Digital Fx Vs Practical Fx
Quick research into the world of special effects, comparing digital and practical effects. Looking into the industry and creators' views on the subject. Is one better than the other? Is one better received?
Practical Fx
Practical effects are effects that take place on set, such as puppetry, makeup, animatronics etc. 
Practical fx seem to appear and be much more dominant in Horror Films, making the creatures and the monsters much more grotesque and tangible. Almost giving the audience the idea that these monsters could be real.
“One of the greatest achievements in practical effects movie history is the t	ransformation 	scene in An American Werewolf in London. Made in 1981, this 	movie utilized 30 technicians, 6 months of prep and a full week of 	shooting just f	or this scene” - Studio Binder (October 25 and 2020, 2020)
As you can see however, practical fx can take a lot of time, Resorces and effort to get right. One of the first ever appearances of Visual effects was in a short French film entitled ‘A Trip To The Moon’ directed by Georges Melies in 1902.
“A Trip to the Moon combined "spectacle, sensation, and technical wizardry to 	create a cosmic fantasy that was an international sensation” (Wikipedia, 2023)
Digital Effects
Digital effects are usually added after filming in post-production using CGI (Computing Generated Imagery) making them a lot safer for actors, and a lot cheaper to produce, making them sometimes seem like the better option. 
However, they are not real and tangible in the real world, sometimes making them less immersive for the viewer, here is a small paragraph from a Screen Rant article showing some of the worst visual effects in films. This one is specifically relating to The Mummy Returns.
	“To say that the Scorpion King looks weird is an understatement. The face is 	glossier and 	more plastic looking than all of The Real Housewives combined, 	and while the body is a l	ittle bit more realistic, it still looks too artificial 	compared to everything else onscreen.” 	(Skells, 2015)

Conclusion
Lots of people appear to be die-hard fans of Practical effects, saying that it feels more real and immersive, and that CGI takes away from the film. Most people do seem to conclude that a good mix of both Digital and Practical FX is needed in films today to give that feeling of realism.
Although it all comes down to personal preference in the end, it is difficult to find someone wholeheartedly defending CGI over Practical FX. What it comes down to as well is that Practical effects are not just these grotesque monsters from something like ‘The Thing.’ They cover gun shots, blood effects, explosions, car / plane crashes. Things that if attempted in CGI, can look very wrong fast. 
At the same time, a lot of FX in films comes down to cost and deadlines. There may not be a budget in place to crash real cars into each other, or there might not be enough time to create a real looking / moving animatronic monster, this is when CGI comes into play. 
Overall, it is almost impossible to declare a ‘winner’ or to say one is better than the other, but I will say they should try their best to stay in their respective lanes. With practical FX being used to recreate things in the real world, and CGI to create these incredible worlds and effects that just would not be possible otherwise. 
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