced researchers alike often default to a small
number of familiar databases, stop searching when they feel they have “enough” papers,
or rely on citation chasing and informal recommendations [20,21]. The resulting samples,
although not necessarily invalid, may be biased towards certain journals, languages, or
regions and may omit important streams of research, particularly interdisciplinary work
and studies published in non-mainstream outlets [22,23].

At the same time, advances in information systems, web services, and artificial intel-
ligence have opened opportunities to automate parts of the review process, from search
strategy formulation promoted by the researcher to database querying [24,25]. Recent work
in software engineering and information systems retrieval explores tools that generate
search strategies, perform automated screening, or support systematic analyses of scientific
corpora [26]. Yet the integration of such tools into the everyday practice of economic—
financial research remains limited [27]. Many proposed solutions are generic or focused on
medical [28] or computer science domains, with little explicit tailoring to the specific needs
of financial distress research in companies and municipalities [29].

This paper addresses this gap by proposing a keyword- and research-question-driven
information system architecture to support literature reviews in economic—financial infor-
mation systems, with particular emphasis on corporate and municipal financial distress.
The central idea is to treat the literature search phase as a structured information retrieval
problem, implemented through a front-end application that orchestrates parallel queries
across multiple high-quality databases, automatically removes duplicates and exports the
resulting bibliographic dataset to a collaborative environment [30]. The architecture is
not intended to replace human judgement or critical thinking in either the screening of
studies or the synthesis of evidence [16,31]. But rather, it extends Human research capabili-
ties by ensuring broad, reproducible coverage and reducing the time spent on repetitive
mechanical tasks [32-34].

The research question is as follows:

What integrated, multi-database information system, driven by research questions and
keyword taxonomies improves the efficiency, coverage, and transparency of literature
reviews in financial distress research?

The objective of the research is to design, theoretically justify, and experimentally
describe such a prototype in order to assess its potential impact on scientific rigour, IT
competences, and scientific resilience [35-37].
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The research question is intentionally formulated at an integrative level to guide
the design and instantiation of the proposed artefact. Rather than being rhetorical, it
is operationalised through the definition of functional and non-functional requirements
and examined via qualitative experimental observations. Accordingly, the manuscript is
positioned as a design science contribution reporting an empirical proof-of-concept, rather
than as a purely conceptual paper.

This paper proposes a domain-specific information system to support literature re-
views in financial distress research. Section 1 presents the introduction with context of the
research. Section 2 reviews prior work on systematic reviews, automation, and financial
distress as an example of the research area. Section 3 describes the materials and methods
based on a design science research approach and the development of a proof-of-concept
prototype. Section 4 presents qualitative results illustrating the feasibility and added value
of multi-database orchestration. Section 5 discusses the methodological and practical impli-
cations. The paper concludes by summarising contributions, limitations, and directions for
future research.

Furthermore, this paper addresses a timely and methodologically relevant problem
and reflects broad familiarity with the literature on systematic reviews, information re-
trieval, and financial distress. While the reference base is strong and up to date, the
contribution is positioned as a design science-oriented, proof-of-concept study with a
clearly delimited research design and empirical scope.

2. Literature Review

This section reviews prior work on literature reviews, which constitute a foundational
methodological pillar in information systems and management research, shaping theory
development, research design, and empirical interpretation [10,38]. However, prior research
has demonstrated that the epistemic and operational characteristics of literature reviews
differ substantially across scientific domains, requiring domain-sensitive approaches rather
than uniform methodological prescriptions [11].

In contrast to biomedical research, where systematic reviews typically rely on rela-
tively homogeneous study designs, stable terminologies, and a limited number of dominant
databases, financial distress research is inherently fragmented and interdisciplinary. It ex-
tents accounting, corporate finance, economics, public administration, law, and information
systems, combining quantitative modelling, institutional analysis, regulatory interpretation,
and, increasingly, artificial intelligence-based approaches [5,8].

Furthermore, relevant studies are dispersed across heterogeneous journals and
databases, none of which offer comprehensive coverage of the field [21,22].

This fragmentation is further intensified by the dual focus of financial distress research
on private and public entities. Corporate bankruptcy studies are traditionally embedded in
finance and accounting journals, whereas municipal financial distress research is frequently
published in public administration, regional science, and interdisciplinary outlets [39].
Prior methodological research has shown that reliance on a single database systematically
biases the literature samples and undermines the completeness and transparency expected
of high-quality reviews [19,40].

Although methodological guidelines for systematic literature reviews in information
systems emphasise transparency, reproducibility, and concept-centric synthesis [14,18],
they implicitly assume the feasibility of manually executing complex multi-database search
strategies. Empirical evidence suggests that such assumptions are increasingly unrealistic
in domains characterised by publication growth and terminological heterogeneity [6,10].

Consequently, recent research has called for the reconceptualization of the literature
search phase as an information systems problem, in which search strategy formulation,
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database orchestration, and result consolidation are treated as designable artefacts rather
than tacit researcher skills [20,33]. This perspective is particularly relevant in financial
distress research, where interdisciplinary dispersion and governance-specific terminology
amplify the risks of omission and bias.

Thus, this research proposes a research-question-driven, multi-database information
system specifically tailored to literature reviews in financial distress research. Positioned
within a design science research framework [33,41], the system aims to enhance coverage,
transparency, and reproducibility while preserving human interpretive judgement. The
study forms part of an ongoing doctoral project on Artificial Intelligence in Accounting:
Development of a Collaborative Platform, contributing directly to the systematisation of the
Al-related literature and indirectly supporting research on the behavioural implications of
bankruptcy and insolvency models.

2.1. The Role and Challenges of Literature Reviews

In IS and management research, literature reviews are recognised as a foundational
method to consolidate existing knowledge and identify research gaps [42]. Ref. [9] argued
that high-quality reviews are concept-centric, synthesising what is known about key con-
structs rather than merely summarising individual studies. Ref. [20] proposed a systems
approach in which literature reviews are structured around inputs (sources), processes
(search, analysis, synthesis), and outputs (conceptual frameworks and research agendas).

Ref. [10] highlighted difficulties of the researchers when conducting exhaustive re-
views in an environment of information overload. They documented how calls for “com-
prehensive” reviews often clash with practical limits, leading to omitted work and apparent
contradictions between guidelines and achievable practice. Refs. [18,43] synthesised guide-
lines across major IS journals, classifying review types (narrative, descriptive, scoping,
systematic, meta-analytic) and identifying common stages such as search design, study
selection, analysis, and reporting [44].

Across these contributions, two recurrent challenges emerge. First, search strategy
design is complex: researchers must translate abstract constructs into keyword combina-
tions and controlled vocabularies that vary across databases. Second, operational execution
is labour-intensive: queries must be run separately in each database, results exported in
heterogeneous formats, duplicates removed [45], and metadata normalised. These tasks
consume time that could otherwise be devoted to critical reading and synthesis.

2.2. Systematic Review Methodologies and Reporting Standards

Systematic literature reviews (SLRs) were initially formalised in medicine and later
adapted to software engineering and IS [46]. Ref. [16] provided influential guidelines for
SLRs in software engineering, emphasising explicit research questions, protocol devel-
opment, database selection, data extraction, and quality assessment. Subsequent work
evaluated the application of these guidelines in practice, including meta-reviews of SLRs in
software engineering [14].

In parallel, the PRISMA statement specified preferred reporting items for systematic
reviews and meta-analyses, focusing initially on health research but increasingly adopting
other domains. PRISMA 2020 updates the checklist to reflect advances in identification,
selection, and synthesis methods and provides detailed flow diagrams and exemplars [17].
Although PRISMA is primarily a reporting guideline, it implicitly shapes how reviews
are conducted by requiring transparent documentation of database searches and study
selection [19].

In economic and financial research, SLRs and scoping reviews are increasingly used to
synthesise knowledge on topics such as corporate bankruptcy prediction, financial distress
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identification, and financial risk modelling [47]. Recent systematic reviews examine finan-
cial distress prediction models and artificial intelligence methods for distress identification,
often relying on multi-database searches guided by PRISMA [48]. However, these studies
typically describe manual search processes and offer limited detail on the technical tools
used to manage search results.

2.3. Automation and Artificial Intelligence in Literature Reviews

To address the labour intensity of SLRs, researchers have developed tools and frame-
works for partial or full automation. In software engineering, mapping studies and system-
atic reviews of tools show that automation efforts concentrate on stages such as searching,
screening, and data extraction [26]. Ref. [19] evaluated the retrieval performance of different
academic search systems, revealing substantial variation in coverage and precision, which
reinforces the need to search multiple databases when aiming for comprehensive reviews.

Recent advances in natural language processing (NLP) and artificial intelligence (AI)
have stimulated new approaches. Ref. [24] proposed an automated method for develop-
ing search strategies using keyword co-occurrence networks to suggest additional terms,
thereby mitigating the risk of missing relevant terminology. Surveys of Al techniques for
automating systematic reviews document applications of machine learning to document
classification, active learning for screening, and topic modelling for synthesis [31].

More recently, Large Language Models (LLMs) have been integrated into Retrieval-
Augmented Generation (RAG) frameworks to support the automation of literature re-
views [31,49]. One stream of research proposes multi-agent systems in which specialised
agents generate research questions, retrieve documents, extract data, and draft narrative
text. Another stream introduces LLM-based pipelines that ingest metadata and abstracts to
produce structured review sections, while seeking to mitigate hallucination risks through
the use of RAG architectures and human-in-the-loop validation mechanisms [31].

Despite promising results, these approaches often require substantial computational
resources and technical expertise [50]. Moreover, they typically assume access to a consol-
idated corpus of documents, without addressing the upstream problem of orchestrating
searches across heterogeneous databases with different Application Programming Inter-
faces (APIs), rate limits, and metadata standards [40]. For economic—financial researchers,
especially those working in public-sector financial distress where documents may be scat-
tered across multidisciplinary outlets, this upstream orchestration is a crucial bottleneck.

2.4. Financial Distress Research and the Need for Integrated Information Systems

Financial distress prediction has a long tradition in corporate finance, beginning
with discriminant analysis models such as Altman’s Z-score and evolving towards logit,
hazard, machine learning, and deep learning approaches [51,52]. Systematic reviews
show an expanding landscape of models and predictors, with increasing attention to
non-financial information such as corporate governance, textual disclosures and network
measures [44]. Recent studies propose multimodal deep learning architectures combining
financial indicators, filings, and inter-firm network data [53].

In the public sector, research on municipal financial distress has grown more recently.
Data mining and machine learning models have been developed to predict distress in
local governments, often combining accounting data with socio-economic indicators [54].
Studies highlight the importance of early-warning systems to support fiscally responsible
decision-making and prevent service disruptions [55].

This research is inherently interdisciplinary, spanning accounting, economics, public
administration, information systems, and computer science. Relevant studies may appear
in journals indexed in different databases and classified under distinct subject categories.
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Consequently, relying on a single database such as Web of Science or Scopus may systemat-
ically under-represent certain perspectives or geographies [21,22]. Integrated information
systems that orchestrate searches across multiple databases are therefore essential to obtain
a balanced view of the state of knowledge.

2.5. Information Systems, IT Competences, and Scientific Resilience

In this paper, scientific resilience is understood as the capability of research activity
to withstand disruption and to adapt effectively by incorporating new evidence and
methods over time. Resilience research commonly conceptualises this capability in terms
of timely sensing, learning, and reconfiguration processes, which provide a practical
basis for operationalisation in socio-technical settings. In the context of literature review
workflows, scientific resilience can therefore be reflected in process-oriented indicators
such as the traceability and reproducibility of search strategies, the ability to update and
re-run searches consistently, and the continuity of evidence curation under changing
information conditions.

The concept of scientific resilience and the capacity of research communities to adapt
rapidly to new evidence, methods, and shocks depend crucially on IT infrastructure and
competences [56]. Organisational resilience research suggests that systems that support
timely sensing, learning, and reconfiguration can enhance adaptability in turbulent envi-
ronments [57,58]. By analogy, information systems that streamline access to up-to-date
literature, support collaborative curation, and enable reproducible workflows develop the
resilience of research programmes.

In this sense, the value proposition of the proposed system is not limited to efficiency,
but also concerns the robustness and continuity of evidence-based research workflows.

From a skills perspective, doctoral training increasingly requires not only domain
knowledge but also competence in data management, scripting, and automation [59,60].
Designing and using literature review information systems strengthens these competences
by exposing researchers to APIs, metadata standards, and basic programming [61]. At the
same time, such systems help to institutionalise knowledge by making search strategies
and datasets shareable and reusable across projects and teams [62].

Figure 1 provides an overview of the conceptual framework that underpins this
study. It integrates three interrelated strands of prior research, such as contemporary
challenges in conducting literature reviews, established systematic review methodologies,
and advances in automation and artificial intelligence, and shows how they jointly inform
the two-stage research design adopted in this paper. The framework clarifies the theoretical
logic guiding both the derivation of system requirements and the subsequent development
and experimental analysis of the proposed information system. Figure 1 synthesises the
main theoretical strands discussed in the literature review and illustrates how they jointly
underpin the research design adopted in this study. Specifically, the framework links the
challenges associated with contemporary literature reviews, established systematic review
methodologies, and advances in automation and artificial intelligence to the two-stage
research design, thereby clarifying the conceptual logic that guides the development and
experimental analysis of the proposed information system.

In summary, the literature indicates a clear need for tools that (i) operationalise sys-
tematic review guidelines, (ii) integrate multiple high-quality databases, (iii) are tailored to
specific domains such as financial distress, and (iv) are accessible to doctoral researchers in
economics and business studies. The next sections describe the design and experimental
analysis of such an information system.
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Emerging LLM-based Approaches

Need for a domain-specific
literature review information system

(financial distress research context)

Figure 1. Conceptual framework linking literature review challenges, systematic review methodolo-
gies, and automation to the two-stage research design. Source: own elaboration.

3. Materials and Methods

The research methodology follows a two-stage research design combining theoretical
and experimental analysis [36,63,64]. The construction of the keyword taxonomy followed
an iterative and theory-informed process. Initial constructs were elicited directly from
the exemplar research question and informed by established terminology in the financial
distress and information systems literature. These constructs were then expanded through
an exploratory content analysis of titles, abstracts, and author keywords from seminal
and highly cited studies, and subsequently refined through iterative validation to ensure
conceptual coherence and coverage.

The research design is grounded in design science principles, with a structured pro-
gression from theoretical analysis to artefact instantiation and experimental assessment.
While these stages are closely connected, the revised manuscript clarifies their analytical
distinction and aligns the presentation of the artefact, its implementation, and its evaluation
with established design science reporting conventions.

The first stage is theoretical analysis in which, drawing on design science principles,
the authors conducted a narrative yet concept-centric review of guidelines on literature
reviews [20,38], automation tools [31,32], and financial distress research [51,52]. This stage
aimed to derive the functional and non-functional requirements of a literature review
information system. The analysis was guided by an information systems perspective on
economic—financial governance, in which the system is conceived as a socio-technical artefact
that mediates between researchers and dispersed bodies of scientific knowledge [41,65].

The second stage is an experimental analysis based on these requirements, the authors
implemented a prototype front-end application and executed proof-of-concept searches in
the domain of corporate and municipal financial distress, following a systems-development
style of inquiry in which the artefact itself becomes a vehicle for empirical insight [66,67].
The experimental analysis focuses on describing and evaluating the architecture and work-
flow rather than on quantitative performance metrics. The implemented architecture is
therefore treated as an experimental artefact, aimed at demonstrating feasibility and clari-
fying intended usage scenarios, rather than at providing benchmark-based performance
validation [66,67].

In line with literature review guidelines recommending multiple databases [68], the
prototype integrates major sources, such as Web of Science (WoS), ScienceDirect, Sco-
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pus, Emerald Insight, SpringerLink, IEEE Xplore, ACM Digital Library, and MDPI. These
databases were selected because, collectively, they cover top-tier journals in accounting,
finance, public administration, information systems, software engineering, and computer
science, including outlets where financial distress research is commonly published [50].
They also offer APIs or export functions that can be programmatically invoked via Hyper-
Text Transfer Protocol (HTTP) requests, a prerequisite for automation.

The prototype is driven by the combination of a formal research question and a
structured keyword taxonomy [29,68-70]. For the purpose of this paper, the exemplar
research question is as follows:

Which Models Can Predict Financial Distress in Municipalities?

From this question, the authors elicit primary constructs, in line with concept-driven

V77i

approaches in design science and systems thinking (“modelling”, “prediction”, “financial
distress”, “municipalities”). Each construct is associated with clusters of synonyms and
related terms, for example: for public entities: financial and economic analysis, local
government, and sustainability; for information systems: decision-support system, early-
warning system, data mining, machine learning, and deep learning.

The taxonomy is stored in a configuration file that is accessible to the front-end
application and simultaneously serves as a historical record of the conceptual evolution
of the search strategy. For each database, mapping rules transform generic constructs
into database-specific query strings, taking into account field codes (e.g., title, abstract,
keywords), boolean operators, and phrase search syntax [71-74].

The prototype was developed using standard web-engineering practices and principles
of requirements engineering [75]. Functional requirements included the following: user
interface for entering research questions, selecting constructs, and specifying filters (e.g.,
publication years, document types as [76] has studied); parallel execution of HTTP requests
to each database; collection of results in a unified internal representation (e.g., JavaScript
Object Notation (JSON) with standardised fields such as title, authors, abstract, keywords,
Digital Object Identifier (DOI), source, year); automated de-duplication based on identifiers
(DOI or Uniform Resource Locator (URL)), titles, and author combinations; export of the
consolidated dataset in formats suitable for reference managers (research information
systems (RIS), bibliographic reference management tool—often used with the TeX/LaTeX
typesetting system (BibTeX), Comma-Separated Values (CSV)); and upload of exported
files to a collaborative repository (e.g., shared Google Drive folder).

Non-functional requirements included robustness to partial failures, such as one
database temporarily unavailable, transparent logging of queries and responses, and
respect for usage policies and rate limits of each database [77,78].

The experimental evaluation consisted of deploying the prototype in a controlled
environment and executing test searches corresponding to the financial distress research
question above [79]. The focus was on validating that the system successfully retrieved
records from multiple databases, removed duplicates, and generated a consolidated file
ready for downstream screening and analysis [33,41,66].

4. Results

This section presents the results of the paper, structured around three complementary
components. First, it outlines the functional and non-functional requirements derived from
software engineering principles and the specific characteristics of financial distress research.
Second, it describes the architecture of the experimental artefact, detailing the design and
operation of the proposed multi-database information system. Third, it reports qualitative
experimental observations obtained from the application of the prototype, illustrating its
feasibility, coverage, and implications for literature review workflows.
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4.1. Requirements from Software Engineering and Financial Distress Research

From the perspective of software engineering and requirements, the proposed pro-
totype addresses a classic information retrieval problem framed within a domain-specific
context [80]. Requirements were elicited through: (i) analysis of existing SLR guidelines;
(ii) examination of automation tools described in the literature; and (iii) reflection on the
practical needs of researchers working on corporate and municipal financial distress.

The key functional requirements derived from this analysis included the following [24]:

e  Multi-database coverage to mitigate database bias and ensure that both corporate and
municipal financial distress studies are captured;

e Keyword taxonomy management to reflect domain-specific terminology, including
local-government terminology and variations of “financial distress”;

e  Traceability and reproducibility, with logs of queries, parameters and dates, aligning
with PRISMA and design science expectations;

e  Extensibility, allowing new databases to be added as modules without redesigning the
entire system.

Non-functional requirements included user-friendliness for researchers without ad-
vanced programming skills, security, and respect for intellectual-property and database-
usage licences.

4.2. System Architecture: Description of the Experimental Artefact

The architecture implemented in the prototype is depicted conceptually in Figure 2 as
a pipeline with three main components.

HTTP Request
Web of Science @
)
HTTP Request1
Science Direct
HTTP Request2
Scopus
Front End S
Application i HTTP Request3
Y Emerald Insight
@ )
@ A/ Y
——> ‘
HTTP Request4
Springer Link
@ Upload file
§ N Remove Duplicates upload file
2 HTTP Request5
Q |IEEE Xplore
o) &/
HTTP Request6
ACM DL
HTTP Request7
MDPI

Figure 2. Prototype of accelerating literature reviews. Source: own elaboration.

The process begins when the researcher interacts with a web-based front-end applica-
tion from a desktop or mobile device. The user inputs the research question, selects or edits
keyword groups and specifies optional filters such as time window or document type [81].
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Internally, the front-end sends these selections to the orchestrator. The orchestrator, rather
than the front-end, generates and executes the API calls to each database.

From the orchestrator, the prototype sends asynchronous HTTP requests to each target
database’s API or search endpoint:

HTTP Request 0—Web of Science: queries the Web of Science Core Collection using
appropriate field tags.

HTTP Request 1—ScienceDirect: uses the Elsevier API to search journals and books
within the ScienceDirect platform.

HTTP Request 2—Scopus: issues queries via the Scopus API, potentially retrieving
broader disciplinary coverage.

HTTP Request 3—Emerald Insight: focuses on the disciplinary breadth and coverage
of journals.

HTTP Request 4—SpringerLink: provides coverage of journals and books spanning a
broad range of disciplinary domains.

HTTP Request 5—IEEE Xplore: targets conference papers and journals in computing
and engineering, capturing work on machine learning approaches to distress prediction.

HTTP Request 6—ACM Digital Library: retrieves software engineering and informa-
tion systems research, particularly on tools, architectures, and algorithms.

HTTP Request 7—MDPI: enables systematic querying across its portfolio of open-
access journals, providing valuable disciplinary breadth for this study.

The requests are executed in parallel, exploiting asynchronous communication to
reduce overall latency. Each response is parsed into the internal metadata schema, with
fields such as source_database, title, abstract, authors, year, keywords, DOI, and URL.

All metadata records are then passed to a Remove Duplicates module. This module
performs the following: exact matching on DOI or URL, when available; fuzzy matching
on normalised titles and author list to capture cases where DOIs are missing or formatted
differently; and preferential retention of records from the database offering the most
complete metadata, for example, full abstracts or keywords.

The output is a consolidated set of unique publications, annotated with the list of
databases in which each record was found. This information supports later sensitivity
analysis on database coverage.

Finally, the consolidated dataset is exported in user-selected formats (RIS, BibTeX,
CSV) and automatically uploaded to a shared repository, for example, Google Drive folder,
as indicated in Figure 2. The repository serves as the collaborative hub where authors and
co-authors can access and annotate the dataset, import it into reference managers, and
perform screening and coding.

4.3. Experimental Observations

This section reports the main qualitative findings derived from the experimental ap-
plication of the prototype. The results indicate that the proposed architecture improves
literature review coverage and transparency by enabling the systematic retrieval and con-
solidation of publications dispersed across heterogeneous databases. The experimental
observations further suggest efficiency gains in the initial search phase by reducing man-
ual, repetitive tasks related to query execution, result merging, and de-duplication [82].
Together, these findings provide qualitative evidence that the proposed system addresses
the research question posed in the Introduction, particularly with respect to coverage,
transparency, and workflow efficiency.

In proof-of-concept searches on topics, for example, financial distress, the proto-
type successfully retrieved and consolidated records across several (relevant) databases.
Qualitative inspection of the resulting corpus indicated the following: certain streams
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of research, such as deep learning models and multimodal data for distress prediction,
were predominately indexed in engineering-oriented databases (IEEE Xplore, ACM DL),
whereas traditional corporate finance models were concentrated in Web of Science, Scopus,
and ScienceDirect. Also, municipal financial distress studies often appeared in public
administration or regional science journals indexed in Emerald and SpringerLink. And
the de-duplication module substantially reduced manual effort by automatically merging
multiple entries of the same article retrieved from different databases.

To provide a more concrete illustration of this effect, an exploratory comparison was
conducted between a single-database search (Scopus) and the proposed multi-database
strategy using the same research question and keyword configuration. The single-database
search predominantly retrieved accounting- and finance-oriented studies, whereas the
multi-database approach additionally captured relevant contributions from information
systems, public administration, and computer science outlets. Although no quantitative
recall metrics are reported at this stage, this qualitative comparison supports the conclusion
that the multi-database strategy yields a richer and more diverse initial literature corpus
than reliance on a single database alone.

While the authors refrain from making quantitative claims about performance im-
provement, the prototype demonstrates the feasibility of the proposed architecture and its
capacity to generate a richer and more diverse initial literature corpus than would likely be
obtained using any single database alone [83].

To further support the feasibility of the proposed system with respect to efficiency, an
exploratory comparison was conducted between the prototype-assisted workflow and a
traditional manual literature search process. In the manual approach, equivalent searches
required repeated query formulation, sequential execution across individual databases,
manual export of results, and time-consuming de-duplication. By contrast, the prototype
enabled parallel execution of database queries and automated consolidation of results,
substantially reducing the time and manual effort required for the initial search phase.
Although no formal time measurements or user studies are reported at this stage, these
observations provide preliminary qualitative evidence that the system improves workflow
efficiency in the early stages of literature reviews.

5. Discussion

The contribution of this paper is positioned as a design science-oriented proof of
concept, in which the proposed system is described and analysed as a prototype. The
results emphasise architectural feasibility and workflow integration rather than quantitative
performance validation. Consequently, no metrics on efficiency, recall, precision, workload
reduction, or comparative performance are reported. The development of a structured,
metric-based evaluation framework constitutes a key avenue for future work.

From a scientific perspective, the proposed information system contributes to three main
aspects. First, it operationalises systematic review guidelines for the search phase [14-17].
Rather than leaving database selection and search execution as tacit skills, the prototype is han-
dled through the researcher’s implicit expertise and ad hoc practices [9,10,18,20,38]; the proto-
type encodes these choices in configurable modules and logs. This reduces researcher-specific
variability and supports reproducibility, complementing frameworks such as PRISMA [15]
and design science recommendations on transparent artefact design [41,64].

Second, the prototype improves corpus coverage and diversity [19,21-24]. By de-
sign, it interrogates both mainstream and specialised databases, capturing disciplinary,
methodological, and regional diversity in financial distress research [8,51,52,84,85]. This is
especially important for municipal financial distress, where relevant studies may be scat-
tered across public administration, regional science, accounting, and information systems
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journals [39,48,55]. The multi-database strategy reduces the risk of missing key evi-
dence due to database bias, a concern frequently raised in SLR methodology discus-
sions [14,16,19,21,22].

Third, the architecture enables concept-centric synthesis, because metadata from all
databases is standardised, researchers can more readily perform bibliometric analyses, cluster
studies by constructs and trace the evolution of themes over time [23,71,72,86,87]. This
supports the kind of concept-centric and theory-building reviews advocated in the IS
literature, moving beyond narrative summaries towards structured theoretical contribu-
tions [9,10,18,20,38].

Technically, the prototype demonstrates how standard web technologies and APIs
can be orchestrated to create a domain-specific research infrastructure built on established
principles of distributed information systems and retrieval architectures [71,72,77,78,88,89].
The modularity of the design, where each database is encapsulated in its own request
module, facilitates maintenance and extensibility, so that new databases or preprint servers
can be added as they become relevant, and existing modules can be adapted when API
endpoints change, following best practices in modular SLR tooling and automated retrieval
pipelines [16,26,31,32,45,50,70].

Professionally, in a public-sector context, the prototype can be reinterpreted as a
decision-support tool for evidence-informed governance [8,39,44,55,83]. For example, regu-
lators or audit institutions interested in international best practices on taxation, accounting,
and financial rules or municipal early-warning systems could use customised versions
of the prototype to rapidly assemble the literature as a basis for guidelines or policy pa-
pers [39,44,90]. In private sector contexts, corporate risk management departments could
exploit similar architectures to monitor research on emerging risk indicators or modelling
techniques [8,27,39,51-53,83].

The prototype’s design also enhances IT competences among researchers and prac-
titioners as working effectively with the prototype requires familiarity with core infor-
mation [30,72,73,91]. Engaging with architecture demands an understanding of APIs,
data formats, and basic scripting, aligning with the increasing expectation that economic—
financial professionals be proficient in data analytics and information systems [79,86,92].
For doctoral students, implementing or adapting such a prototype constitutes a valuable
learning experience that bridges theoretical knowledge and practical skills [4,5,93]. Within
the broader doctoral research framework, the system functions as a methodological infras-
tructure rather than a standalone technological solution. It directly supports the systematic
consolidation of Al-related research in accounting and finance, while providing a robust
evidentiary foundation for analysing how bankruptcy and insolvency models shape or-
ganisational behaviour across institutional contexts. This positioning aligns with calls to
strengthen the methodological and infrastructural contributions of information systems
research to high-impact domains [94].

From an intellectual-property perspective, the novelty of the prototype lies not in
any single algorithm but in the domain-specific integration of multi-database retrieval,
de-duplication, and collaborative export driven by research-question-based keyword tax-
onomies [32,36]. A patent application in the field of information technology could em-
phasise the following: the configurable mapping from research-question constructs to
database-specific query syntaxes [71,72,95]; the orchestration of parallel database requests
under constraints of licencing and rate limits, following best practices in the search [88,89];
the intelligent de-duplication strategy that leverages DOIs, fuzzy title matching, and
database-priority rules [45,96]; and the automated export and upload to collaborative
repositories with embedded provenance information [81,92].
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Patentability would depend on demonstrating that this combination of features is
not obvious to a person skilled in the art, given existing generic reference-manager and
SLR tools [31,45]. The argument could stress its focus on economic—financial information
systems, municipal financial distress, and integration with governance workflows [39,48].
Even if eventual patent protection were not sought, documenting the architecture in detail,
as in this paper, establishes prior art and supports claims of originality in academic and
professional contexts [41,50].

From a societal perspective, the prototype can be seen as an enabler of better-informed
public policy and corporate governance in financial distress and early-warning mecha-
nisms [51,52]. More efficient and comprehensive literature reviews on financial distress
can improve early-warning systems for municipalities, helping detect financial distress
vulnerabilities before they translate into service cuts or bailouts [39,48]. Also, this can sup-
port corporate restructuring and insolvency frameworks by ensuring that policy makers
and practitioners base reforms on the most up-to-date evidence [53,96] and contribute to
financial literacy and transparency initiatives, as researchers can more easily synthesise
knowledge about risk factors and mitigation strategies [83].

Furthermore, by reducing the technical barrier to systematic reviews, the prototype
may promote wider participation of researchers from less-resourced institutions or regions,
supporting diversity in scientific discourse [21,94]. Open-source implementations could be
particularly impactful in emerging economies where subscription-based review tools are
unaffordable and access to commercial infrastructures is uneven [22].

On the other hand, increased automation raises ethical questions about the role of
Al-based tools in shaping research agendas and evidence bases [29,45,96]. Over-reliance
on automated tools may lead to superficial engagement with the literature or uncritical
acceptance of algorithmically generated corpora. There is also a risk that concentration on
databases with strong API support may marginalise journals or repositories without such
infrastructure. These concerns underscore the need for critical digital literacy and human
oversight in the use of automated retrieval systems [72,85,96].

Beyond the limitations already acknowledged, additional constraints should be con-
sidered. Because retrieval is driven by a keyword taxonomy mapped to database-specific
query syntaxes, coverage may be sensitive to terminological drift in emerging research
fronts where concepts and labels are not yet standardised. This risk is particularly salient in
interdisciplinary domains such as corporate and municipal financial distress, where similar
constructs may be expressed differently across accounting, finance, public administration,
and information systems. To mitigate this limitation, the taxonomy should be treated as a
living artefact, subject to continuous and transparent refinement, versioning, and expert
validation, while preserving traceability to support reproducibility.

Furthermore, dependency on database APlIs raises sustainability considerations that
extend beyond availability and licencing conditions. Changes in database interfaces,
endpoint deprecations, authentication mechanisms, rate limits, or metadata schemas may
introduce maintenance overhead and affect the long-term stability and reproducibility
of retrieval results. Although the system’s modular architecture facilitates adaptation to
such changes, sustainable operation requires ongoing monitoring, maintenance of database
connectors, and, where necessary, documented fallback procedures.

6. Conclusions

This paper addressed the challenge of conducting rigorous, comprehensive litera-
ture reviews in economic—financial research, particularly, in the domains of corporate
bankruptcy and municipal financial distress. Indeed, the authors propose and experimen-
tally describe a keyword- and research-question-driven information system architecture
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that orchestrates parallel searches across scientific databases, performs de-duplication,
and exports results to a collaborative repository. The main contributions are conceptual
contribution, because the paper frames the literature search as an information systems
problem and positions multi-database orchestration as a solution to the limitations of
manual, single-database searches, with errors and (economic) limitations due to limited
access to scientific databases. Another contribution specifies functional and non-functional
requirements for a literature review information system grounded in software engineering
and SLR guidelines. The technical contribution presents an implemented prototype illus-
trating how a front-end application can send parallel HTTP requests to multiple databases,
consolidate metadata, and support collaborative workflows. And the practical contribution
highlights implications for doctoral training, professional practice in economic—financial
governance, and the potential for intellectual-property protection.

Nevertheless, several limitations must be acknowledged. First, the experimental
assessment is qualitative and proof-of-concept in nature, as quantitative evaluations of
recall, precision, time savings, and user experience remain to be conducted. Second, the
current prototype focuses on metadata retrieval and de-duplication. At its present stage,
the system does not incorporate automated screening, quality assessment, or synthesis, nor
does it include full-text mining or LLM-based summarisation functionalities. Third, the
information system is constrained by the availability, stability, and usage terms of APIs
which may affect long-term sustainability and require ongoing maintenance in response
to interface changes, endpoint deprecations, or licencing conditions. In addition, because
retrieval is driven by a keyword taxonomy, coverage may be sensitive to terminological drift
in emerging research fronts where concepts and labels are not yet standardised, requiring
continuous and transparent taxonomy refinement.

In this sense, future research proceeds along multiple directions. Technically, the
architecture will extend to integrate Al-based screening and active-learning components to
prioritise relevant studies; employ RAG-based LLMs to support semi-automatic coding
and synthesis while maintaining human oversight; and implement “living reviews” where
updated searches are scheduled and the corpus is incrementally refreshed. Practically, it
will be allowed to assess the information system in comparative experiments with tradi-
tional manual reviews, measuring coverage, bias, and researcher workload. Also relevant
is the possibility to increase domain-specific extensions that tailor keyword taxonomies and
filtering rules to sub-topics such as debt crises, social impact, or green-financial distress.
Furthermore, from a pedagogical direction, integrating the information system into doc-
toral curricula fosters both methodological rigour and IT competences, strengthening the
capacity of new generations of researchers to navigate the expanding landscape of scientific
knowledge with resilience and critical thinking, that will improve the knowledge in favour
of more strong research.
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Al Artificial intelligence
API Application Programming Interface
BibTeX Bibliographic reference management tool, often used with the TeX/LaTeX
typesetting system
Ccsv Comma-Separated Values
DOI Digital Object Identifier
HTTP HyperText Transfer Protocol
IEEE Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers
IS Information systems
IT Information technology
JSON JavaScript Object Notation
LLM Large Language Model
NLP Natural language processing
PRISMA  Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses
RAG Retrieval-Augmented Generation
RIS Research information systems
SLR Systematic literature reviews
URL Uniform Resource Locator
WoS Web of Science
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