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ABSTRACT: 
The quality of a system depends a lot on how competent and prepared are the people entrusted with those responsibilities. In May 2025, the Supreme Court of India made a change regarding this. They said that people who want to become Civil Judges have to practice law for least three years before they can take the judicial service exam. This was a shift in how judges are chosen because for over twenty years new law graduates could apply for judge positions right away. 
This decision has caused a lot of talk among lawyers and judges. Some people think that working in a courtroom makes you a better judge because you learn how to be professional you learn about court rules and you understand what really happens in lawsuits. You cannot learn these things by studying in school. Other people do not agree. They think that making people practice law for three years is not fair because it delays the process of choosing judges and it hurts people who do not have a lot of money. They also wonder if practicing law for a time period really means you are a good judge. 
This article looks at how India has chosen judges in the past and why the Supreme Court made this rule. It also looks at the arguments for and against this rule and thinks about whether it is a good balance between making sure judges are competent and making sure everyone has an equal chance. The article concludes that while experience is important for judges India should also make some changes to the system so everyone who wants to be a 
judge has an opportunity. The judicial system needs to make sure that the judicial service examinations are fair, for all officers. The Supreme Court of India and the judicial system should work together to make this happen for all judicial officers. 

INTRODUCTION: 
The judiciary holds a prominent place in India’s constitutional setup. [footnoteRef:2]As the protector of the Constitution and individual rights it performs tasks that directly impact citizens lives and the stability of institutions. Unlike public offices appointing judges requires not just intelligence but also integrity, independence, maturity and practical wisdom. Every court decision has consequences that go beyond the case making judge selection crucial for both the Constitution and the public. The lower judiciary is the foundation of India’s system. Civil Judges and Judicial Magistrates are often the first contact citizens have with the justice system. Their decisions affect property, family disputes, contracts, crime and personal freedom. Since trial courts handle legal disputes, the ability of judges at this level greatly influences public trust in the justice system.  [2:  India Const. arts. 32, 50. 
 ] 

Recently the Supreme Courts decision in [footnoteRef:3]All India Judges Association v. Union of India (2025) made it necessary for people to have three years of practice before they can take judicial service exams. This decision changed the rule that had been in place since 2002,  [3:  All India Judges Association v. Union of India, (2002) 4 S.C.C. 247. 
 ] 

 
when new law graduates could directly apply for entry-level jobs. This judgment caused a lot of debate. Many lawyers welcomed it saying that judging requires experience that can only be gained through working in a courtroom. Others were worried that the rule might discourage graduates delay judge recruitment and cause financial difficulties for candidates who cannot afford to practice law for several years before entering public service. 
This controversy shows that the issue is not about whether three years of practice is a good idea. It raises questions about judge quality, equal opportunity, legal education, professional training and access, to justice. 
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF JUDICIAL RECRUITMENT: 
The Indian Constitution sets the rules for choosing judges for courts in [footnoteRef:4]Articles 233 to 237. It gives High Courts a role in watching over lower courts and each state has its own way of choosing judges that follows the Constitution. [footnoteRef:5]For a time after India became independent many states wanted people who wanted to be Civil Judges to have experience as lawyers first. The reason for this was that being a judge is not about knowing laws and past cases. A judge needs to be able to understand evidence run a courtroom know how to deal with lawsuits and make decisions in cases. People thought that lawyers learned these skills by practicing law not by studying in a classroom.  [4:  India Const. arts. 233–237. 
 ]  [5:  Law Commission of India, 14th Report on Reform of Judicial Administration (1958). 
 ] 

Law school teaches students about the Constitution, laws and past cases. Being a lawyer is different from just studying law. When lawyers deal with cases, they learn things that they cannot learn in a classroom. They meet with clients watch trials write court papers question witnesses and argue cases in court. These experiences help them become lawyers. 
In 2002 the Supreme Court made a change. It said that new law graduates could take the judicial service exam without practicing law. The court believed that judges could learn what they needed to know through training and it wanted to attract graduates to become judges earlier in their careers. It also thought that this would give people a chance to become judges and help fill empty positions in the lower courts. For over twenty years this is how many states chose their judges. During this time many new judges did a job and judicial academies helped train them. 
Over time some High Courts started to worry that new judges were not ready, for the job. They saw that many new judges were smart and knew the law, but they did not know how to run a courtroom or deal with real cases. This made the courts think again about how they chose judges. 
THE SUPREME COURT’S DECISION: 
The Supreme Court's opinion in reaffirming the three-year practice rule was based on the assumption that experience in the practice of law is a key part of a judge's job. 
The Court understood law not just a subject but a profession, one that is engaged in a constant dialogue among advocates, judges and litigants. The judge must assess the evidence, control 
 
the process and adjudicate on conflicting legal or factual claims or issues in the courtroom. The duties require more than just understanding of legislation or precedents set by the courts. The Court states that, "Legal practice allows advocates to become a part of the system to see how courts operate. They learn the process, respect the need for judicial discretion, recognise the impact of delays on the process and gain professional confidence as they participate in courts on a frequent basis. These exposures allow judicial officers to develop the necessary attributes such as patience, objectivity, analytical thinking and decisiveness. 
 
The Court noted that judicial academies have an important function in the education of the judges, but it is not possible to replace hands-on experience with a structured training. While simulated exercises and classroom lectures are useful, they cannot be as close to the unpredictable and responsibility of actual litigation. One of the other major points of the judgment was its prospective application. The Court pointed out that the eligibility criteria restored would not apply to those who had already started recruitment procedures under the old criteria. This way to give a sense of fairness in the process of institutional reform. The ruling is thus an effort to improve appointment quality, but not to upend the current recruitment process. 
 
THE RATIONALE FOR PRACTICAL EXPERIENCE: 
 
Those who defend the judgment argue that learning how to practice law will help future judges better appreciate the realities of the justice delivery system than reading about it in books. 
A courtroom is a place of action and interaction, of law and humanity. Earlier testimony can be contradicted, parties can shift, there can be procedural snags and judges are often faced with making quick decisions under pressure. When faced with similar situations as an advocate, increases sense of practical judgment which is beneficial on the Bench. 
 
At the same time practical experience allows them to have a wider knowledge of the legal profession. Advocates develop skills to effectively communicate with their clients, negotiate settlements, and draft legal documents and apply legal concepts to a variety of factual scenarios. These experiences will help develop analytical skills and promote professional responsibility and ethics. Another major aspect that must be taken into account is court room management. Judicial officers are required to remain disciplined and to exercise procedural justice and run matters efficiently. Through regular appearances before the courts, advocates will become familiar with courtroom etiquette, advocacy techniques and court expectations. This knowledge and experience can help to boost confidence in the first few years of judicial work. 
 
Another proponent of the prolonged litigious process is that future judges might gain a greater sense of the litigant's and advocates' views. A judge who has firsthand experience of the practical challenges of delays, adjournments and procedural complexity may better be able to do so in carrying out proceedings. 
 
Furthermore, the skills that young lawyers acquire are not just legal skills, but other skills as well that they learn from practice. Patience, maturity, professionalism and the ability to communicate effectively can take time to develop, as these skills are acquired through experience with clients, colleagues and the judiciary. These are attributes that are hard to assess on the basis of competitive exams but are equally necessary for good administration of justice. 
 
CHALLENGES AND CRITICISMS: 
 
While the decision of the Supreme Court was meant to help the standard of judicial appointments, it has also generated a lot of criticism from judges-to-be, judicial academics and members of the Bar. The criticism is not against the value of the practical experience itself but whether or not a three-year requirement is the best way to do this. 
 
One of the foremost concerns relates to accessibility. India is well known as a litigious country, and it is known that litigations are costly for the first few years in practice. Junior advocates may be paid irregularly and may not be paid enough, and may also have costs associated with enrolment, professional attire, transport, legal work and daily living. The period of 3 years between the completion of the course of study for three years and taking the judicial service examinations can be challenging for many first-generation lawyers, especially those from rural areas or from weaker economic sections. 
 
The real impact of this financial burden is that the deserving candidates may either drop litigation completely or stop delaying their dreams of becoming a lawyer. Although legal practice is clearly useful, having the legal profession as a mandatory route to judicial service could be a drawback for the less affluent aspiring to become judges or for those who do not have a strong family base in the legal profession. As a result of the reform, the question of equal opportunity in access to public employment is raised. For this reason, the reform has raised legitimate concerns about equal opportunity in public employment. 
 
Another critique is on the basis of the assumption that experience equals competence. But practical experience in the law does not necessarily mean competence. Each advocate can have three years of enrolment, but the amount of litigation that each actually gets may be quite different. One advocate might have spent much of the time working in front of trial courts while another might have spent much of the time in chamber work, documentation or advisory practice. In such an environment, years of practice alone may not be a good measure of eligibility. 
 
Critics also doubt whether the reinstated rule leads to an adequate appreciation of the changing nature of legal education. Modern law schools have grown more and more focused on providing students with hands-on experience in the legal profession, such as legal aid clinics, mediation programs, trial advocacy classes, legal draftings, moot court competitions, and internships. While these activities do not fully substitute for courtroom practice, they are highly important in the development of the professional skills at an early stage. The policy ignores such experiences and may not truly represent a reflection on the development of modern legal education. 
 
One additional issue is judicial vacancies. The shortage of judges at all stages of the judicial system is a serious issue in India. Recruitment delays are likely to have an impact on the public confidence in the administration of justice inevitably and will also lead to rising case pendency. Therefore, some critics question whether limiting eligibility will have a detrimental effect on the number of candidates available or the length of recruitment processes. Although it is desirable to have well-trained judges, it is equally pressing to ensure judicious strength and recruitment policies must cater for that. 
 
The requirement also could have an adverse effect on women in the legal profession. Females' activists tend to face structural problems in the early years of their careers, such as insufficient mentorship and irregular income and other family duties. A longer waiting time for judicial eligibility eligibility may deter some of the good candidates to enter the judiciary. First-generation lawyers have similar problems, they don't have professional networks or family chambers to start their practice. It does not follow from these criticisms that practical experience is of no value. Instead, they have doubts about whether a three-year standard is the fairest and most effective way of providing for judicial competence. 
 
 
CONCLUSION:  
 
The three-year compulsory practice provision is an important step in the development of judicial recruitment in India. It acknowledges the Supreme Court's appreciation of the importance of the hands-on experience in the court room to judicial competence, professionalism and the efficient administration of justice. The judgment reiterates the principle that judging is not a purely academic activity, but a discipline that calls for experience, responsibility and good practical judgment. 
 
Meanwhile, the grievances of those who aspire to become judicial officers should be given the same consideration. Financial disparities in the legal profession, the uncertainty of early years of practice and the current judicial vacancies are real concerns that need to be taken seriously. While it is of course important to encourage experience, it is essential that judicial service is available to the talented person, regardless of economic conditions. 
 
The success of the reform will, above all, rely on how it is implemented. The practice requirement can enhance the quality of the subordinate judiciary if it is supported with meaningful institutional training and financial support for young advocates. It could, however, have the unintended consequence of lowering the diversity and access to justice in the judicial system if not undertaken with these concerns in mind. 
 
The discussion should not be solely about "right" or "wrong" for three years of practice. Rather it should create a wider debate on how India can establish a judicial recruitment system which will be based on professional merit and maintain the constitutional equality and faith in the judiciary. It is no longer a dream but a necessary condition for good governance of a constitutional democracy to have an experienced and inclusive judiciary. 
 



