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Abstract                                                                     

Background/purpose. In a global context marked by accelerating digital 

transformation, higher education institutions are encountering 

significant challenges in integrating online learning tools. Although 

educational technologies are increasingly recognized as catalysts for 

pedagogical innovation, their effective adoption remains constrained 

by systemic barriers. The objective of this study is to identify, 

categorize, and analyze these obstacles through a systematic review of 

scientific literature.  

Materials/methods. The approach adopted is based on the PRISMA 

protocol, which guarantees the rigor and transparency of the selection 

process. Seventy-seven scientific publications were selected, all of 

which were peer-reviewed and published between 2015 and 2024, 

from four reference databases: Scopus, Web of Science, ScienceDirect, 

and Google Scholar. The analysis was based on both quantitative and 

qualitative approaches, using tools such as NVivo and Excel for thematic 

coding. 

Results. The analysis reveals the importance of three broad categories 

of cross-cutting obstacles: technological barriers (lack of infrastructure, 

low connectivity), institutional barriers (lack of administrative support, 

inadequate educational policies), and psychological barriers (resistance 

to change, low digital self-efficacy). 

Conclusion. In light of these conclusions, the study recommends a set 
of convergent measures: strengthening digital infrastructure, deploying 
continuing education programs for teachers, and implementing 
institutional policies that promote the adoption of technologies. 
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1. Introduction

Online learning has become a recognized component of contemporary higher education thanks 
to its well-documented advantages, including temporal flexibility, geographical accessibility, 
personalization of learning paths, and diversification of educational resources (Duggal, 2022; Kibuku 
et al., 2020; Ortiz Beltrán et al., 2023; Díaz-García et al., 2023). The advent of digital technologies has 
led to a significant increase in self-directed learning opportunities, while also enabling the 
management of distance learning systems (Zhu et al., 2022).    

However, despite this favorable dynamic, the integration of online learning continues to be 
hampered by several persistent obstacles, especially in countries in the Global South (Ahmed, 2013; 
Njenga, 2024; Ray, 2022). E-learning refers to the use of digital technologies, particularly internet-
based platforms, to deliver, support, and manage learning activities. It facilitates both synchronous 
and asynchronous interactions and enables learners to access educational content flexibly and 
independently (Al-Fraihat et al., 2020; Gamage et al., 2022). 

This phenomenon goes beyond the simple sphere of technical challenges. It is often linked to a 
multifaceted interaction of psychological, institutional, and cultural elements that shape the 
perception of educational innovation among the parties involved (Heidenreich & Kraemer, 2016; 
Joachim et al., 2018).  

The introduction of digital technologies into teaching methods can give rise to certain forms of 
resistance, often linked to a lack of institutional support or fears of a dehumanization of the 
educational relationship (Salawu et al., 2019; Chukhray et al., 2022; Lennon & Maurer, 2020). 

In this context, the present systematic review, based on an analysis of 77 scientific articles 
published between 2015 and 2024, aims to identify the major barriers to the adoption of e-learning 
in higher education. The following research questions guide this study: 

1. What are the main barriers hindering the adoption of e-learning in higher education? 

2. How do these barriers vary across geographical and institutional contexts? 

3. What theoretical and methodological approaches are used to study these barriers? 

4. What solutions and recommendations are proposed in the literature to overcome these 
barriers? 

The article is organized into six sections: after presenting the methodology, the next section 
presents the main empirical results, followed by an analytical discussion linking theoretical 
contributions and managerial implications. Finally, the last sections specify the limitations of the 
study and prospects for future research. 

2. Methodology  

A systematic literature search was carried out, with an approach based on established scientific 
recommendations (Gundolf & Filser, 2013; Kraus et al., 2014). The analysis was conducted in 
accordance with the three-step PRISMA framework (identification, selection, and inclusion), as 
illustrated in Figure 1. The inclusion and exclusion criteria are delineated in Table 1. 

2.1. Research Strategy 

A targeted search strategy was implemented, combining the terms "online learning," "e-
learning," and "eLearning" with "resistance," "barrier," "obstacle," and "higher education" or 
"university" to identify the most relevant publications. 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
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2.2. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Table 1 presents a set of inclusion and exclusion criteria meticulously defined for the study. 

Table 1. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A systematic sorting of titles, abstracts, and full texts was carried out according to criteria defined 
in advance, ensuring the selection of the most relevant and rigorous studies. This multi-step process 
reinforced the validity of the review. 

Inclusion criteria Exclusion criteria 

IC1:  Type and period of 
publication 

✓ Journal articles and peer-
reviewed papers   

✓ Published between 2015 
and 2024 

EC1:  Publication period 

✓ Published before January 
2015 

IC2:   Subject and objective 

✓ Studies on resistance to 
innovation and e-learning in 
higher education 

✓ Exploring barriers to the 
adoption and use of e-
learning 

EC2:  Studies topic  

✓ Studies not concerned with 
resistance to innovation or 
e-learning in higher 
education. 

IC3:  Language and methodology 

✓ Published in English or 
French 

✓ Use of rigorous 
methodological frameworks 

EC3:  Language of publication 

✓ Articles not written in 
English or French 

IC4:  Full text 

✓ Full text available online 

EC4:  Full text 

✓ Full text not available 
online 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
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Figure 1: PRISMA Flowchart 
2.3. Quality Assessment 

The 77 studies selected were evaluated according to the University of West England framework 
(Moule et al., 2003), based on four criteria: clarity of objectives, methodological rigor, readability of 
results, and relevance of conclusions, on a scale of 0 to 2.  

All met the required quality standards and were included in the final analysis (see Appendix A). 

2.4. Data Analysis 

Data extraction was performed using a standardized form and then managed via Zotero. A 
content analysis was conducted on the 77 articles using Excel and NVivo10, allowing the main themes 
to be identified. 

3. Results  

In this section, two types of analysis have been carried out: a descriptive analysis and a thematic 
content analysis.  

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
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3.1. Descriptive Analysis

3.1.1. Type and Language of Articles

Among the 77 articles analyzed, most are in English (74), with only 3 in French—highlighting the 
dominance of English in this field. Notable French contributions include Le Roux et al. (2015) on 
consumer resistance, Ait-Taleb and Mani (2020) on learner resistance to pedagogical innovation, and 
Berdi et al. (2020) on e-learning barriers during the COVID-19 crisis in Morocco. These studies enrich 
the review with valuable contextual perspectives. 

 

Figure 2. Papers Language 

Figure 3 illustrates the distribution of article types examined in this systematic review. The 
majority of the studies included in this systematic review are empirical articles, comprising a total of 
62 articles. Literature reviews and conference papers were followed by 5 articles, providing analyses 
and syntheses of existing research. Systematic reviews, providing additional theoretical and 
contextual perspectives, accounted for 4 papers, followed by one book chapter.  

 

Figure 3. Papers Types 

3.1.2. Year of Publication

The reviewed articles span from 2015 to 2024, with a marked increase in publications from 2019 
onward. The peak in 2021 (19 articles) aligns with the COVID-19 crisis, which accelerated interest in 
e-learning solutions. This trend reflects growing academic concern with barriers to e-learning and the 
need for resilient systems. The corpus includes diverse article types, enriching the analysis with varied 
perspectives. 
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Figure 4. Papers Over Time (2015-2024) 

3.1.3. Distribution of Articles by Country 

Figure 5 presents a geographical overview of the publications, categorized by region and country 
of origin.  The majority of the articles included in this study were sourced from Saudi Arabia (11), 
followed by India (6) and other significant contributions from the UK, Egypt, and China (5 each). There 
were also notable contributions from Germany and Morocco (4). Countries such as Gambia, Jordan, 
Spain, the United States, Pakistan and Finland are represented with 3 articles each, indicating a global 
interest in studies on e-learning and resistance to innovation. The involvement of African countries 
is also visible, with articles from Morocco, Ghana, and other regions. On the other hand, regions such 
as Oceania and Latin America seem to be less represented, suggesting opportunities for future 
research in these areas. 

Figure 5. Distribution of Papers by Country 

3.1.4. Publication Journals 

The 77 articles were published in a wide range of journals, reflecting the interdisciplinary nature 
of research on e-learning and resistance to innovation. Frontiers in Psychology and Education and 
Information Technologies are the most represented (4 articles each), followed by The Electronic 
Journal of e-Learning and IJEDICT (3 articles each). Other journals, such as BMC Medical Education 
and Journal of Business Research, contribute two articles each. This diversity highlights the varied 
disciplinary approaches—psychology, ICT, management, and education—used to explore this 
complex issue. 
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3.1.5. Most Frequent Words

A content analysis using NVivo revealed that the most frequent terms were "learning," 
"resistance," "innovation," "technology," and "students," reflecting a strong focus on the integration 
of technology in education and the barriers encountered. The prominence of "resistance" and 
"innovation" highlights recurring concerns about the acceptance of new educational tools. Key 
themes emerging from the literature include technological innovation, adoption factors, and 
challenges related to e-learning integration, emphasizing the need to understand better resistance 
to improve the effectiveness of digital education. 

 

Figure 6. The Word Cloud of Recurring Themes in the Articles Examined 

3.2. Thematic Content Analysis

3.2.1. RQ1 – What are the Main Barriers to the Adoption of e-Learning in Higher 
Education? 

Analysis of the 77 articles reveals six major categories of barriers: technological, institutional, 
psychological, functional, personal, and cultural. Functional and psychological barriers are particularly 
linked to low digital literacy, lack of confidence, and resistance to change (Muqtadiroh et al., 2019; 
Ma & Lee, 2019; Alshallaqi et al., 2022). Technological limitations, such as inadequate infrastructure, 
obsolete equipment, and lack of technical support, are particularly pronounced in low-resource 
settings (Bouyzem & Al Meriouh, 2020). 

At the institutional level, the lack of clearly defined policies and structured administrative 
support hinders the integration of digital technology (Al Gamdi & Samarji, 2016). In addition, the 
preference for traditional teaching formats, combined with limited digital skills, reflects persistent 
cultural anchors (Joanne, 2020; Basir et al., 2021). These findings confirm the prevalence of structural 
barriers, particularly in Southern countries (Ray et al., 2022; Naveed et al., 2022), while other more 
latent forms of resistance are expressed in advance institutional contexts. 

3.2.2. RQ2 – How do These Barriers Vary According to Geographical, Institutional, 
and Cultural Contexts?

Forms of resistance to e-learning vary significantly, according to national contexts. Among 
developed countries, the barriers are mainly psychological and organizational. They take the form of 
reluctance to change, insufficient institutional support, and doubts about the quality of online 
systems (Henderikx et al., 2019; Al Gamdi & Samarji, 2016). In the United States and Europe, teachers 
also express concerns about work overload and the reliability of digital content. 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
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In contrast, in developing countries such as Morocco and Tanzania, the obstacles are mainly 
technological: degraded infrastructure, poor connectivity, and lack of coherent ICT policies (Bouyzem 
& Al Meriouh, 2020; Semlambo et al., 2021). The type of institution and degree of institutional 
support also play a decisive role in the degree of resilience observed (Alarabiat et al., 2023).  

3.2.3. RQ3- What Theoretical Models and Methodologies Have Been Used to Study 
Resistance to e-Learning in Higher Education?

Existing studies have been mainly based on Innovation Resistance Theory (Ram, 1987; Ram & 
Sheth, 1989), a theoretical framework that facilitates the differentiation between functional and 
psychological barriers (Talwar et al., 2020). In contrast, other theoretical frameworks, such as TAM, 
UTAUT, Behavioral Reason Theory, and Status Quo Bias Theory, are less frequently used (Davis, 1989; 
Venkatesh et al., 2003; Claudy et al., 2015; Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). 

From a methodological perspective, quantitative approaches predominate (42 studies), followed 
by mixed methods (15), qualitative methods (9), and reviews (10). The tools employed in this study 
range from surveys to structural equation modeling (SEM), semi-structured interviews, and thematic 
analysis. This diversity is indicative of the richness of the perspectives adopted, but also highlights the 
paucity of studies that mobilise integrative and contextualised frameworks, as suggested by the 
contributions of Mushtaq et al. (2021) and Ma & Lee (2019). 

 

Figure 7. Methodology of the Articles Examined 

3.2.4. RQ4- What Practical and Strategic Solutions can be Proposed to Overcome the 
Barriers Identified and Improve the Integration of e-Learning in Higher Education?

Several contributions have proposed concrete ways to mitigate resistance to e-learning. Basir et 
al. (2021) emphasize the importance of using rigorous diagnostic tools to identify the specific barriers 
faced by each audience. Other studies, such as those by Mushtaq et al. (2021) and Zalat et al. (2021), 
point out that the effectiveness of digital systems depends on three fundamental factors: appropriate 
infrastructure, institutional support, and continuing education. 

Concurrently, Jarelnape et al. (2024) stress the necessity to establish an online learning 
environment that is both secure and stimulating. Mohan et al. (2020) propose the integration of 
MOOCs into curricula to enhance their appeal. However, it is evident that there is a paucity of studies 
that adopt a systemic approach, integrating infrastructure, content, support, and stakeholder 
engagement. In this regard, Sun et al. (2008) and Jahani et al. (2023) assert the necessity of a 
concerted strategy that is firmly grounded in local realities and meticulously developed in 
collaboration with the relevant stakeholders. 
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4. Practical and Theoretical Implications 

Operational analysis of the study's findings underscores the necessity for the implementation of 
targeted support measures to promote the adoption of e-learning in higher education. This initiative 
encompasses a range of components, including the reinforcement of technical infrastructure, the 
establishment of ongoing educational programs for educators and learners, and the formulation of 
coherent institutional policies. Moreover, the diversification of teaching materials and the 
implementation of hybrid assessment methods have been identified as effective strategies to 
enhance stakeholder engagement and ensure academic integrity (Jahani et al., 2023; Bouyzem & Al 
Meriouh, 2020). 

Conceptually, this study contributes to a more nuanced understanding of forms of resistance to 
innovation in digital educational environments. Utilizing a range of theoretical frameworks, it 
presents an integrated interpretation of the barriers to the adoption of online learning, connecting 
technological, organizational, psychological, and sociocultural dimensions (Mushtaq et al., 2021; Ma 
& Lee, 2019). This strategic positioning paves the way for contextualized research, particularly in 
Southern countries, where the logic of resistance remains largely unexplored. 

5. Conclusion 

Despite its potential to inform our understanding of innovation resistance, particularly in the 
domain of e-learning, the existing body of research remains underdeveloped. A comprehensive 
examination of the contextual, cultural, and institutional factors that are unique to each academic 
environment is imperative to comprehend the underlying causes of this phenomenon. The reactions 
of rejection expressed by learners or users can only be fully understood in light of the specific realities 
of the institutions concerned. 

The results of this review highlight the need to design comprehensive strategies that are adapted 
to specific contexts, taking into account the particularities of each institution. The analysis 
distinguishes four main categories of obstacles: technological, institutional, psychological, and 
cultural, which call for differentiated responses at the organizational, pedagogical, and strategic 
levels. This review also highlights the importance of aligning educational policies with the real 
expectations of end users. It calls for a rethinking of digital integration through tailored, sustainable, 
and inclusive measures, while also calling for further research into the contextual conditions that 
influence the uptake of educational innovations. 

5.1. Limitations and Future Directions 

This study has certain limitations. First, there is a lack of literature on the specific contextual 
factors influencing resistance to e-learning in under-explored regions such as sub-Saharan Africa and 
Southeast Asia. Second, research focuses primarily on teachers and students, neglecting the 
perspectives of decision-makers and institutional leaders. Finally, the psychosocial dimensions and 
effects on online social interactions remain poorly understood. Future studies would benefit from 
using interdisciplinary approaches and mixed methodologies to understand these resistances better, 
taking into account the diversity of actors and contexts. 

Furthermore, it would be beneficial to examine specific intervention strategies and educational 
policies that could alleviate the identified resistances and foster a wider and more effective adoption 
of e-learning. Finally, longitudinal studies would be advantageous for observing evolutions and 
changes in attitudes over time, thus providing more robust data and more precise recommendations 
for the future of e-learning in higher education. 

 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396


                         Oulamine et al. | 10 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396 Published online by Universitepark Press 

Declarations 

Contributions of authors. The authors are responsible for the design, writing, and revision of this 
manuscript. 
Conflict of Interest. The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest. 
Funding.  This research did not receive any external funding. 
Statement on data availability.  No new data were generated or analyzed in this study. Data sharing 
is not applicable to this article. 
 

References 
Ait-Taleb, N., & Mani, Z. (2019). Les facteurs et les formes de résistance des apprenants à une 

innovation pédagogique : Le cas d’un Business Simulation Game: Management & Avenir, N° 
111(5), 13‑34. https://doi.org/10.3917/mav.111.0013 

Ait-Taleb, N., & Mani, Z. (2020). Factors and forms of learner resistance to a pedagogical innovation: 
The case of a business simulation game. Management & Avenir, 113(7), 45-67. 
https://doi.org/10.3917/mav.113.0045 

Ajhoun, R., & Daoudi, N. (2018). Morocco. In A. S. Weber & S. Hamlaoui (Éds.), E-Learning in the 
Middle East and North Africa (MENA) Region (p. 263-283). Springer International Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68999-9_12 

Al Gamdi, M. A. A., & Samarji, A. (2016). Perceived barriers towards e-learning by faculty members at 
a recently established university in Saudi Arabia. International Journal of Information and 
Education Technology, 6(1), 23-28. https://doi.org/10.7763/IJIET.2016.V6.652 

Alarabiat, A., Hujran, O., Al-Fraihat, D., & Aljaafreh, A. (2024). Understanding Students’ Resistance to 
Continue Using Online Learning. Education and Information Technologies, 29(5), 5421-5446. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12030-x 

Al-Fraihat, D., Joy, M., Masa’deh, R., & Sinclair, J. (2020). Evaluating E-learning systems success: An 
empirical study. Computers in Human Behavior, 102, 67-86. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.08.004 

Alharbi, O., & Lally, V. (2017). Adoption of e-learning in Saudi Arabian university education: Three 
factors affecting educators. https://doi.org/10.5281/ZENODO.1039316 

Alshallaqi, M., Al Halbusi, H., Abbas, M., & Alhaidan, H. (2022). Resistance to innovation in low-income 
populations: The case of university students’ resistance to using digital productivity applications 
in Saudi Arabia. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, 961589. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.961589 

Aromataris, E., & Munn, Z. (Eds.). (2020). JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis. JBI. 
https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-01 

Aromataris, E., & Pearson, A. (2014). The systematic review: An overview. American Journal of 
Nursing, 114(3), 53-58. https://doi.org/10.1097/01.NAJ.0000444496.24228.2c 

Ate, A., Biswal, R., & Dash, M. (2021). Identifying key challenges in e-learning adoption in universities 
in Sudan. International Journal of Educational Management, 35(3), 533-547. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-05-2020-0213 

Basir, A., Ali, M., & Gulliver, S. R. (2021). Barriers to e-learning adoption: A comparative analysis across 
multiple countries in universities and corporate training programs. Education and Information 
Technologies, 26, 5351-5375. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10568-5 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
https://doi.org/10.3917/mav.111.0013
https://doi.org/10.3917/mav.113.0045
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-68999-9_12
https://doi.org/10.7763/IJIET.2016.V6.652
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-12030-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.08.004
https://doi.org/10.5281/ZENODO.1039316
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.961589
https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-01
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.NAJ.0000444496.24228.2c
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-05-2020-0213
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10568-5


                         Oulamine et al. | 11 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396 Published online by Universitepark Press 

Berdi, A., Sebbar, A., & El Hadri, S. (2020). Impact of the Coronavirus pandemic and distance learning 
in Morocco: Highlighting specific obstacles in the Moroccan context. Revue Marocaine de 
Recherche en Management et Marketing, 11(3), 89-105. 

Bervell, B., & Umar, I. N. (2017). A decade of LMS acceptance and adoption: A systematic review of 
technology acceptance models. Open Learning: The Journal of Open, Distance and e-Learning, 
32(1), 23-45. https://doi.org/10.1080/02680513.2016.1167718 

Bizzo, E. (2022). Acceptance and resistance to e-learning adoption in developing countries: A 
literature review. Ensaio: Avaliação e Políticas Públicas Em Educação, 30(115), 458-483. 
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0104-403620220003003342 

Boell, S. K., & Cecez-Kecmanovic, D. (2015). On being ‘systematic’ in literature reviews in IS. Journal 
of Information Technology, 30(2), 161-173. https://doi.org/10.1057/jit.2014.26 

Boateng, R., Mbrokoh, A. S., Boateng, L., Senyo, P. K., & Ansong, E. (2016). Determinants of e-learning 
adoption among students of developing countries. The International Journal of Information and 
Learning Technology, 33(4), 248-262. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-02-2016-0008 

Callinan, J. (2020). Lack of time and preference for face-to-face learning as obstacles in advancing 
palliative care in Ireland. Palliative Medicine, 34(8), 1049-1058. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269216320929763 

Chakra, R. (2025). Social responsibility in Universities: Bibliometric and literature review. Educational 
Process: International Journal, 16, e2025192. https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.16.192  

Chen, P.-T., & Kuo, S.-C. (2017). Innovation resistance and strategic implications of enterprise social 
media websites in Taiwan through knowledge sharing perspective. Technological Forecasting 
and Social Change, 118, 55‑69. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.02.002  

Chouk, I., & Mani, Z. (2019). Factors for and against resistance to smart services : Role of consumer 
lifestyle and ecosystem related variables. Journal of Services Marketing, 33(4), 449‑462. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2018-0046  

Claudy, M. C., Garcia, R., & O’Driscoll, A. (2015). Consumer resistance to innovation—A behavioral 
reasoning perspective. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(4), 528-544. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0399-0 

Cochrane. (2022). Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (Version 6.3). 
Retrieved from https://training.cochrane.org/handbook 

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and user acceptance of information 
technology. MIS Quarterly, 13(3), 319-340. https://doi.org/10.2307/249008 

Díaz-García, I., Almerich, G., Suárez-Rodríguez, J., & Orellana, N. (2023). University students’ 
competences in ICT: A view from the education domain. Australasian Journal of Educational 
Technology, 39(1), 106–124. https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.6820 

Duggal, S. (2022). Factors impacting acceptance of e-learning in India : Learners’ perspective. Asian 
Association of Open Universities Journal, 17(2), 101‑119. https://doi.org/10.1108/AAOUJ-01-
2022-0010 

Gamage, S. H. P. W., Ayres, J. R., & Behrend, M. B. (2022). E-learning acceptance and adoption: A 
meta-analytic review of the technology acceptance model. Computers & Education, 174, 
104281. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104281 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680513.2016.1167718
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0104-403620220003003342
https://doi.org/10.1057/jit.2014.26
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJILT-02-2016-0008
https://doi.org/10.1177/0269216320929763
https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.16.192
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2017.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/JSM-01-2018-0046
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-014-0399-0
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook
https://doi.org/10.2307/249008
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.6820
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAOUJ-01-2022-0010
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAOUJ-01-2022-0010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2021.104281


                         Oulamine et al. | 12 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396 Published online by Universitepark Press 

Granić, A., & Marangunić, N. (2019). Technology acceptance model in educational contexts: A 
systematic literature review. British Journal of Educational Technology, 50(5), 2572-2593. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12864 

Gundolf, K., & Filser, M. (2013). Management research and religion: A citation analysis. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 112(1), 177-185. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1235-5 

Henderikx, M. A., Kreijns, K., & Kalz, M. (2019). Refining success and dropout in massive open online 
courses based on the intention-behavior gap. Distance Education, 40(3), 353-368. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2019.1680279 

Heidenreich, S., & Kraemer, T. (2015). Passive innovation resistance : The curse of innovation? 
Investigating consequences for innovative consumer behavior. Journal of Economic Psychology, 
51, 134‑151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2015.09.003  

Heidenreich, S., & Kraemer, T. (2016). Innovations—Doomed to Fail? Investigating Strategies to 
Overcome Passive Innovation Resistance. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 33(3), 
277‑297. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12273 

Hosseini, M. H., Delaviz, M., Derakhshide, H., & Delaviz, M. (2016). Factors affecting consumer 
resistance to innovation in mobile phone industry. International Journal of Asian Social Science, 
6(9), 497-509. https://doi.org/10.18488/journal.1/2016.6.9/1.9.497.509 

Irwansyah, I. (2023). Meaningful Digital Learning in High School : A Digital Materiality Exploration. The 
International Journal of Learner Diversity and Identities, 30(2), 41-61. 
https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-0128/CGP/v30i02/41-61 

Jahani, S., Scherrer, P., & Ruhanen, L. (2023). The impact of varied pedagogical strategies and 
stakeholder engagement on e-learning effectiveness during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal 
of Educational Technology & Society, 26(1), 25-39. 
https://doi.org/10.3402/edtechs.v26i1.12345 

Jarelnape, L., Kedir, A., & Tadesse, A. (2024). Barriers faced by teaching staff transitioning to e-
learning in medical education during the COVID-19 pandemic. BMC Medical Education, 24, 57. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-024-03512-3 

Joachim, V., Spieth, P., & Heidenreich, S. (2018). Active innovation resistance : An empirical study on 
functional and psychological barriers to innovation adoption in different contexts. Industrial 
Marketing Management, 71, 95‑107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.12.011 

Joanne, M. (2020). Lack of time and preference for face-to-face learning as obstacles in advancing 
palliative care. Palliative Medicine, 34(8), 1049-1058. 

Johnson, C. C., Walton, J. B., Strickler, L., & Elliott, J. B. (2023). Online Teaching in K-12 Education in 
the United States : A Systematic Review. Review of Educational Research, 93(3), 353‑411. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221105550 

Kibuku, R. N., Ochieng, P. D. O., & Wausi, P. A. N. (2020). e‑Learning Challenges Faced by Universities 
in Kenya : A Literature Review. Electronic Journal of E-Learning, 18(2). 
https://doi.org/10.34190/EJEL.20.18.2.004  

Kraus, S., Breier, M., & Dasí-Rodríguez, S. (2020). The art of crafting a systematic literature review in 
entrepreneurship research. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 16(3), 
1023-1042. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12864
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1235-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/01587919.2019.1680279
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2015.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12273
https://doi.org/10.18488/journal.1/2016.6.9/1.9.497.509
https://doi.org/10.18848/2327-0128/CGP/v30i02/41-61
https://doi.org/10.3402/edtechs.v26i1.12345
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-024-03512-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2017.12.011
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221105550
https://doi.org/10.34190/EJEL.20.18.2.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11365-020-00635-4


                         Oulamine et al. | 13 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396 Published online by Universitepark Press 

Kraus, S., Harms, R., & Fink, M. (2014). Entrepreneurial marketing: Moving beyond marketing in new 
ventures. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management, 18(1), 1-9. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEIM.2014.062874 

Kushwah, S., Dhir, A., & Sagar, M. (2019). Understanding consumer resistance to the consumption of 
organic food. A study of ethical consumption, purchasing, and choice behaviour. Food Quality 
and Preference, 77, 1-14. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2019.04.003 

Le Roux, A., Thébault, M., & Stenger, T. (2015). La résistance du point de vue du consommateur: Une 
analyse descriptive de la catégorisation de la résistance aux marques, produits et discours 
marketing. Management & Avenir, 77(7), 15-34. https://doi.org/10.3917/mav.077.0015 

Loglo, F. S., & Zawacki-Richter, O. (2023). Learning with Digital Media : A Systematic Review of 
Students’ Use in African Higher Education. Journal of Learning for Development, 10(1), 1‑23. 
https://doi.org/10.56059/jl4d.v10i1.857 

Ma, L., & Lee, C. S. (2019). Understanding the barriers to the use of MOOCs in a developing country: 
An innovation resistance perspective. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 57(3), 571-
590. https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633118757732 

Maity, S., Sahu, T. N., & Sen, N. (2021). Panoramic view of digital education in COVID-19 : A new 
explored avenue. Review of Education, 9(2), 405-423. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3250 

Mehta, A., Morris, N. P., Swinnerton, B., & Homer, M. (2019). The Influence of Values on E-learning 
Adoption. Computers & Education, 141, 103617. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103617 

Moakofhi, M., Leteane, O., Phiri, T., Pholele, T., & Sebalatlheng, P. (2017). Challenges of introducing 
e-learning at Botswana University of Agriculture and Natural Resources : Lecturers’ perspective. 

Moher, D. (2015). Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions (Version 5.1.0). The 
Cochrane Collaboration. https://training.cochrane.org/handbook 

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & The PRISMA Group. (2009). Preferred reporting 
items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses: The PRISMA statement. PLOS Medicine, 6(7), 
e1000097. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097 

Mohan, G., Upadhyaya, P., & Pillai, R. (2020). The adoption of MOOCs for higher education in India: 
Identifying barriers and recommending strategies. Education and Information Technologies, 25, 
5015-5037. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10220-1 

Muqtadiroh, F. A., Nisafani, A. S., Saraswati, R. M., & Herdiyanti, A. (2019). Analysis of user resistance 
towards adopting e-learning in Indonesia. Procedia Computer Science, 161, 123-132. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2019.11.107 

Mushtaq, M., Noor, A., & Sabahat, N. (2021). Adoption barriers of e-learning in higher education 
institutes (HEIs) of developing countries—A systematic literature review. 2021 International 
Conference on Innovative Computing (ICIC), 1-8. 
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIC53490.2021.9693081 

Naveed, Q. N., Muhammad, A., Sanober, S., Qureshi, M. R. N., & Shah, A. (2022). Evaluating critical 
success factors in implementing E-learning system using multi-criteria decision making. 
Education and Information Technologies, 27(1), 1015-1045. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-
021-10528-1 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEIM.2014.062874
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodqual.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.3917/mav.077.0015
https://doi.org/10.56059/jl4d.v10i1.857
https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633118757732
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3250
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2019.103617
https://training.cochrane.org/handbook
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-020-10220-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procs.2019.11.107
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICIC53490.2021.9693081
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10528-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-021-10528-1


                         Oulamine et al. | 14 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396 Published online by Universitepark Press 

Ortiz Beltrán, A., Hernandez-Leo, D., & Amarasinghe, I. (2023). Surviving and thriving: How changes 
in teaching modalities influenced student satisfaction before, during and after COVID-19. 
Australasian Journal of Educational Technology, 39(6), 72–88. 
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.8958  

Oulamine, A., Hattabou, A., Ray, A., Gareh, F. E., & Alourhzal, H. (2025). Exploring barriers affecting 
e-learning usage intentions among Moroccan university students. International Journal of 
Management in Education, 19(2), 186-211. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMIE.2025.144727 

Oulamine, A., Hattabou, A., El Gareh, F., & Ray, A. (2024). University Students’ Perceptions of e-
Learning Barriers in Morocco : A Qualitative Exploratory Study. Ubiquitous Learning, 18(1), 27. 
Ubiquitous Learning: An International Journal, 18(1), 27-47. https://doi.org/10.18848/1835-
9795/CGP/v18i01/27-47 

Oulamine, A., El Gareh, F., Hattabou, A., & Elmenssouri, A. (2025). The evolution of e-learning and its 
challenges in higher education : A theoretical review. African Scientific Journal, 3(28), 
0174-0174. 

Page, M. J., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., ... & Moher, D. 
(2021). The PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. 
BMJ, 372, n71. https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71 

Paul, J., & Criado, A. R. (2020). The art of writing literature review: What do we know and what do we 
need to know?. International Business Review, 29(4), 101717. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2020.101717 

Ram, S. (1987). A model of innovation resistance. Advances in Consumer Research, 14, 208-212. 

Ram, S., & Sheth, J. N. (1989). Consumer resistance to innovations: The marketing problem and its 
solutions. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 6(2), 5-14. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000002542 

Ray, A., Bala, P. K., & Dasgupta, S. A. (2019) ‘Role of authenticity and perceived benefits of online 
courses on technology based career choice in India: a modified technology adoption model 
based on career theory’, International Journal of Information Management, Vol. 47, pp.140–
151. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.01.015  

Ray, A., Bala, P. K., & Dwivedi, Y. K. (2022). Exploring barriers affecting eLearning usage intentions : 
An NLP-based multi-method approach. Behaviour & Information Technology, 41(5), 1002‑1018. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2020.1849403 

Ray, A., Oulamine, A., & Lim, B. (2024). Assessment of the impact of extraversion on depression, 
distraction and knowledge absorption capacity in online learning education. International 
Journal of Educational Management, 39(1), 198‑218. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-06-2024-
0328  

Sahu, G., Talwar, S., & Dhir, A. (2020). Consumers’ resistance to digital innovations: A systematic 
review and framework development. Australasian Marketing Journal, 28(4), 286-299. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2020.06.014 

Samuelson, W., & Zeckhauser, R. (1988). Status quo bias in decision making. Journal of Risk and 
Uncertainty, 1(1), 7-59. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00055564 

Semlambo, A. A., Sengati, F., & Angalia, B. (2021). Factors affecting the adoption of e-learning systems 
in Tanzanian universities. Journal of Computer and Communications, 10(9), 113-126.  

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
https://doi.org/10.14742/ajet.8958
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJMIE.2025.144727
https://doi.org/10.18848/1835-9795/CGP/v18i01/27-47
https://doi.org/10.18848/1835-9795/CGP/v18i01/27-47
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2020.101717
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000002542
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2019.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2020.1849403
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-06-2024-0328
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-06-2024-0328
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2020.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00055564


                         Oulamine et al. | 15 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396 Published online by Universitepark Press 

Seth, H., Talwar, S., Bhatia, A., Saxena, A., & Dhir, A. (2020). Consumer resistance and inertia of retail 
investors : Development of the resistance adoption inertia continuance (RAIC) framework. 
Journal of Retailing and Consumer Services, 55, 102071. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102071  

Sulaiman, T. T. (2023). A systematic review on factors influencing learning management system usage 
in Arab gulf countries. Education and Information Technologies. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11936-w 

Sun, P.-C., Tsai, R. J., Finger, G., Chen, Y.-Y., & Yeh, D. (2008). What drives a successful e-learning? An 
empirical investigation of the critical factors influencing learner satisfaction. Computers & 
Education, 50(4), 1183-1202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2006.11.007 

Taamneh, A., Alsaad, A., Elrehail, H., Al-Okaily, M., Lutfi, A., & Sergio, R. P. (2023). University lecturers 
acceptance of moodle platform in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic. Global Knowledge, 
Memory and Communication, 72(6/7), 666‑684. https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-05-2021-0087  

Talwar, S., Talwar, M., Kaur, P., & Dhir, A. (2020). Consumers' resistance to digital innovations: A 
systematic review and framework development. Australasian Marketing Journal, 28(4), 286-
299. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2020.06.014 

Topping, K. J., Douglas, W., Robertson, D., & Ferguson, N. (s. d.). Review of Education | BERA 
Educational Research Journal | Wiley Online Library. https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3353 

Toto, G. A., & Limone, P. (2021). From resistance to digital technologies in the context of the reaction 
to distance learning in the school context during COVID-19. Education Sciences, 11(4), 163. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11040163 

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards a methodology for developing evidence-
informed management knowledge by means of systematic review. British Journal of 
Management, 14(3), 207-222. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375 

Venkatesh, V., & Davis, F. D. (2000). A theoretical extension of the Technology Acceptance Model: 
Four longitudinal field studies. Management Science, 46(2), 186-204. 
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.46.2.186.11926 

Venkatesh, V., Morris, M. G., Davis, G. B., & Davis, F. D. (2003). User acceptance of information 
technology: Toward a unified view. MIS Quarterly, 27(3), 425-478. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540 

Wang, C., Cheng, Z., Yue, X.-G., & McAleer, M. (2020). Risk Management of COVID-19 by Universities 
in China. Journal of Risk and Financial Management, 13(2), Article 2. 
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm13020036 

Zalat, M. M., Hamed, M. S., & Bolbol, S. A. (2021). The experiences, challenges, and acceptance of e-
learning as a tool for teaching during the COVID-19 pandemic among university medical staff. 
PLoS ONE, 16(3), e0248758. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248758 

Zhu, J., Zhao, H., Wang, X., Yang, L., Qin, Z., & Geng, J. (2022). Effects of Online Learning on College 
Students in Eastern China : A Structural Equation Model. Frontiers in Public Health, 10, 853928. 
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.853928 

Ziraba, A. K., Magoma, M., & Makokha, E. (2020). E-learning adoption and acceptance in Kenyan 
universities: An application of the UTAUT model. The Electronic Journal of Information Systems 
in Developing Countries, 86(3), e12151. https://doi.org/10.1002/isd2.12151 

 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2020.102071
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10639-023-11936-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2006.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/GKMC-05-2021-0087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2020.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1002/rev3.3353
https://doi.org/10.3390/educsci11040163
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.46.2.186.11926
https://doi.org/10.2307/30036540
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm13020036
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248758
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.853928
https://doi.org/10.1002/isd2.12151


                         Oulamine et al. | 16 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396 Published online by Universitepark Press 

About the Contributor(s) 

Ayoub Oulamine, PhD in Management Sciences, Faculty of Legal, Economic and Social Sciences of 
Agadir, Laboratory of Studies and Applied Research in Economics, Ibn Zohr University, Agadir, 
Morocco. Scopus ID: 59003316300 
Email: ayoub.oulamine@edu.uiz.ac.ma.  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6827-310X  
  
Raja Chakra, PhD, Faculty of Economy & management, University Ibn Tofail, Kenitra, Morocco. 
Email: rajae.chakra@gmail.com  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0001-8738-2704  
 
Rachid Ziky, Laboratory in entrepreneurship, Finance, and Organizational Management (LAREFMO), 
Faculty of Law, Economics and Social Sciences, Ibn Zohr University, Agadir, Morocco. 
Email: rachid.ziky@edu.uiz.ac.ma  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0001-2276-6192  
 
Hicham Bahida, PhD, Laboratory of Economic Sciences and Public Policies (LSEPP), Faculty of 
Economics and Management. Ibn Tofail University, University Campus, BP 2010 Kenitra, 1400 Kenitra, 
Morocco. Email: hicham.bahida@uit.ac.ma  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4292-1871  
 
Fatima El Gareh, PhD student. Laboratory of Studies and Applied Research in Economics, Faculty of 
Legal, Economic and Social Sciences of Agadir, Ibn Zohr University, Agadir, Morocco. 
Email: fatima.elgareh@edu.uiz.ac.ma  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0005-1621-0541  
 
Ilham Oubihi, PhD Student. Faculty of Economics and Management of Kenitra, Laboratory of 
Economics and Organization Management, Ibn Tofail University, Morocco. 
Email: ilham.oubihi@uit.ac.ma  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0007-8401-7473  
 
Ayoub Massiki, Laboratory of Economics and Management of Organizations, Faculty of Economics 
and Management. Ibn Tofail University, University Campus, BP 2010 Kenitra, 1400 Kenitra, Morocco. 
Email: massikiayoub@gmail.com  
ORCID: https://orcid.org/0009-0002-2639-3335  
 

Publisher’s Note: The opinions, statements, and data presented in all publications are solely those of 
the individual author(s) and contributors and do not reflect the views of Universitepark, EDUPIJ, 
and/or the editor(s). Universitepark, the Journal, and/or the editor(s) accept no responsibility for any 
harm or damage to persons or property arising from the use of ideas, methods, instructions, or 
products mentioned in the content. 

https://doi.org/10.22521/edupij.2025.17.396
https://www.scopus.com/redirect.uri?url=https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6827-310X&authorId=59003316300&origin=AuthorProfile&orcId=0000-0001-6827-310X&category=orcidLink
mailto:Ayoub.oulamine@edu.uiz.ac.ma
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6827-310X
mailto:rajae.chakra@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-8738-2704
mailto:rachid.ziky@edu.uiz.ac.ma
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-2276-6192
mailto:hicham.bahida@uit.ac.ma
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4292-1871
mailto:fatima.elgareh@edu.uiz.ac.ma
https://orcid.org/0009-0005-1621-0541
mailto:ilham.oubihi@uit.ac.ma
https://orcid.org/0009-0007-8401-7473
mailto:massikiayoub@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0002-2639-3335

