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ABSTRACT 

Purpose 

The paper will address the contrast in the implications of traditional and modern teaching methods for student engagement and 

learning outcomes in dental higher education. The educational priorities are shifting toward the learning process of technology-based, 

student-centered approaches; thus, it is vital in health professions education to assess the feasibility of such approaches. 

Method 
This study employed a qualitative research design, with thematic analysis used to examine students' and teachers' views at Vyas 

Dental College. Open-ended questions and questionnaires were used to gather information, and the data provided insights into 

traditional and modern teaching methods, the use of digital tools, and blended instructional methods. The evaluation aimed to identify 

the strengths, weaknesses, and effectiveness of the instructional methods for engagement, comprehension, and participation. As the 

research was based on a qualitative design, no statistical analysis or P-values were involved. 

Results 

Findings indicated that traditional methods were conducive to discipline, structure, and clarity of concepts, but not to self-directed 

learning and creativity. Modern methods, particularly those centered on technology, enabled active participation and critical thinking, 

but digital distractions and limited resources were issues. The blended model, incorporating the rigidity of traditional approaches with 

the flexibility and involvement of contemporary approaches, has been formulated to offer the most effective framework for ensuring 

continued interactions and learning in the education of health professions. 

Conclusion 
The study highlights the need for a balanced pedagogical approach in health professions education, integrating a high degree of 

instructional organisation with sufficient student-centred flexibility. In dental and health professions programs, blended approaches 

can enhance learning outcomes by integrating well-organized content delivery with active, technology-enabled engagement. These 

findings imply that there are effective methods for instructors to differentiate their delivery to different students, depending on the 

learning conditions and resource limitations. 

 

Keywords: Old methods; New Methods; Blended Learning; Student Engagement; Health Professions Education; Instructional 

Approaches (designed by BioRender). 
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Fig.1. Conceptual framework of study, illustrating the relationships between traditional, modern, and Hybrid 

learning 

1. INTRODUCTION 

Education is a source of social and professional growth, and effective instructional strategies are considered a 

significant factor in helping students become engaged, achieve better academic results, and develop overall [1]. 

The end goal in the education of health professionals is to equip competent, reflective, and capable 

practitioners. The methods of instruction, consequently, influence not only the acquisition of knowledge but 

also the formation of clinical knowledge, cooperation, and necessary learning skills [2], [3]. 

They still use traditional approaches, including lectures, following the curriculum, and straightforward note-

taking. Although the primary goal is to equip students to conduct assessments, they provide limited 

independence and active involvement [4]. 

In comparison, technological advances in pedagogy have led to a shift toward developmental, student-centered 

methods in the classroom. On the other hand, collaborative online platforms, flipped classes, and multimedia 

are current practices that can be used to improve instruction quality and aid academic success [5],[6]. The 

practices enhance interaction through flexibility and student-based approaches. The issues that come with these 

strategies, however, are the teachers' willingness, the high institutional cost, and unequal digital skills [7]. 

Despite recent advances in the teaching literature, limited research has examined the efficiency of traditional 

and modern teaching strategies in the health professions. In addition, the widespread use of technology-based 

learning during and after the COVID-19 crisis underscores the need to reconsider the two strategies in the 

context of the modern academic environment [8]. 

This is the gap being addressed in the given study, which is conducted through a comparative analysis of 

teaching practice and its effectiveness in terms of student engagement and achievement in higher education. The 

paper will critically examine the strengths and weaknesses of the two strategies, the use of digital technologies 

in modern pedagogy, and the versatility of blended strategies to address the needs of every student. Thus, the 

research questions of the given paper are as follows: 

 How do the modern and traditional techniques differ, in terms of principles, contact with the 

students, and their performance? 
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 How do the teaching methods of the two approaches assist in motivating, engaging, and learning 

in students? 

 What contributions has the integration of technology made to the transformation of 

contemporary teaching practices, and what have been the resulting impacts? 

 What are the pros and cons of using both traditional and modern approaches in contemporary 

learning environments? 

 How efficient is a mixed system in improving learner interaction and general learning outcomes? 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Traditional Methods 

These approaches are mostly teacher-focused, treating students as passive recipients of knowledge. Lectures 

and curriculum-based tests are among the strategies that emphasize rote memorization and the progressive 

delivery of content [9], [11]. The strategies enhance classroom discipline and teaching effectiveness and can 

therefore be applied in large classrooms with limited resources [12]. Although they are effective, they offer 

fewer opportunities for interaction and feedback, which often hinders students' creativity, critical thinking, and 

autonomy [13]. 

2.2 Modern Methods 

These approaches are student-oriented and encourage creativity, personalized learning, and group learning. 

Teachers are facilitators who aid students by questioning, real-life applications, and group tasks [14], [15]. 

Case-based and problem-based methods are active learning techniques that have been demonstrated to increase 

engagement and motivation as well as long-term learning [16], [17]. 

In health professions education, these techniques help develop advanced skills, such as clinical knowledge and 

decision-making. However, they are primarily dependent on adequate resources, reduced course load, and 

teacher readiness, which may not be viable in all circumstances. 

2.3 Comparative Perspectives 

Effectiveness defines instructional practices based on the subject matter, instructional objectives, and learners. 

The traditional methods offer consistency and form, while the modern ones offer opportunities to interact more 

and learn by doing. There is evidence that hybrid structures combining both methods can yield the best results 

[20], [21]. This shows that traditional and modern teaching can be overdrawn; instead, synthesis can exploit the 

strengths of both and overcome their weaknesses. 

Table 1 [22], [27] contains a comparative analysis of the key distinctions between the traditional and modern 

approaches. 

Table 1: Key distinctions between traditional and modern methods 

Dimension Traditional Teaching Modern Teaching References 

Instructional 

Approach 

Teacher-centered Student-centered 26, 22 

Tools Blackboard, notes, 

textbooks 

Digital platforms, simulations, 

multimedia 

20, 39 

Student Role Passive recipient Active participant 65, 19 

Feedback Delayed and occasional Ongoing and rapid 1, 20 

Evaluation Memory-focused Continuous, competency-based 27, 41 

Pedagogical Setting Consistent and orderly Interactive and flexible 67, 48 

 

2.4 Role of Technology 

The use of technological innovations has transformed instruction by incorporating digital platforms, 

simulations, and multimedia materials. Technologies such as flipped classrooms, high-fidelity simulations, and 

audio- and video-enhanced learning environments promote learner autonomy, support self-directed learning, 
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and foster greater engagement [5], [28], [44]. In particular, simulation-based education and flipped classroom 

approaches are highly effective in developing key competencies in health professions students, including 

collaboration, critical thinking, and problem-solving [4], [30]. 

However, there are also problems such as resource unavailability, a lack of digital skills, and the inability to 

integrate technology into current curricula [8], [40]. It means that technology is not meant to replace teacher-led 

learning, but to supplement it. 

Passive and Interactive Approaches 

Passive learning environments focus on structured content presentation and work well with large groups, 

especially when resources are scarce [2], [10], [24]. Nonetheless, they prevent critical thinking and applied 

learning skills [18]. 

The key methods are interaction, collaboration, and problem-solving skills, which are improved through 

engaging techniques; these may include group learning, active learning activities, and teacher feedback [31], 

[60]. The element of interactivity is crucial to enhancing health professional education, as it provides nurses 

with opportunities for teamwork, communication, and clinical competence [35]. 

 Teacher-Centered and Student-Centered Approaches 

The teacher-centered systems follow a highly organized syllabus and place greater emphasis on outcomes-based 

evaluation, with active consideration of extrinsic incentives, thereby crippling innovation and autonomy [22], 

[53]. In comparison, student-centered models provide flexibility and self-directed learning, and to date, there are 

signs of better health professions education, such as improved clinical reasoning and higher achievement scores 

[16], [36], [62]. 

Although these advantages exist, the disadvantages of integration include resource limitations, training, and 

inadequate digital infrastructure [49], [64]. The combination of these two frameworks should then be offered 

under moderation to encourage student learning and professional readiness [32], [59]. 

Synthesis 

In general, both traditional and modern approaches are beneficial and disadvantageous, as it was argued in the 

literature. Conventional methods focus more on structure and uniformity, and contemporary methods focus on 

creativity, extensive learning, and communication. The technology, combined with student interaction, 

improves learning outcomes, but issues of access and distribution arise. Therefore, an interactive, context-based 

approach is most suitable for motivating students to participate and preparing them for future tasks. 

3. METHOD 

3.1 Research Design 

The study has adopted a qualitative research design based on an interpretive approach in order to examine the 

experiences and perceptions of the students towards teaching strategies. The methodology offered insights into 

students' and teachers' comprehension of the traditional, modern, and blended models in colleges. 

3.2 Participants 

The interviewees were educators and learners from Vyas Dental College, Jodhpur. The purposive sample 

consisted of 15 third-year undergraduate students and five instructors with more than seven years of teaching 

experience. The students were selected because they had been exposed to a wide range of instructional methods, 

and the teachers were selected for their extensive experience with both traditional and contemporary teaching 

approaches. 

3.3 Procedure 

Data collection was conducted over one month following approval from the college authorities. Two sets of 

interview-based questionnaires were offered to students and teachers, but in different ways. They were designed 

using available literature on teaching practices and systematically reviewed to make them clear. The 

questionnaires were sent through a WhatsApp group, which students use very regularly to communicate about 

their studies, to make them accessible and convenient. The participants gave written responses to every question 
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(two to three sentences). The answers were transcribed and assessed in the form of written interview transcripts, 

which could be analysed in a structured way. 

3.4 Data Analysis 

Additionally, the responses were coded and analyzed using the six phases of thematic analysis proposed by 

Braun and Clarke: (1) familiarizing oneself with the data, (2) generating initial codes, (3) searching for themes, 

(4) reviewing themes, (5) defining and naming themes, and (6) producing the report [1], [3]. 

The assessment was also based on the reflexive thematic analysis as elaborated by Braun and Clarke, which 

emphasizes the interpretive nature of the scholar in developing themes, rather than assuming they can be 

elicited from the data [23]. Deductive and inductive coding have been conducted both according to the research 

questions and according to the answers of the participants, respectively. The themes of engagement, 

understanding, challenges, instructional preferences, and blended learning were developed. 

3.5 Methodological Limitations 

The study was also limited by the use of only one institution, which restricted generalizability. The answers 

were also brief, and there was no opportunity to ask follow-up questions. Despite these constraints, the 

information provided was sufficient to conduct a thematic analysis, yielding valuable insights into pedagogical 

practices in higher education. This research was not conducted using double coding, which would have 

improved the research's credibility in the future. The responses of all the participants are presented word-for-

word, with grammatical errors retained to ensure sincerity, even in colloquial expressions. 

4. RESULTS 

4.1 Students’ responses 

The students' responses were sorted into five broad themes: engagement, understanding, challenges, 

instructional preferences, and blended learning. The key perceptions of the participants are expounded using 

quotations. 

 Student Engagement and Participation 

Most students were more attracted to modern techniques because they were interactive and used visual 

representations. One example is when S6 said he uses videos, presentations, and applications to keep himself 

interested and to understand the concepts better. Another respondent, S5, said that the most interactive and 

memorable course was the oral anatomy course that was reversed. Likewise, S12 responded that it piqued my 

interest, not that I was standing there with a blank mind. On the other hand, some students emphasized the 

importance of one-on-one instruction in conventional classrooms. For example, S3 observed that with the old 

system, one-on-one interaction was possible, whereas S1 observed close supervision, stating that each student 

would receive attention and that every fault would be known and addressed. 

 Knowledge Retention and Comprehension 

The use of modern methods is usually associated with better recall due to their visual and experiential attributes. 

S13 embodied that a prosthodontics video illustration helped her understand much faster, better, and remember 

better. S6 indicated that simulations, such as a 3D heart model, sparked my curiosity and inspired me to learn 

more. Alternatively, conventional means were considered a way to develop solid conceptual knowledge. 

According to S15, direct interaction with the teacher allows one to clarify questions and doubts immediately, 

which is difficult to achieve in an online environment. 

Limitations of Each Method 

Students had different limitations under both approaches. Classical teaching might be boring and not very 

interactive (S6) or inflexible (S12). The new approaches, though innovative, focused on distraction possibilities. 

Respondent S8 mentioned that social media notifications are being distracting, while S4 discussed the risk of 

errors in online sources. 

 Preferred Modes of Instruction 

The vast majority of students were fond of modern ways because of their versatility and usefulness in the 

digitalized world. S9 clarified that we are living in a digital age and that teacher tools and encouragement are 
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helpful. The other students chose to follow the traditional method because they were in a structured 

environment. S14 and S15 asserted that conventional learning is more social and builds greater confidence in 

speaking, and S15 was more focused in physical classes with fewer distractions. 

 Preference for a Blended Approach 

The tendency to adopt blended learning that embraces the benefits of both approaches was one of the recurrent 

themes in the answers. S10 argued that merging is preferred because it combines the strengths of each approach, 

helping address the needs of different individuals. S6 replied that the old system is sound, since it provides 

discipline to students... the new system makes the educational process more real and exciting. Students who 

experienced this approach affirmed that it helped improve their learning and enthusiasm (S11, S3). 

4.2 Teachers’ Responses 

The teachers' responses reflected a balanced perspective, positioned between traditional and modern 

approaches. They consistently highlighted the strengths and weaknesses of both strategies while strongly 

supporting blended learning as the most effective and appropriate approach. 

Key Themes 

The teachers' answers were analysed, and four significant themes were identified. First, the conventional 

methods were considered significant for providing practical theoretical foundations and for building classroom 

discipline. Second, modern methods were used to develop students' curiosity, critical thinking, and teamwork. 

Third, teachers noted time constraints, limited resources, and technical barriers as factors that hindered the 

adoption of modern strategies. Lastly, there was a unanimous opinion that the most suitable solution, a hybrid of 

the traditional practice's structure and the digital capabilities of modern tools, was blended learning. 

Summary of Findings 

Lastly, the teachers alleged that conventional strategies offer a well-established system, unlike modern 

strategies, which offer creativity and interrelation. However, they emphasized a mixed-methods approach as the 

most effective, as it allows balancing structure and creativity and meeting the needs of various students.  

5. DISCUSSION 

In this paper, the impacts of older and newer methods on student engagement, comprehension, and learning 

performance were assessed, and the research question of whether a hybrid structure is the most suitable 

alternative was answered. Modern techniques can be more engaging for students when technological gadgets 

and interactive tasks are involved. The findings align with existing literature, which highlights enhanced student 

motivation through digitally integrated and active learning approaches [6], [45]. 

On the other hand, the findings showed that the conventional methods promote  theoretical learning, discipline, 

and in-person intercourse between learners and lecturers. This aligns with studies that emphasize the need for 

systematic teaching and instructor engagement [7]. The results show that both strategies promote a range of 

learning characteristics. Modern strategies promote intrinsic motivation and the ability to memorize information 

through multimedia materials, whereas traditional strategies foster intellectual discipline and provide timely 

feedback. 

Teachers discussed this two-sidedness and the benefits of modern ways that encourage active engagement, but 

also testified to a lack of resources, time, and the changing level of technological skills as obstacles to their 

systematic application. These gaps represent the inherent problems of higher education, such as the digital 

divide and institutional obstacles to educational transformation [8], [9]. 

Interestingly, students and instructors reported support for blended learning, which aligns with previous studies 

highlighting its advantages in integrating traditional and digital approaches [10], [11]. 

To sum up, the study re-emphasizes the necessity of employing both the traditional and the modern 

perspectives. Being a good teacher means incorporating a mix of both approaches: more relaxed, yet 

academically rigorous and disciplined in the classroom. 
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5.1 Limitations 

Even though the article provides some good insights, the conclusions made should be considered within a 

limited scope. Using a single college as a research participant means the findings will be confined to that setting 

and may overlook the views of other learning institutions. The information was collected through written 

responses, which could not allow for any cross-questioning, and the thematic analysis was limited by this 

method. Techniques that were not employed in the analysis process, such as independent double coding, would 

help enhance the rigor of future research. 

5.2 Comparison of Teaching Methods and Their Impact on Student Engagement 

A significant difference between the conventional and new approaches was found in the literature. The 

traditional method creates a teacher-centred system that focuses on the sharing of knowledge, discipline, and 

compliance with the syllabus [1], [2]. The methods result in a lack of student interaction and memorization. 

According to previous research, student-centered approaches encourage students to become active learners and, 

consequently, develop their critical thinking and teamwork skills [56]. 

 Impact of Digital Tools on Learning Outcomes 

It was a decisive addition of digital tools to students' learning. The technological platforms, virtual simulations, 

and multimedia sources have been noted to play a significant role in aiding student content engagement in other 

previous studies [7], [8]. Such tools render the conventional methods more adaptable and personalized. The 

flipped learning model may be used, where learners access the content on a digital platform and spend time in 

the classroom engaging in problem-solving activities. This proposal not only promotes student agency (or 

student autonomy), but also provides an opportunity for long-term retention and performance [9], [10]. 

Experience has shown that e-learning encourages self-directed learning and supports fair, interactive pedagogy. 

 Toward an Integrated Instructional Framework 

Modern strategies increase students' flexibility and interaction. However, traditional methods remain 

educationally relevant in given learning situations. Such subjects include mathematics and science, which 

involve an extensive teaching process that tendsare effective when taught in an orderly way [11], [12]. The 

methods enhance students' engagement and their appreciation of complex problems. 

Given the benefits of the different approaches, multiple studies show that a hybrid framework is successful. The 

combination of the instructive pattern of the traditional approach and the flexibility of modern approaches could 

assist specific learner needs and achieve learning outcomes [13], [14]. The findings reinforce the notion that 

instructional methods must be flexible and depend on the content, learning objectives, and classroom setting. 

6. CONCLUSION 

The paper compares the influence of traditional and modern approaches on student involvement and 

achievement in university education. The findings indicate that traditional approaches provide a relatively 

disciplined, systematic environment, and active engagement is not always possible. In turn, the existing 

strategies, such as technological and active learning plans, enhance learning, motivation, and engagement. All 

these indicate that the frameworks are not complete unto themselves. Instead, a hybrid solution that seeks to 

embrace the best of both is most appropriate for successful learning and teaching [1], [3], [5], [13]. 

Even though this study provides a contextual background, it has an impact on the field of teaching research by 

highlighting the significance of a flexible instructional design. This study indicates that educators and colleges 

should balance classical pedagogy and innovation to create effective and equitable learning environments. The 

paper concludes that higher education should not be developed in the direction of either classic or modern 

pedagogies, but rather in integrating them to create transformative, learner-centered learning experiences [14]. 

6.1 Recommendation 

To enhance the generalizability of the findings, future research should involve participants from multiple 

institutions and encompass a wider range of disciplines/subject areas. Research must embrace more stringent 

approaches, such as focus groups, interviews, and classroom observation. It is advised that longitudinal studies 
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be conducted to investigate changes in views over time. Furthermore, subject-specific evaluations of blended 

structures should be suggested, as they are common in professional fields where the theory-practice balance is 

essential. 

Appendix A 

Interview-based questions for students 

1. How would you describe your learning experience in classes that implement traditional methods 

(example- lectures and note-taking)? 

2. In what ways do modern methods (example- digital tools, flipped classrooms, group work) affect your 

engagement in class? 

3. Which teaching method do you find more engaging, and why? (traditional or modern) 

4. Can you share an instance of a lesson or activity where you felt particularly involved or motivated? 

5. In your opinion, which method helps you better understand and retain concepts: traditional or modern? 

Why? 

6. What challenges, if any, do you face with either traditional or modern methods? 

7. If you could choose, which method of teaching would you prefer to have more often, and why? 

(traditional or modern) 

8. Do you think a combination of both traditional and modern methods would be more effective? Why or 

why not? 

9. Have you experienced a blended approach (a mix of traditional and modern methods)? If so, how did it 

affect your learning compared to using only one method? 

10.  Do you feel more motivated or independent when taught through modern methods? Why or why not? 

Appendix B 

Interview-based questions for teachers 

1. How do you balance traditional and modern methods in your classroom? 

2. What factors influence your choice of approach (example- subject matter, student level, available 

resources)? 

3. In your observation, how do students respond to traditional methods compared to modern strategies? 

4. Have you observed any changes in the performance of the student when using technology-integrated 

instruction? 

5. What do you see as the main benefits of using interactive or student-centered teaching methods?   

6. What obstacles or challenges do you encounter when implementing modern teaching strategies? 

7. Based on your experience as a teacher, how do you find the combination of both approaches important? 

8. What are some of the support and training you would need to better implement modern strategies? 

9. What has been the role of modern practices in your own teaching? 

10. Have you gone through an integrated approach? What do you think is its effectiveness as compared to 

using a single method? 

11. What do you think has changed about your teaching experiences since the transition to the digital 

instruction since the COVID-19? 

Acknowledgements 

We would like to thank the administration and faculty of the Vyas Dental College to cooperate and assist us in 

this study. The authors owe a full debt of gratitude to the students and teachers who gauntly took their time to 

fill out our structured questionnaires because their valuable views were important to this study. 

 

REFERENCES 

[1]. Gowda RVM. Education 5.0: evolution of promising digital technologies – a comprehensive review. Int J 

Adv Sci Eng. 2023;10(2):3442-3448. doi:10.29294/IJASE.10.2.2023.3422-3448  

https://doi:%2010.29294/IJASE.10.2.2023.3422-3448


 LEX LOCALIS-JOURNAL OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT        
 ISSN:1581-5374 E-ISSN:1855-363X        
VOL. 22, NO. S4(2024) 
 

435 

[2]. Alaagib NA, Musa OA, Saeed AM. Comparison of the effectiveness of lectures based on problems and 

traditional lectures in physiology teaching in Sudan. BMC Med Educ. 2019;19(1):1-8. doi:10.1186/s12909-019-

1799-0 

[3]. Alguacil NM, Avedillo L, Blanco RM, Agundez MG. Student-centered learning: issues and 

recommendations for implementation in traditional health sciences curricula. Educ Sci (Basel). 2024;14(11):1-

26. doi:10.3390/educsci14111179 

[4]. Al-Hariri M, Al-Hattami A. Impact of students' use of technology on learning achievements in physiology 

courses at University of Dammam. J Taibah Univ Med Sci. 2017;12(1):82-85. 

doi:10.1016/j.jtumed.2016.07.004 

[5]. Akcayir G, Akcayir M. The flipped classroom: a review of its advantages and challenges. Comput Educ. 

2018; 126:334-345. doi:10.1016/j.compedu.2018.07.021 

[6]. Almanasef M, Almaghaslah D, Portlock J, Chater A. Qualitative investigation of the flipped classroom as 

an alternative to traditional lectures. Pharm Educ. 2020;20(1):142-150. doi:10.46542/pe.2020.201.p142-150 

[7]. Amirova N. Traditional vs non-traditional teaching in secondary education: a comparative analysis. Porta 

Universorum. 2025;1(3):101-109. doi:10.69760/portuni.010309 

[8]. Annus N. Educational software and artificial intelligence: students’ experiences and innovative solutions. 

Inf Technol Learn Tools. 2024;101(3):200-226. doi:10.33407/itlt.v101i3.5479 

[9]. Baczek M, Baczek ZM, Szpringer M, Jaroszynski A, Kaplon WB. Students' perception of online learning 

during COVID-19: a survey of Polish medical students. Medicine (Baltimore). 2021;100(7):e24821. 

doi:10.1097/MD.0000000000024821 

[10]. Balliu V. Modern teaching versus traditional teaching—Albanian teachers between challenges and 

choices. Eur J Multidiscip Stud. 2017;4(4):20-26. doi:10.26417/ejms.v4i4.p20-26 

[11]. Betti A, Domonte AG, Biderbost P. Flipping the classroom in political science: student achievement and 

perceptions. Rev Cienc Polit. 2020;40(3):589-615. doi:10.4067/s0718-090x2020005000102 

[12]. Bouckaert M. Assessment of students' creative and critical thinking skills in higher education across 

OECD countries: review of policies and practices. OECD Educ Work Pap. 2023;(293):1-46. 

doi:10.1787/35dbd439-en 

[13]. Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res Psychol. 2006;3(2):77-101. 

doi:10.1191/1478088706qp063oa 

[14]. Braun V, Clarke V. Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis. Qual Res Sport Exerc Health. 

2019;11(4):589-597. doi:10.1080/2159676x.2019.1628806 

[15]. Braun V, Clarke V. Conceptual and design thinking on thematic analysis. Qual Psychol. 2022;9(1):3-26. 

doi:10.1037/qup0000196 

[16]. Bremner N, Sakata N, Cameron L. Outcomes of learner-centred pedagogy: a systematic review. Int J Educ 

Dev. 2022;94:102649. doi:10.1016/j.ijedudev.2022.102649 

[17]. Chaika O. Bridging the gap: traditional vs modern education—a value-based approach for 

multiculturalism. In: Lifelong Learning—Education for the Future World. London, UK: IntechOpen; 2024;1-

14. 

[18]. Chau NQH. Traditional and modern methods in teaching philosophy. Int J Bus Manag. 2021;9(7):231-

234. doi:10.24940/theijbm/2021/v9/i7/BM2106-013 

[19]. Chen X. Comparative study on effectiveness of traditional and modern teaching methods. Lect Notes Educ 

Psychol Public Media. 2025;85(1):13-18. doi:10.54254/2753-7048/2025.20824 

[20]. Dakka SM. Using Socrative to enhance in-class student engagement and collaboration. Int J Integr 

Technol Educ. 2015;4(3):13-19. doi:10.5121/ijite.2015.4302 

[21]. Darsih E. Learner-centered teaching: what makes it effective. Indones EFL J. 2018;4(1):33-41. 

doi:10.25134/ieflj.v4i1.796 



 LEX LOCALIS-JOURNAL OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT        
 ISSN:1581-5374 E-ISSN:1855-363X        
VOL. 22, NO. S4(2024) 
 

436 

[22]. Dong Y, Wu XS, Wang W, Peng S. Is the student-centered learning style more effective than the teacher-

student double-centered learning style in improving reading performance? Front Psychol. 2019;10:2630. 

doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2019.02630 

[23]. Dubey P, Pradhan R, Sahu KK. Underlying factors of student engagement with e-learning. J Res Innov 

Teach Learn. 2023;16(5):1-15. doi:10.1108/JRIT-09-2022-0058 

[24]. El-Kogali TS, Krafft C. Expectations and aspirations: a new framework for education in the Middle East 

and North Africa. Washington, DC: World Bank; 2020.   Available at: https://hdl.handle.net/10986/30618  

Accessed Oct7, 2025 

[25]. Eltaiba N, Hosseini S, Okoye K. Benefits and impact of technology-enhanced applications in higher 

education in Middle East and North Africa: a systematic review. Glob Transit. 2025;7:350-374. 

doi:10.32996/ijllt.2023.6.10.19 

[26]. Falasi M. Innovative pedagogies: comparative analysis of traditional and modern teaching methods. Acad 

Educ Leadersh J. 2024;28(1):1-2. 

[27]. Gervais J. Operational definition of competency-based education. J Competency Based Educ. 

2016;1(2):98-106. doi:10.1002/cbe2.1011 

[28]. George IN, Sakirudeen AO. Effective classroom management and students' academic performance in 

secondary schools in the Uyo local government area of Akwa Ibom state. Res Pedagogy. 2017;7(1):43-56. 

doi:10.17810/2015.47 

[29]. Haji NO, Alochere JB, Mokua KT, Asiimwe S. Teacher competencies and digital effectiveness: a flipped 

classroom model in Zanzibar lower-secondary schools. Int J Multidiscip Res. 2025;7(3):1-13. 

doi:10.36948/ijfmr.2025.v07i03.45571 

[30]. Haleem A, Javaid M, Qadri MA, Suman R. Understanding the role of digital technologies in education: a 

review. Sustain Oper Comput. 2022;3:275-285. doi:10.1016/j.susoc.2022.05.004 

[31]. Haryani E, Coben WW, Pleasants B, Fetters M. Analysis of teachers’ resources for integrating creativity, 

critical thinking, collaboration, and communication in science classrooms. Indones J Sci Educ. 2021;10(1):92-

102. doi:10.15294/jpii.v10i1.27084 

[32]. Harianingsih I, Jusoh Z. Review of cooperative learning studies in language classrooms as seen from 

students' attitudes. Int J Engl Appl Linguist. 2022;2(1):62-74. doi:10.47709/ijeal.v2i1.1423 

[33]. Huang HD. Innovative interactive instruction to enhance learning behaviors. J Innov Knowl. 2025;10(1):1-

9. doi:10.1016/j.jik.2024.100123 

[34]. Islam K, Sarker HF, Islam S. Promoting student-centred blended learning in higher education: a model. E-

Learn Digit Media. 2021;19(1):36-54. doi:10.1177/20427530211027721 

[35]. Kalukar VJ, Krobo A, Pessireron MF, Suhendra S. Enhancing critical thinking skills through collaborative 

learning in modern educational practices. J Acad Sci. 2024;1(8):1145-1153. doi:10.59613/2dx5zr09 

[36]. Keiler LS. Teachers’ roles and identities in student-centered classrooms. Int J STEM Educ. 2018;5:34. 

doi:10.1186/s40594-018-0131-6 

[37]. Kerimbayev N, Umirzakova Z, Shadiev R, Jotsov V. Student-centered approach using modern 

technologies in distance learning: systematic review. Smart Learn Environ. 2023;10(1):1-28. 

doi:10.1186/s40561-023-00280-8 

[38]. Khamzaev UN. Differences between traditional and modern methods in teaching literature. Acad Res Educ 

Sci. 2023;4(5):768-774. doi:10.62118/jmmc.v5i2.356 

[39]. Kovalenko V, Marienko MV, Sukhikh A. Use of augmented and virtual reality tools in general secondary 

education in the context of blended learning. Inf Technol Learn Tools. 2021;86(6):70-86. 

doi:10.33407/itlt.v86i6.4664 

[40]. Larson MB, Lockee BB. Streamlined ID: a practical guide to instructional design. 2nd ed. New York, 

NY: Routledge; 2019.  

https://hdl.handle.net/10986/30618


 LEX LOCALIS-JOURNAL OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT        
 ISSN:1581-5374 E-ISSN:1855-363X        
VOL. 22, NO. S4(2024) 
 

437 

[41]. Levine E, Patrick S. What is competency-based education? an updated definition. Vienna, VA: Aurora 

Inst.; 2019.  Available at: https://aurora-institute.org/resource/what-is-competency-based-education-an-updated-

definition/ Accessed Oct 7, 2025. 

[42]. Markina E, Molla AG. Effect of teacher- and learner-centered approaches on students’ participation in 

English classroom. Bellaterra J Teach Learn Lang Lit. 2022;15(3):1-22. doi:10.5565/rev/jtl3.1007 

[43]. Meguid EA, Collins M. Students’ perceptions of lecturing approaches: traditional versus interactive 

teaching. Adv Med Educ Pract. 2017;8:229-241. doi:10.2147/AMEP.S131851 

[44]. Mohale NE. Podcasts or vodcasts? Exploring first-year students’ preferences for enhancing academic 

writing skills. Res Soc Sci Technol. 2025;10(1):97-118. doi:10.46303/ressat.2025.6 

[45]. Mokhtari F. Fostering digital literacy in higher education: benefits, challenges, and implications. Int J 

Linguist Lit Transl. 2023;6(10):160-167. doi:10.32996/ijllt.2023.6.10.19 

[46]. Moya GJ, Alcivar AY, Criollo-C S, Carrazco CD. Use of interactive technologies to increase motivation 

in university online courses. Educ Sci (Basel). 2024;14(12):1-28. doi:10.3390/educsci14121406 

[47]. Muhammad S, Ashfaq. A blended learning approach to improve student performance in higher education. 

Pak Soc Sci Rev. 2023;7(4):261-273. doi:10.35484/pssr.2023(7-IV)23 

[48]. Muller C, Mildenberger T, Steingruber D. Learning effectiveness of flexible study programs in blended 

learning: why are some courses more effective than others? Int J Educ Technol High Educ. 2023;20:10. 

doi:10.1186/s41239-022-00379-x 

[49]. Muslimin M, Indrawati RA. Digitalization and education equity in remote areas: challenges and strategic 

solutions. J Educ Humaniora Soc Sci. 2024;7(2):376-383. doi:10.34007/jehss.v7i2.2356 

[50]. Nkomo LM, Daniel BK, Butson RJ. Synthesis of student engagement with digital technologies: systematic 

review. Int J Educ Technol High Educ. 2021;18(1):1-26. doi:10.1186/s41239-021-00270-1 

[51]. Niazi A. Education is the foundation of individual growth and social progress. Integr J Res Arts Humanit. 

2025;5(4):80-83. doi:10.55544/ijrah.5.4.11 

[52]. O’Doherty D, Dromey M, Lougheed J, Hannigan A. Barriers and solutions to online learning in medical 

education: an integrative review. BMC Med Educ. 2018;18(130):1-11. doi:10.1186/s12909-018-1240-0 

[53]. Paramole OC, Adeoye MA. Reassessing standardized tests: evaluating their effectiveness in school 

performance measurement. Curricula J Curric Dev. 2024;3(2):217-234. doi:10.1037/xan0000323 

[54]. Parveen S, Ramzan SI. The role of digital technologies in education: benefits and challenges. Int Res J Adv 

Eng Manag. 2024;2(6):2029-2037. doi:10.47392/IRJAEM.2024.0299 

[55]. Rafiq S, Iqbal S, Afzal A. The impact of digital tools and online learning platforms on higher education 

learning outcomes. Al-Mahdi Res J. 2024;5(4):359-369.  

[56]. Asad MM, Sherwani F, Hassan RB, Churi P. Innovative education technologies for 21st century teaching 

and learning. Boca Raton, FL: CRC Press; 2021. doi:10.1201/9781003143796 

[57]. Schwerdt G, Wuppermann AC. Is traditional teaching all that bad? A within-student between-subjects 

approach. Econ Educ Rev. 2011;30(2):365-379. doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2010.11.005 

[58]. Skobo M. Modern technologies in teaching literature. In: Sinteza 2020-International Scientific Conference 

on Information Technology and Data Related Research. Belgrade, Serbia: Singidunum University; 2020:86-92. 

doi:10.15308/Sinteza-2020-86-92 

[59]. Shemshack A, Spector JM. A systematic literature review of personalized learning terms. Smart Learn 

Environ. 2020;7:33. doi:10.1186/s40561-020-00140-9 

[60]. Thambu N, Prayitno HJ, Zakaria GAN. Incorporating active learning into moral education to develop 

multiple intelligences: a qualitative approach. Indones J Learn Adv Educ. 2021;3(1):17-29. 

doi:10.23917/ijolae.v3i1.10064 

[61]. Turku M. Teaching and learning English literature through multimedia. Acad J Interdiscip Stud. 

2024;13(3):279-288. doi:10.36941/ajis-2024-0080 

https://aurora-institute.org/resource/what-is-competency-based-education-an-updated-definition/
https://aurora-institute.org/resource/what-is-competency-based-education-an-updated-definition/


 LEX LOCALIS-JOURNAL OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT        
 ISSN:1581-5374 E-ISSN:1855-363X        
VOL. 22, NO. S4(2024) 
 

438 

[62]. Tzenios N. Learner-centered teaching. Int J Curr Res Sci Eng Technol. 2022;4(12):916-919. 

doi:10.56726/irjmets32262 

[63]. Valle A, Blacher J, Cariou A, Sorbets E. Blended learning compared to traditional learning in medical 

education: systematic review and meta-analysis. J Med Internet Res. 2020;22(8):e16504. doi:10.2196/16504 

[64]. Vreuls J, Klink MVD, Kreunen MK, Stoyanov S, Boshuizen H, Nieuwenhuis L. Responsive curriculum 

development: which factors support breaking through institutional barriers? J Vocat Educ Train. 

2023;77(3):582-610. doi: 10.1080/13636820.2023.2270470  

[65]. Wang Y. A comparative study on the effectiveness of traditional and modern teaching methods. In: 

Proceedings of the 2022 5th International Conference on Humanities Education and Social Sciences (ICHESS 

2022). New York: Atlantis Press; 2022:270-277.  

[66]. Wang C, Chen X, Yu T, Liu Y, Jing Y. Education reform and change driven by digital technology: a 

bibliometric study from a global perspective. Humanit Soc Sci Commun. 2024;11:1-17. doi:10.1057/s41599-

024-02717-y 

[67]. Yang HH, Li RC, Cheung SKS, Kwok LF. Unleashing the potential of flexible education with pedagogical 

and technological innovations. Sustainability. 2023;15(20):1-4. doi:10.3390/su152014915 

[68]. Yue S. The evolution of pedagogical theory: from traditional to modern approaches and their impact on 

student engagement and success. J Educ Educ Res. 2024;7(3):226-230. doi:10.54097/j4agx439 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13636820.2023.2270470

	1. INTRODUCTION
	2. LITERATURE REVIEW
	2.1 Traditional Methods
	2.2 Modern Methods
	2.3 Comparative Perspectives
	2.4 Role of Technology

	3. METHOD
	3.1 Research Design
	3.2 Participants
	3.3 Procedure
	3.4 Data Analysis
	3.5 Methodological Limitations

	4. RESULTS
	4.1 Students’ responses
	4.2 Teachers’ Responses

	5. DISCUSSION
	5.1 Limitations
	5.2 Comparison of Teaching Methods and Their Impact on Student Engagement

	6. CONCLUSION
	6.1 Recommendation


