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ABSTRACT

The chapter discusses the adoption and use of e-discovery tools by three selected academic libraries in 
Zimbabwe. Through the use of a multiple case study a study was carried out to identify factors that led 
to the adoption and use of discovery tools by the three selected academic libraries. The study sought to 
find out the reasoning behind the selection of e-discovery tools, to assess the challenges and opportuni-
ties met in the use of e-discovery tools and to evaluate the impact brought about by the use of discovery 
tools. The study drew its theoretical framework from the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 
1989). The TAM best explains the adoption of numerous technologies ranging from software packages 
to various online services. Some of the findings revealed that all the three libraries chose to use the 
EBSCO discovery tools even though it is expensive for them.

INTRODUCTION

Discovery tools have emerged as a new platform offering simple, quick, and easy access of informa-
tion. Academic libraries in both the developed and developing worlds have recently turned to the new 
network-scale discovery systems to either supplement or replace existing online catalogs and older 
federated search tools. According to Aymonin, et al (2011: 2) discovery tools are becoming more and 
more usual in academic libraries. “This evolution reflects the mutation of libraries themselves. In par-
ticular, libraries are progressively less concerned with the accumulation of documents but more focused 
on providing access to the information that students and researchers need, regardless of the origin and 
document format” (Aymonin, et al 2011: 2). The tools are also becoming preferential because of their 
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ability to foster user-centred service and their ability to take libraries where users are. They are being 
used as a way of enticing and retaining patrons who are already immersed in the ‘world of Google’.

This study was carried out to establish the status quo in Zimbabwe concerning the use and adop-
tion of discovery tools by academic libraries in the country and to find out the reasoning behind the 
selection and use of e-discovery tools by selected academic libraries in Zimbabwe. To accomplish the 
purpose of the study, the Technology Acceptance Model developed by Davis et al (1989) was used as 
a framework to act as a basis for the study. TAM stated that the success of a system can be determined 
by user acceptance of the system, measured by three constructs: perceived usefulness (PU), which is 
defined as the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her 
performance; perceived ease of use (PEOU) which refers to the degree to which a person believes that 
using a particular system would be free of effort; and attitude towards usage (ATU) which refers to the 
degree to which a person evaluates and associates the target system with his or her job. If the system is 
not easy to use, then it will probably not be perceived as useful. According to the model, user’s percep-
tions about the system’s usefulness and ease of use result in a behavioural intention to use (or not to use) 
the system (Davis et al., 1989; Nov & Ye, 2008, cited by Shroff et al., 2011). Thus, the study sought to 
find out factors that influenced the adoption and use of discovery tools in three academic libraries, and 
to find out the views of librarians towards the use of discovery tools. It is envisaged that the study will 
contribute to a whole new body of knowledge in the new area of e- discovery tools in Zimbabwe, and it 
will act as a baseline for other researchers interested in the same area in the country.

DISCOVERY TOOLS

OCLC’s WorldCat Local, Primo from Ex Libris, EBSCO’s Discovery Service [EDS] and ProQuest’s 
Summon are among the main discovery systems used in most academic libraries worldwide (Hanrath 
and Kottman 2015, and Edwards 2015). Unlike the federated search tools, “web discovery engines work 
by compiling their own indexes to the major library content sources and then configuring them to match 
the holdings of the individual library customers and additionally incorporating some local content” 
(Edwards 2015). Breeding (2015: 2) described discovery interface as the “next-generation catalogs”, 
emerging to provide a more modern replacement to online public access catalog (OPAC) modules of 
integrated library systems (ILS) and there-by providing an improved end-user interface that can be used 
by researchers to submit queries, receive results, employ faceted navigation, and other features consistent 
with web-based resources. However, they should not be confused with federated search products because 
discovery tools promise to provide a single interface to multiple resources based on using a centralized 
consolidated index whereas the federated products search remotely and only give limited feedback (Yang 
and Wagner, 2010: 691).

The advantages of using e-discovery tools are well documented. Babu and Krshnmauthy 2012, Ed-
wards 2015 and Asher, Duke, and Wilson 2013; Lown, Sierra, and Boyer 2013 cited by Hanrath and 
Kottman 2015 agreed in consensus that discovery tools are one way of enticing and retaining patrons 
who are already immersed in the ‘world of Google’. The tools have been seen as of great assistance in 
the discovery of information held by libraries. Babu and Krishnamuthy (2012: 441) have this to say 
quoting from a Library Journal (2011) review on discovery interface experiences:
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… discovery services promise to enable all of a library’s material – print and e-books, journal articles, 
streaming video, everything to be uncovered through one search box […] instead of crawling through the 
catalogues, then the databases, then the various e-book repositories, and so on, it compiles an enormous 
index of all those things and searches it all at once.

Sadeh (2013: 1) described discovery tools as having the capability of providing access to large, di-
verse scholarly information regardless of where the materials are located and what format they are in. 
Sadeh (2013: 4) further stated that the discovery tools have managed to overcome the fragmentation of 
the search scope which was a common feature in the pre-discovery era. Wood (2011) stated that one of 
the notable advantages of discovery tools is that they are able to provide access to proprietary informa-
tion and also to local collections.

Despite some of the advantages attributed to the use of discovery tools there are still limitations or 
weaknesses. Namei and Young (2015: 522) quoting Breeding (2015: 15-16) have argued that a common 
complaint about discovery tools is that:

… known item searches often return “unexpected results”. Librarians at other institutions have reported 
similar comments, such as finding “unpredictable”, “erratic” results, or even “irrelevant junk” when 
searching their institution’s unified search system. Although these Google-like library search boxes have 
shown to appeal to novice users as intuitive starting place, Lundrigan found that those who were trained 
to use specialised databases were less likely to give high ratings to discovery services.

Same sentiments are noted at Sadeh (2013: 6) in which it is stated that

… the information landscape indexed by a discovery system is heterogeneous, covering huge amounts 
of data of various types and from various sources. Consequently, the data is not uniform and groups of 
records may be subject to different cataloguing rules, may adhere to different topics or subject-heading 
norms, and may vary in the amount of available metadata and data. Furthermore, at the time of this 
writing, there is not one discovery system that indeed covers the full spectrum of scholarly resources, 
even though all such systems cover the great majority of resources.

Sadeh (2013) further argued that although librarians have adopted the use of discovery tools, “this 
new reality poses challenges to the practices that librarians have developed over years and, in some cases, 
is at odds with the systematic, controlled approach to searching endorsed by librarians”. Woods (2011: 
1) acknowledged the advantages of discovery tools but at the same time mentioned that their “effective-
ness depends on the quality of the metadata created to represent collection materials”. Woods (2011: 
2) then advised that “before adopting a discovery tool, an academic library would be well advised to 
consider metadata quality issues that might hinder access to these local collections of unique resources 
in a discovery environment”. Nevertheless, it is very interesting that some scholars such as Breeding 
(2015: 33-44) have begun looking at the opportunities for future enhancements in discovery services, 
such as exploiting rich media materials, incorporating research data from student’s theses, accessing 
specialised collections such as university archives and more improved measurement abilities for the 
performance of discovery tools.
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It is from this background that the authors then developed an interest in this area of research to 
establish the status quo in Zimbabwe concerning the use and adoption of discovery tools by academic 
libraries in the country and to find out the reasoning behind the selection and use of e-discovery tools 
by selected academic libraries in Zimbabwe.

ADOPTION AND USE OF DISCOVERY TOOLS BY 
SELECTED ACADEMIC LIBRARIES IN ZIMBABWE

Methodology

The multiple case study methodology was used for this research. Case studies focus on one or just a few 
instances of a particular phenomenon with a view to providing an in-depth account of events, relationships 
experiences or processes occurring in that particular instance (Denscombe, 2007). Their use has been 
wide in social research, particularly with small scale research. In this instance, three academic libraries 
were selected as cases for the study. The libraries were purposively selected based on the likelihood of 
having adopted discovery systems. Three respondents were also selected from each academic library, 
these were selected based on the knowledge and expertise they had about their library systems.

The theoretical framework guiding the study was qualitative in nature and lending itself to the in-
terpretive approach. Cohen et, al, (2011) stipulated that the interpretive paradigm is characterized by a 
concern for the individual. It seeks to understand the subjective world of human experience. Interpre-
tive approach is a suitable epistemology for framing a study about any process, which is agreed to be a 
complex, subjective and abstract phenomenon that does not exist independently from people’s activi-
ties (Ismail 2012). The interpretive paradigm was adopted in this study so as to produce insights on the 
experiences of librarians in their uses of discovery tools.

The study was supported by the TAM conceptual theory. Since discovery tools are derived from an 
information technology innovation, the authors used the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) to explain 
the adoption of discovery tools by academic libraries in the country. A three-point Likert scale (1 for 
strongly agree to 3 disagree) was used to determine the extent to which the three main constructs of TAM 
influenced the adoption and use of discovery tools by academic libraries in Zimbabwe. Even though it 
is noted that there is a widespread confusion regarding the use of theory and theoretical framework in 
qualitative research, the general argument being that qualitative studies employ the inductive approach 
and theories are the outcome of the research process. Ngulube, Mathiba and Gumbo (2015) revealed 
that a number of studies have shown that a qualitative inquiry may also test theory or explanations for a 
phenomenon. Therefore, in this qualitative study, the combined inductive and deductive approach were 
utilised.

There is a lot of debate around what is the difference between theoretical and conceptual framework. 
The term theory is used in many different ways in the literature. Ocholla and Le Roux (2011: 1) said 
that they “have noted that both novice (postgraduate Master’s and Doctoral students) and established 
Library and Information Science (LIS) researchers battle with the understanding, interpretation and 
selection of appropriate theoretical frameworks to inform their research”. In order to avoid ambiguity, 
in this study the focus was on two main uses of theory – methodological theory and substantive theory. 
Methodological theory, as used here, means theory about methods; the paradigms that underlie research 
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methods. Whereas substantive theory is about substance or content, it focuses on explanatory theory, 
theory that explains content. Therefore, the interpretive paradigm was used as the methodological theory 
and TAM was the substantive theory.

Data was gathered through the use of face- to- face interviews and an unstructured questionnaire. 
Questionnaires were sent through email and follow-up face- to- face interviews were made to substanti-
ate responses from the questionnaire and to get in-depth information regarding the uses of discovery 
systems by the selected academic libraries in the study. Data collection and data analysis would be 
interrelated. Analysis involved examining transcriptions of the recorded interviews and notes acquired 
during data gathering. An audio recording device was used to enhance the accuracy and trustworthi-
ness of the data collected. Data gathered from interviews and questionnaires were supplemented by the 
review of relevant literature.

Due to ethical considerations and issues of confidentiality, the exact names of the academic librar-
ies in the study are not mentioned. Libraries would be referred to as University A, University B and 
University C respectively.

Problem Statement

The single search approach to library resources is becoming very popular among academic libraries in 
the world. According to Spezi, et al (2013: 2) “the single search approach to discovery is revolutionis-
ing the whole Higher Education library experience”. The same applies to state universities in Zimba-
bwe with a number of them having adopted discovery tools for their libraries. However, like any other 
technological innovation, literature shows that discovery tools also pose great challenges to libraries. 
Fagan, et al (2012), pointed that, “the sea of change brought by discovery tools has raised a number of 
challenges for librarians, who have grown comfortable with the separation between library catalogues 
and other online databases. Therefore, this study interrogated the challenges met in this adoption process 
and how they have been dealt with. The study articulated the reasoning behind the selection and use of 
certain e-discovery tools and the benefits accrued from the use of discovery tools vis-à-vis an online 
catalogue system.

Research Objectives

1.  To find out the reasoning behind the selection and use of certain e-discovery tools.
2.  To find out the views and perceptions towards the adoption and use of e-discovery tools.
3.  To assess the challenges and opportunities that have been met in the use of the e-discovery system.
4.  To evaluate the impact brought about by the use of discovery tools vis-à-vis the online catalogue 

system.

Research Questions

1.  Which discovery tools are being used by the state universities in Zimbabwe and why?
2.  What are the views and perceptions towards the use of e-discovery tools?
3.  What challenges and opportunities that have been met in using these discovery tools?
4.  What changes have been noted in the use of e-discovery system vis-à-vis the online catalogue 

system?



173

Adoption and Use of Discovery Tools by Selected Academic Libraries in Zimbabwe
 

RESEARCH FINDINGS

Adoption of E-Discovery Tools by 3 Universities

All the 3 universities had adopted the use of e-discovery tools.
B was using ESBCO discovery tools which is proprietary. It started using this tool in 2013 that is 2 

years back from the time the study was carried out. One of the respondent interviewed said e-discovery 
tools are very expensive for their university but the advantage was that the tools offer many resources 
and they are easy to customise so that the interface is friendly to use. The respondent said before being 
customised the interface was not user friendly.

University B had also adopted EBSCO discovery tools. The library introduced the tools in May 2015, 
which is three months before the study was carried out. The university opted for proprietary e-discovery 
tools. The respondent interviewed stated that “we failed to find an Open Source alternative otherwise 
we would have opted for that. Our budget is quite tight and so an Open Source option would be ideal”. 
The respondent further said for more than 5 years the University had been using Google Custom Search 
as their discovery tool.

University C was also using proprietary e-discovery tool which is EBSCO. The interviewed respondent 
said they started using the tool in 2014. The respondent said they chose this proprietary software over 
open source software because it was easy to install as one just subscribes and rolls out and the technical 
support for the tool was always available. The respondent said with open source software that was not 
always the case even though open source software was relatively cheaper. He said the disadvantage with 
open source software was that it lacked technical support that came with proprietary e-discovery tools.

The Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Use of 
E-Discovery Tools by Universities A, B, and C

Table 1 provides a summary of responses to the question of how ‘has the introduction of e-discovery 
tools led to change in the use of library resources?’ It appeared University A was the only one which had 
managed to confidently state that the use of e-discovery tools had led to increase in resource usage whilst 
University B and C were not so sure. University A argued that they came to the conclusion that the uses 
of e-discovery tools were effective and efficient through analysing EBSCO usage statistics. One of the 
respondents in University C said “we are still exploring the service so we are yet to measure its impact”.

Table 1. The efficiency and effectiveness of the use of e-discovery tools by Universities A, B, and C

No Change at All Significant Change Insignificant 
Change in Use

Decrease in Usage Not so Sure

University A Yes

University B Yes

University C Yes
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Views of the Librarians about Changes Brought About by E-Discovery Tools

The variables used in this section came from the Technology Acceptance model. Table 2 shows the 
responses of librarians on their views towards the changes brought by the use of e-discovery tools.

The Relationship between the Use of the E-Discovery 
Tools and Online Catalogue Systems

University A said they were using both the e-discovery tools and the online catalogue system in a 
parallel way in order to allow for a proper transition. They said their online catalogue system was still 
accessible to users. The respondent said “It is still early stages the catalogue is being used more often 
than the discovery tool”.

University B said they had not yet replaced their online catalogue system. The respondent said “our 
catalogue is still being set up to be searchable via the facility”.

University C said “Discovery services just bring in confederated searching functionality but the cata-
logue remains relevant especially for library patrons who can use them competently”. The respondent 
also said their previous online catalogue was more popular than the discovery service. He revealed that 
the discovery service had not matched up their expectations.

Concluding Remarks by Librarians on the Issues of Strengths, Limitations, 
Resistance to Adoption, and the Way Forward on the Use of E-Discovery Tools

University A said e-discovery tools were a new trend being introduced. The respondent said they were 
not able to list the detailed strengths and limitations of the tools. The respondent said before customiza-
tion, the interface was not user-friendly which made it difficult to navigate through. The respondent 
suggested that patrons needed to be encouraged to use these tools due to the advantages they offered. 
The respondent advised that training of end-users on the use of the tools was paramount. The respondent 
also said the tools had to be marketed.

University B said there was no resistance from stakeholders such as the management when it came 
to the adoption of e-discovery tools. The challenge faced was that the library was finding it hard to 
configure for off-campus access. One of the recommendations suggested by the respondent for effective 
and efficient use of e-discovery tools was that “if you are to include your catalogue, then ensure that the 
records are “clean”, i.e., they have been checked for errors, etc.”

Table 2. Views of the librarians about the changes brought about by the use e-discovery tools

Question Response 
(University A)

Response 
(University B)

Response 
(University C)

Have e-discovery tools improved library services and their visibility? Strongly agree Agree Agree

Has patrons found discovery tools less complicated, more efficient and easy 
to use? Disagree Agree Agree

Will the University continue using the e-discovery tools because of their 
benefits? Agree Agree Agree

Can you recommend library patrons to use e-discovery tools? Agree Agree Agree
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University C stated that there has been no resistance from stakeholders such as the management when 
it came to the adoption of e-discovery tools. However, the tools were said to be “too technical for the 
end user and technical support from the service provider is expensive”. The respondent then suggested 
that a user-friendly, customisable, affordable service was needed.

DISCUSSIONS

Adoption of E-Discovery Tools by Three Academic Universities

Open Source Software vs. Proprietary

It has always been the desire of academic libraries in Zimbabwe to increase usage of their resources 
and improve their library services by taking advantage of new technologies such as Web 2.0, automa-
tion, digitisation and now the use of e-discovery tools. Lack, et al (2013: 43) in their Zimbabwean 
academic libraries projects, where they were dealing with increasing usage through free open source 
software (FOSS) solutions, had this to say about embracing new library management trends: “librar-
ies across the world are being asked to provide more for less. At the same time, the expectations and 
needs of library patrons are changing and evolving, and libraries must stay up-to-date with technology 
to meet those demands”.

Libraries have usually been early and enthusiastic adopters of new information technologies 
(Mahmood and Richardson, 2011 quoted by Matingwina 2014: 59). Lukasiewicz, (2007) quoted by 
Matingwina (2014: 60) observed that the technological environment is ever changing and this has 
transformed the traditional role of academic libraries. Lukasiewicz, (2007) further elaborated that “the 
academic library is expected to serve more and more users with diverse needs in an ever-changing 
environment. Therefore, academic libraries should be more proactive and creative in offering better 
services…” This desire by libraries to adapt to new technologies has seen a number of State Universi-
ties’ Libraries in Zimbabwe adopting e-discovery tools even though this study concentrated on only 
three selected academic libraries.

All the three universities being studied were using proprietary software for their e-discovery tools. 
EBSCO was the one being used by all universities. All the universities mentioned that EBSCO was 
too expensive for their universities. University A and B seemed to have chosen the proprietary EB-
SCO software because of the assumption that the commercial systems were better than open source 
since they offer technical support which seems to be lacking with open source software’s. University 
C argued that they wanted to get the open source software but failed to do so leading to the use of 
EBSCO which is very expensive for them. Maybe the fear among librarians for using open source 
software is the fear of doing-it-yourself syndrome (Ravichandran, n.d: 2). However, the trend recently 
has been changing as Ravichadran, (n.d: 1) argued that the open source software movement has found 
fertile ground among libraries and many libraries are moving away from proprietary integrated library 
systems in favour of open source software. In Zimbabwe’s academic libraries this does not seem to be 
the case as most if not all academic libraries are using commercial library management systems such 
as Millennium. Very few if any are using such library management systems as KOHA. This penchant 
desire of using commercial software has also found its way on the adoption of e-discovery tools as all 
the universities under study are using proprietary software for their e-discovery tools.
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The argument of open source versus proprietary software is further taken by Babu and Krishnamuthy 
(2012: 435) who argued that “open source platforms and systems have gained wide attention as they 
do not hold data hostage, but stimulate a collaborative, contributive and open content development 
environment”. Babu and Krishnamuthy (2012: 435) further argued that the “growth of open-source 
based applications, scalable metadata, and discovery products are transforming library automation into 
an all-new experience known as resource discovery, drawing close to unleashing the discoverability 
potential of a multitude of data”. Lack, et al (2013: 43) argued that “free and open source software 
(FOSS) provides up-to-date, adaptable solutions that help libraries meet today’s challenges and stay on 
budget by investing in staff skills rather than in commercial products”. Yang and Wagner (2010: 696) 
listed some open source discovery tools such as Blacklight, Rapi, VuFind, Scriblio (WPopac), SOPAC 
(Social Opac) and Library Find. From these open source discovery tools Yang and Wagner (2010: 706) 
continued to elaborate that among open source discovery tools, Library Find is the discovery tool that 
demonstrated most of the next-generation characteristics. VuFind and Scriblio are ranked second, with 
nine features present and three features missing for each system. In spite of their equal ranking VuFind 
is a better tool in many ways, especially its user interface being far more pleasant than Scriblio”. All this 
literature review was to show how valuable the open source discovery tools can be for the state university 
libraries in Zimbabwe to adopt.

However, it should be noted that the open source software for e-discovery tools is lagging behind 
compared to proprietary software hence maybe that can be another justification for university libraries in 
Zimbabwe in adopting commercial products. This argument is clearly explained by Breeding (2015: 4-5) 
that “the current arena of index-based discovery services is entirely dominated by commercial products. 
The major products include Primo and Primo Central from Ex Libris Group, EBSCO Discovery Services 
from EBSCO Information services, Summon from ProQuest, WorldCat Discovery Service from OCLC. 
To date, no open source index-based discovery services have been created based on an open access or 
community created central index”.

All the universities under study said they did not face any challenges from the management in adopt-
ing e-discovery tools except for the University A. This can be attributed to the fact that now university 
libraries are learning their lessons from their experiences with automation projects which preceded the 
implementation of e-discovery tools. For example, when the University of Zimbabwe library (which 
is not a study for this article) tried to automate its library services for the first time, its Erudite Library 
Management System was a cataclysmic and famous failure (Mamvoto, n.d). One of the reasons men-
tioned in this failure was the exclusion of management from the project. It is lightening that now the 
University of Zimbabwe has a properly functioning Library Management System as it learnt its lessons. 
Therefore, all the other university libraries have been positively engaging their executive management 
when it comes to the introduction of e-discovery tools as it has been noted by university B and C.

However challenges are still there in convincing the Executive management of universities in Zim-
babwe to adopt e-discovery tools as it is noted that University A said it faced some resistance. It should 
be noted that this is not a unique phenomenon as Babu and Krishnamuthy (2012: 438) observed that 
enhancing library automation to resource discovery applications is handicapped by “non-supportive 
attitude of top management and administration apathy”.
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The Efficiency and Effectiveness of the Use of 
E-Discovery Tools by Universities A, B, and C

It has become a norm that libraries are embracing new technologies brought by Internet mainly to im-
prove service provision to their patrons. Resource discovery is therefore another technology which is 
being experimented with in order to improve library services in state universities of Zimbabwe. State 
universities in the country are also trying by all means possible to improve service provision. This has 
seen University A recording an increase in resource usage after the introduction of EBSCO two years 
back. They were able to check their EBSCO statistics in order to argue that there has been an increase in 
resource usage. The other universities such as University B and C were not able to say they have recorded 
any increase in resource usage. The reason for this was that they may not have been taking note of their 
EBSCO statistics. This may have been due to the fact that since they have very recently introduced their 
e-discovery tools with University B having initiated EBSCO four months back and University C within 
a year, it means therefore maybe there are still grappling with issues of installing and understanding 
the system than worrying about EBSCO statistics which somehow shows how effective and efficient 
the system has been. University A which has long back implemented the system that is 2 years back is 
analysing its EBSCO statistics meaning that they have managed to grasp how the system works since 
they have even said that they have customised it. In one of the study conducted by Spezi, et al (2013: 
29) the researchers concluded that the “not so sure” answer in relation to resource usage means that the 
respondents were not specifically looking at content usage statistics, nor did they have a marked inter-
est in content usage analysis at the time because usage analysis is not yet a priority as they get to grips 
with other aspects of e-discovery tools such as implementation and maintenance. So this can apply to 
these universities under study.

Views and Perceptions of the Librarians towards the Adoption, 
Use, and Changes Brought about by E-Discovery Tools

Generally, the Librarians who responded to the questionnaire were in agreement that e-discovery tools 
have brought positive changes to the library resource usage even though they cannot be specific. This is 
seen by their positive answers to the following statements:

1.  I believe that discovery tools help the library to improve its services and its visibility.
2.  I believe our patrons find discovery tools as less complicated, more efficient and easy to use.
3.  I intend to recommend our library patrons to use discovery tools.
4.  I intend to keep using discovery tools because of the benefits the tools bring in achieving our 

libraries’ goals.

A three-point Likert scale (1 for strongly agree to 3 disagree) was used to find out views and percep-
tions of the librarians about the adoption, use and changes brought about by e-discovery tools. Accord-
ing to the Technology Acceptance Model, a user’s perceptions about the system’s usefulness and ease 
of use results in a behavioural intention to use (or not to use) the system (Davis et al., 1989; Nov and 
Ye, 2008, cited by Shroff et al., 2011). The Technology Acceptance Model stipulated that perceived 
usefulness (PU) perceived ease of use (PEOU) has a significant effect on attitude towards use (ATU). 
From the study, responses to the question ‘have e-discovery tools improved library services and their 
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visibility?’ all three universities agreed in consensus, that e-discovery tools had the potential to aid in 
improving library services, hence, this meant that all libraries would continue using e-discovery tools as 
they were perceived as useful. All three Universities said they would recommend library patrons to use 
the e-discovery tools, as shown in Table 2. These responses confirm that when a system is easy to use, 
and when it is seen as useful, it is utilised, as explained in the Technology Acceptance Model.

Two out of three Universities said the tools were not complicated and they were easy to use. Ac-
cording to TAM, this perceived ease of use scenario has a direct effect on behavioural attitude towards 
use. Despite some statements as given by one respondent that “the discovery service we are using is 
not matching our expectations” the general feeling among respondents is that irrespective of minor 
glitches here and there, the discovery system being used had brought some notable positive change as 
all respondents agreed that they would recommend the discovery tools they are using to others because 
they have helped them improve library services. It is noted that the hesitation here and there is normal 
since e-discovery tools are a new technology for university libraries with some having less than a year 
ago introduced them.

SOLUTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The greatest advantage of the use of e-discovery tools is their one-stop-shop capability. Provision of 
training to the expected users is important. Marketing of the discovery tools is also fundamental. Patrons 
in all university libraries need to be encouraged to use the tools. To monitor usability and effectiveness, 
librarians have to continuously analyse and monitor usage statistics. Multiple modes of evaluation such 
as user testing and usage analysis have to be applied to improve systems.

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Research could in future consider focus on the use and usability of specific e-discovery tools in Zimba-
bwe, therefore more oriented towards user-surveys and less on management issues.

CONCLUSION

The study noted that all libraries in the study were at their infant stages in terms of adoption and use of 
discovery tools. Respondents revealed that they were using proprietary tools from EBSCO discovery 
services. The tools had not yet replaced previous methods of searching for information. Even though 
the tools were perceived as too technical for the end-user and too expensive from the service provider, 
respondents said discovery tools were the current trend and they were seen as having the potential of 
improving library services. The fact that the tools were seen as useful and easy-to-use means that the 
selected academic libraries in the study will continue using the tools, as theorised by the TAM model 
that perceived usefulness (PU) perceived ease of use (PEOU) has a significant effect on attitude towards 
use (ATU)
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KEY TERMS AND DEFINITIONS

Academic Libraries: Libraries attached to academic institutions.
Discovery Tools: Single search or one stop shop for academic resources.
EBSCO: One example of a discovery tools.
Online Catalogue: An electronic bibliographic database of materials held by a library. Material 

might include books, periodicals, videotapes etc.
Open Source Software: Software whose source code is available to anyone for modification or 

enhancement.
Proprietary Software: Software owned by an individual or a company, and its source code is known 

only by the individual or company that developed it. There are usually a number of restrictions on its use.
Technology Acceptance Model: A technology model that measures the success of software or system 

by determining perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use and attitude towards use.
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