Pros and cons of elected and appointed judges
Whether judges should be elected for shorter periods or appointed for life has been a long-time discussion in the judicial system. The appointment process is efficient for selecting judges since appointed judges are likely to be highly qualified. Appointing judges can help eliminate biased decision-making and mitigating political influence. Life tenure enables judges to make decisions without fear of retribution. It protects them from undue political influence. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]However, critics argue that the appointment of judges does not prove to be a true method of accountability. It is difficult to regulate, make meaningful changes or monitor the judiciary since appointed judges cannot disclose full details about the judicial sector. Appointing judges is seen to promote high levels of corruption and cronyism. The appointment process can be inefficient due to the delays that occur before the nominees are approved. Lastly, the advanced age of judges can lead to impaired judgement, yet the only method in which they can be removed is through impeachment. 
The election of judges helps to ensure that judges remain accountable to people. The process inspires people to be confident in the judicial system since the selected judges are likely to think more about the people and community. The election process gives people democracy of electing their own judges and removing them when they do not deliver. The people are allowed to participate in making institutions that directly affect them. The disadvantage of elected judges is that elected judges are thought to create political biases that undermine judicial fairness. Hence, an elected judge can’t make the right ruling to a case concerning one of the campaign donors. Another con of elected judges is that their judgments are likely to favor the constituents so that they don’t lose their jobs. This undermines justice and fairness in courts of law. 
