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The constitution of Pakistan has repeatedly been amended to
redistribute authority among the state institutions. The
research has investigated how did the 8th (1985), 18th
(2010), and 27th (2025) constitutional amendments
redistribute authority among the executive, parliament,
judiciary, provinces, and military-linked domains in
Pakistan? Drawing on primary constitutional texts,
academic literature on hybrid regimes, federalism, judicial
politics and constitutional change, and institutional/legal
assessments such as United Nations Development Program
(UNDP), the International Commission of Jurists and
Amnesty International, the study has used a qualitative
structured-comparison design. It compares the amendments
across four dimensions: survival and dismissal powers,
appointment and transfer authority, constitutional
adjudication, and immunity and exceptions. The article
presents an argument that constitutional amendments in
Pakistan have operated less as isolated legal reforms and
more as recurring mechanisms of authority reconfiguration
within a hybrid regime. Rather than producing clear regime
change, these amendments alternately centralize and
decentralize power, preserve electoral continuity, and
redefine the practical limits of institutional accountability.
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Introduction

Scholarship on civil-military relations has long shown that Pakistan
combines electoral politics with sustained military influence, particularly
in core areas of state policy. This pattern has repeatedly produced tension
between civilian authority and military-reserved domains of decision-
making. Pakistan's political trajectory therefore complicates standard
regime-transition narratives, which often assume that political crises lead
either to democratic consolidation or to authoritarian rule.! Instead,
Pakistan has retained democratic institutions while allowing unelected
influence to blur the boundaries of constitutional authority.?

Thus, Pakistan’s significant constitutional amendments can be considered as
authority redistribution measures; key moments in which official rules
redistribute power among different organs of the state including executive,
parliament, judiciary and sometimes military as well. Research on
constitutional endurance shows that constitutions are regularly amended in a
time of crisis and that political conditions generally dictate constitutional
stability and performance. But in countries like Pakistan, where rule is often
disputed and limited, changes in constitution function as system to
renegotiate power within state apparatus.®

Constitutional engineering refers to deliberate amendment or redesigning
constitutional rules to redistribute formal authority among state
institutions.* The term does not mean that every constitutional amendment
IS undemocratic, nor does it treat constitutional reform as inherently
negative. It is used only where constitutional change alters the location of
decision-making, accountability, appointment, adjudication, or immunity
in ways that affect the balance of power.> Within this definition, Pakistan's
major constitutional amendments can be read as authority-redistribution
moments: formal legal changes through which power is reassigned among
the executive, parliament, judiciary, provinces, and, at times, military-
linked domains.®

Empirically, this paper focuses on the 8" Amendment (1985), the 18"
Amendment (2010), and the 27" Amendment (2025) because each
produced a significant structural change in Pakistan's constitutional order.
The 8" Amendment is important because Article 58(2)(b) empowered the
president to dissolve the National Assembly, thereby reshaping executive-
legislative relations and weakening elected-government survival.” The 18"
Amendment removed Article 58(2)(b), restored parliamentary supremacy,
devolved authority through the abolition of the Concurrent Legislative
List, and revised the framework for judicial appointments.2 The 27%
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Amendment, according to critics, creates a Federal Constitutional Court,
alters judicial-transfer mechanisms, and introduces immunity provisions,
raising concerns about judicial independence and accountability.®

The paper addresses the question that: How did the 8" 18" and 27
constitutional amendments redistribute authority among Pakistan's key
institutions, including the executive, parliament, judiciary, provinces, and
military-linked domains? The article advances two connected claims. First,
constitutional amendments in Pakistan have repeatedly served as
mechanisms for redistributing authority without producing clear regime
transition. Second, the 27" Amendment should not be treated as an isolated
constitutional episode; rather, it fits a longer pattern in which authority is
alternately centralized and decentralized through legal reform. This pattern
suggests that Pakistan's hybrid equilibrium is sustained through intermittent
institutional re-calibration rather than through a linear movement toward
either democracy or authoritarianism.

Literature Review

Constitutional amendments in Pakistan have often operated as political
instruments for reshaping institutional authority rather than as purely
technical legal changes. Existing scholarship on parliamentary democracy,
federalism and judicial politics shows that amendments have alternately
strengthened and weakened parliamentary authority, provincial autonomy
and judicial independence, depending on the political and regime
context.’® However, this literature often remains amendment-specific and
does not always compare the redistribution of authority across different
constitutional moments.

The Eight Amendment, especially article 58 (2)(b), is seen as significant
reconfiguration of executive- legislative relationship. The transcript of
amendment explicitly mentions that the President may dissolve the
assembly on his discretion when the federation cannot be governed
according to constitution in his opinion and an election has to be held in 90
days, a mechanism used as an accountability measure over president.!
Empirical evidence describes that this power was repeatedly used in 1980s
as well as in 1990s, transforming government survival from a parliamentary
matter to be decided via elections to an executive veto authority. This has
been linked to have caused political instability and fragmented
parliamentary sovereignty. 12

President’s powers to dissolve assembly transformed Pakistan’s
constitutional jurisprudence and the relationship between judiciary with the
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executive, including how courts legalized the contested dissolution and how
judiciary played a role in legitimizing the actions of the regime during these
disputes.'® These constitutional sub versions in the guise of formal legality,
for the advantage of a few, destabilized rule of law, suggest that
amendments for shifting authority should not be understood as a legal
reform separate from power struggles.*

Seventeenth amendment (2003) is also relevant as it reintroduced
dissolution authority. Article 58(2)(b) was removed in the thirteen
amendment but was reintroduced in the seventeenth and finally removed
again in the eighteenth amendment!® which indicates that authority was
repeatedly renegotiated instead of settling down.!® Seventeenth amendment
with its dissolution of power article is interpreted as consolidation of
military led power under Musharraf, showing that constitution was used
politically for executive dominance. This establishes a key point for this
paper that amendments are politically driven and are cyclic in nature
without keeping democracy as a priority.*’

On the contrary, the 18" Amendment is often framed as a democratic
restoration document as well as a federal reform. It restored the original
parliamentary character of the 1973 constitution by exclusion of presidential
removal authority, strengthened parliament as well as re-balancing the
relation between the center and provinces through devolution of authority.*®
Rizwan et al are of the view that Eighteenth Amendment restored Pakistan
as a federation as it was perceived as a correction of authoritarianism that
was introduced through constitutional engineering in 8" and 17
amendments respectively.®

Another debate among scholars is that there were implementation limits and
uneven decentralization throughout. Adeney suggests that the 18"
Amendment was a significant step towards federalism, but it did not fully
resolve the structural tensions between the center and provinces. 2 Adeney
and Boni further stated that decentralization in Pakistan was never a simple
democratic objective, both civilian and military rule throughout history had
mixed actions for centralization and decentralization.?* According to UNDP
federalism report, there were a lot of implementation gaps, coordination
failures and unequal provincial capacity that further complicated the
devolution. A lot of federal bureaucratic actors resisted and renegotiated
their roles; thus 18" Amendment redistributed authority by law but
practically there were loopholes in the system of governance.??

There were many implementation gaps post-Eighteenth Amendment in the
Council of Common Interests (CCI) as well as National Finance
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Commission (NFC). Constitutional power did not guarantee effective
coordination between the center and province with poor enforcement,
financial disputes, limited cooperation and federalism.? This clarifies that
vertical authority reorganization is not limited to allocation of formal policy
responsibilities. It also depends on institutions if they facilitate bargaining
between the center and provinces consistently and are perceived as
credible.?*

Amendments’ rearrangement of judicial appointments is linked to the
judicial political conflict that includes debates on oversight role of
parliament and judiciary in regulating the constitution. Pakistan has been
described as ‘Grey’ area where judicial independence is complicated.
Courts, which are celebrated to resist military rule, can also assert their
independence against weak civilian institutions that complicate democratic
supremacy.? This is significant as interpretation of amendments, especially
in terms of redistribution of authority is very complicated as appointments
and jurisdictions evolve capacity of judiciary and sometimes limit other
institutions as well.

Twenty-first Amendment (2015) is also seen as a bridging case because it
shows how a crisis driven from constitutional engineering can redistribute
authority from civilian to military courts. Article 175(3) explicitly mentions
separation principle that allow military trials for terrorism related cases as it
was an extraordinary response after Peshawar Army Public School (APS)
attack. The 21% Amendment therefore shows how constitutional change can
be formalized under special security circumstances which can be interpreted
in later amendments and restructure the civilian, military and judicial
boundaries.?®

Latest research on 27"" Amendment shows a lot of restructuring in judiciary,
mechanism or appointments and constitutional judgments. Under twenty-
seventh amendment, there is a significant change in judicial governance as a
Federal Constitutional Court (FCC) has been established 27 that has taken
the power of Supreme Court to review any changes in the constitution.?®
Also, when it comes to appointments and transfers there is restructuring in
military command with incorporation of controversial immunity
provision.?®

According to International Commission of Jurists (2025), the 27%
Amendment has fundamentally altered the structure of judiciary as it has
given considerable constitutional power to a newly formed Federal
Constitutional Court, changed appointment process of the court’s leadership
and introduced rules for transfer of judges that can be deemed as
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punishment.® Amnesty International also highlights the Amendment as
decline of judicial independence through structural change and immunity of
key actors from accountability.®® These evaluations from international
organizations provide crucial evidence that 27" Amendment is a high stakes
authority redistribution event.

Existing literature is extensive on these amendments individually as to how
centralization and decentralization happen back and forth and how power is
redistributed among different institutions. But there is a gap when it comes
to comparative mapping for understanding how these amendments reassign
authority over time and how the latest 27" Amendment fits in this design.
This paper addresses this gap through structured comparison of the
amendments.

Theoretical Framework

This paper has used hybrid-regime theory through a multidimensional
continuum approach. Instead of treating regime type as a single category,
it understands Pakistan's regime as an institutional arrangement in which
electoral competition coexists with restricted civilian autonomy and
reserved domains of power. Adeney's formulation is useful because it
shows that Pakistan cannot be classified as fully democratic when civil-
military relations and institutional constraints remain central to how
authority is exercised.?

The paper has focused on authority distribution; who can dismiss whom,
who appoints whom, who decides any constitutional interpretation and who
is insulated from accountability. This is a classic example of democratic
backsliding, which emphasizes changes within regime categories.®
Contemporary backsliding generally occurs through institutions that
preserve democratic form while weakening the checks on Executive.
Wander and Lust argue that real conceptual and methodological challenge is
to measure changes within regime that only transition between democracy
and autocracy, this justifies an amendment-based design to track
institutional relocation over a period of time. In consolidated democracies,
amendments are made in stable limitations and do not redistribute core
authority or give executive above accountability. However, in hybrid
settings, amendments tend to redistribute enforcement mechanisms that
govern political competition, especially after it alters allocation of reserved
power, eliminate judicial oversight or immunity for certain actors.®*

This framework highlights hard empirical truth; change in authority is not
either democratic or authoritarian in a single direction. Instead, it can be
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used to produce both centralization or decentralization of powers depending
upon what kind of political coalition or target of institutions is at a given
time. The civilian governments do not always prioritize decentralization as
any constitutional amendment should be compared and coded rather than
assumed from regime branding.*

Methodology

This study has adopted a qualitative structured-comparison design with
constitutional amendments as case studies. Structured comparison is
employed because the aim is to analytically compare institutional events
within one country across time. Each amendment is studied through the
same set of authority parameters, allowing for systematic comparison
rather than descriptive narration. This design is particularly useful in
small-N comparative studies where the objective is theory-guided
inference and the identification of recurring institutional patterns.

The 81, 18N and 27" constitutional amendments have been selected
because they produce major and identifiable restructurings of institutional
authority within Pakistan’s constitutional framework. The Eighth
Amendment reconfigured the executive-legislative balance by granting the
President dissolution powers under Article 58(2)(b). The Eighteenth
Amendment reorganized both horizontal and vertical authority by
restoring parliamentary supremacy and expanding provincial autonomy.
The Twenty-Seventh Amendment restructured constitutional adjudication,
judicial governance, and accountability arrangements through the
establishment of a Federal Constitutional Court and the introduction of
new immunity provisions. Together, these amendments represent three
distinct moments of authority reconfiguration and provide an appropriate
basis for longitudinal comparison.

Authority redistribution is examined through four analytical dimensions.
The first concerns survival and powers to dismiss, referring to the
authority to dissolve governments or terminate elected institutions. The
second concerns appointment and transfer of powers, referring to the
capacity to influence the selection, promotion, or transfer of key
officeholders, particularly within the judiciary. The third concerns
constitutional adjudication, referring to the institution possessing final
authority over constitutional interpretation and the enforcement of
constitutional provisions. The fourth concerns immunity and exceptions,



8 Pakistan Vision (Vol. 27 No.1, June 2026)

referring to constitutional protections that shield specific actors or offices
from ordinary legal or political accountability.

For analytical purposes, a redistribution of authority is classified as major
when an amendment alters the constitutional powers, jurisdiction,
appointment authority, dismissal authority, or accountability framework of
a core state institution. Changes are considered minor when they modify
procedures or administrative arrangements without substantially altering
the balance of authority between institutions. This distinction allows the
analysis to focus on amendments that produce substantive institutional
consequences rather than technical constitutional adjustments.

The paper has utilized a triangulation strategy based on three categories of
sources. First, primary sources include constitutional texts and amendment
acts. Second, secondary sources consist of peer-reviewed journal articles,
academic books, and scholarly chapters addressing constitutional change,
federalism, judicial governance, and civil-military relations in Pakistan.
Third, institutional and legal assessments produced by organizations such
as the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Amnesty
International, and the International Commission of Jurists (ICJ) are used to
evaluate the broader implications of constitutional reforms. In addition,
the 17th and 21st Constitutional Amendments are incorporated as bridging
cases to contextualize the broader trajectory of authority redistribution
across time.

Analysis and Findings

Early Institutional Settlements: 8th and 17th Amendments

The 8" Amendment centered on Article 58(2)(b), which gave the president
discretionary authority to dissolve the National Assembly. The provision
altered the relationship between the executive and legislature by making
government survival vulnerable to presidential intervention.®® In hybrid-
regime terms, it functioned as an institutional gate keeping device:
electoral competition continued, but elected governments operated under a
constitutional veto mechanism that limited parliamentary autonomy.®’

The political consequences of this amendment were observed throughout
1980s and 1990s as it resulted in dismissal of governments repeatedly
resulting in political crisis, undermining democratic supremacy.® Article
58(2)(b) introduced a mechanism which allowed non-parliamentary actors
to reset political settings. This paved way for distorted parliamentary
sovereignty that was short term coalition-based governments without
dismissal of constitutional order.*
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A key point in the 8" amendment was that it did not just empower the
executive, but it also influenced the judiciary politically. When
governments were dissolved courts were involved in deciding controversial
constitutional issues where judges were repeatedly involved in supporting
and challenging the regime. Siddique argues that dissolution jurisprudence
became a regular feature of Pakistan’s constitutional output which reflected
judiciary’s vague role in recurring civil-military interventions.*® Gray zone
analysis by Kalhan supports the fact that judicial independence is not a
black and white affair, courts regularly use autonomy to limit weak civilian
institutions.**

From perspective of hybrid regime, the 8" amendment is significant in the
sense that it allows building limits on democratic authority through legal
instruments instead of completely abrogating democracy. In Adeney’s
multidimensional model, this is the type of reform that constraints civilian
autonomy without completely eliminating electoral competition, thus
sustaining hybridity through veto powers of executive.*? Regimes might
adopt democratic form without any democratic principle that creates a
model where institutional rules can be distorted and

accountability diminished.*® Therefore, 8th amendment institutionalizes
asymmetric power balance in a constitutional and legal manner.

The 17" Amendment can be seen analytically that bridges the strategic
reversibility of authority, especially when it comes to Article 58 (2)(b).
According to Hanif and Zahra, the history of Article 58 (2)(b), especially its
removal and introduction was treated as a negotiable institutional asset
which can be removed in one political scenario and restored in another.**
Ahmed states that the 17" Amendment was part of Musharraf’s larger
constitutional rewriting project as it reintroduced dissolution authority as
well as strengthened executive. The 17" Amendment is strong evidence that
Pakistan’s authority distribution 1s renegotiated repeatedly through
constitutional engineering instead of settling down.*®

Re-balancing Authority: The 18" and 215t Amendments

The 18" Amendment can be read as the most extensive re-balancing of
authority since the 1973 Constitution. By removing Article 58(2)(b),
reversing key features of the 17" Amendment, and strengthening
devolution, it restored important elements of parliamentary and federal
authority.“® Its significance therefore lies not only in legal reform, but in the
relocation of authority from the presidency toward parliament and the
provinces.*’
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This amendment also abolished the Concurrent Legislative List (CLL)
which transferred considerable policy responsibility to provincial level
along with strengthening the coordination between federal institutions.*®
Even though policy oriented academic works identify 18th amendment as a
significant point in Pakistan’s history for provincial autonomy yet there is a
debate among scholars as well where they highlight institutional bottlenecks
as well as disputed implementation.*® Adeney stresses that while devolution
was a major step towards decentralization, it could not fully resolve the old
tension between Center and Provinces along with ignoring ethno-linguistic
disputes on resource distribution.>

How authority is distributed depends upon how decentralization happens
along with political bargaining instead of automatically leading to better
governance overall. According to Rana, decentralization after the 18"
Amendment created an opposition between federal bureaucracy as well as
provincial actors as the former resisted the resource transfer which partially
rolled back devolution in practice.>> UNDP report highlights the gaps in
coordination and capacity, while World Bank warned that amendment was
an incomplete step that needed further reformation.>?

Judicial governance was also redefined through appointment reformation.
Khan argues that mechanism appointments can shift the influence locus
entirely to judicial independence.®® Nelson states that post-Eighteenth
Amendment politics strengthened institutional conflicts and regularly
questioned the limits of amendment powers even instances where Supreme
Court almost nullified enforced amendments.>* Kalhan debates that after the
historic amendment judiciary became really assertive which undermined
democratic consolidation and weakening the civilian institutions.>® In terms
of authority, judiciary became much stronger which altered the balance
between elected institutions and judicial authority.

Devolution also shifted the influence of intergovernmental forums
particularly the Council of Common Interests (CCI) forum. Studies on CCI
after 18" Amendment debate that constitutional empowerment could not
safeguard routine coordination with delays and poor enforcement created a
gap between constitutional guarantee and practice of governance.>® This is
significant for authority distribution argument where shifting of authority to
provinces and intergovernmental forums that should decide what happens,
unfortunately actual authority depends on implementation and
compliance.®” Thus, authority redistribution should be compared between
promise and practice.
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The 21% Amendment acts as a valuable second bridge after the 18™
Amendment as it acted as a constitutionally driven crisis move that
redistributed authority to military institutions in a judicial capacity. This
amendment added an exception to the separation of judiciary by addition of
Avrticle 175(3), which ensures special measures for terrorism-related trials
through military based legal acts.®® This was mentioned explicitly as
extraordinary response to an unexpected security situation. This shows that
even after devolution of power and restoration of parliamentary order,
amendments could still create exception under the guise of security that
shifts the authority away from civilian courts which is consistent with how
hybrid regimes operate in a reserved domain of security.*

Looking at the 18" Amendment from a hybrid regime’s lens, it is more of a
re-balancing act that reinstated suppressed civilian supremacy than a final
frontier for democratization. Decentralization cannot be reduced to a binary
dichotomy of civilian versus military,®® but it is a complex mixture that
includes military, political parties, judiciary, executive, all shaping the
authority distribution overtime.®* According to Mohsin Ali, balance of
power approach, in an intra-regime change, a shift among institutions
sometimes produces development in one area while weakening in another.®2

Contemporary Authority Redistribution: The 27t Amendment

The 27" Amendment is treated here as a contemporary authority-
redistribution event because it affects judicial governance, constitutional
adjudication, and civil-military accountability.®® Its core importance is not
limited to the creation of a Federal Constitutional Court (FCC); it also lies
in the way constitutional interpretation, judicial transfers and immunity
provisions are reorganized. This makes it central to the paper's argument
about constitutional change inside a hybrid regime.

The 27" Amendment and its authority effects have been widely mapped by
international legal institutes. International Commission of Jurists argues that
Federal Constitutional Court (FCC) has an exclusive jurisdiction over
arguments between governments as well as issues of public interest which
involve fundamental rights guaranteed by constitution and many questions
regarding the interpretation of constitutional questions. It also handles
pending cases under courts that are transferred to it. According to
International Commission of Jurists any judgment passed by Federal
Constitutional Court (FCC) on constitutional legality would be legally
bound on all courts which will effectively relegate the Supreme Court as an
appeal court in unconstitutional matters.®> Even without adopting the
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assessment made by International Commission of Jurists, an empirical
conclusion can be made that apex constitutional authority was reassigned to
Federal Constitutional Court (FCC).%

Another major shift in authority concerns with appointment and governance
of judiciary. International Commission of Jurists emphasizes the concern
about the appointment mechanism of first batch of Federal Constitutional
Court (FCC) judges and its Chief Justice as they were selected by politically
constituted committees. It has also been noted that it has resulted in increase
of political influence as well as decrease in judicial members.®” This shift in
balance has significantly reduced the authority that judiciary used to enjoy
over appointments, transfers and constitutional review. This supports the
claim that even though one domain (judiciary overexercising its authority)
was curtailed, another domain (authority of judiciary to question
constitutional matters) was significantly weakened.

Transfer of judges from High Court is a good example to describe authority
relocation. According to International Commission of Jurists (2025),
Article 200 of the 27" Amendment empowers judicial commission to
recommend any transfers and set disciplinary consequences for a judge if
they refuse the transfer within a specified period of time which technically
bans them from exercising any judicial duty during their review.%® Radio
Pakistan reports that presidential transfer authority can only be exercised on
the recommendation of judicial commission and the terms decided by it.®
All these actions when taken together describe an institutional shift where
career stability of a judge and their posting becomes controlled by the
center that can have coercive acts on judicial independence and dispensation
of justice.

The immunity provisions of 27" Amendment are central to hybrid regime’s
argument as they concern the asymmetry of accountability and protection of
certain domains. According to the International Commission of Jurists
(2025), Article 248 gives President of Pakistan immunity for lifetime for
any kind of criminal proceeding and arrest. Article 243 also extends lifelong
immunity to military ranks of honorary nature which include Field Marshal,
Admiral of the Fleet and Marshal of the Air Force.”® Amnesty International
highlights that this amendment is insulating key actors from accountability
and undermining equality from law.”* Immunity is one of the most
contentious features as it harms accountability and separation of powers.

Military Chain of Command is also changed under this amendment. Article
243 creates a new role called Chief of Defense Forces (CDF) effectively
abolishing the Chairman Joint Chiefs of Staff Committee Office along with
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the Chief of Defense Forces enjoying immunity provisions even if this is
interpreted as a move to enhance organizational efficiency,’> the
implications of authority are clear; military command structure is
constitutionalized by amendment and provide special protection to high
ranking officials, which creates a civil-military imbalance and an
environment of unquestioned authority.”® This constitutionalizing of
reserved domain authority can be interpreted as official fortification of
military’s institutional autonomy as state within a state.

In comparison, the 27" Amendment resembles a similar pattern which can
be identified in comparative politics, that hybrid governments generally
manage judiciary and any accountability through legal changes instead of
outright abolition of constitution thus providing them with unguestioned
power in a constitutional form. Hanelt and Vincze believe that competitive
authoritarian regimes uphold formal judicial institutions while delegating
and controlling the judiciary, effectively legalizing their illegal actions.”
Even though Pakistan’s context is different, the analytical mechanism
(authority shifts through judicial governance restructuring) greatly assists in
interpreting how 27th amendment not only changes the institutional
architecture of judiciary and their careers but also provides an immunity
umbrella to certain actors.

Comparative Analysis

The comparison of the three pivotal amendments, alongside the 17" and 21
Amendments as bridging cases, reveals a recurring pattern of authority
redistribution across four dimensions. Rules concerning government
survival, judicial appointments, constitutional interpretation and
accountability have not remained stable. Instead, they have been repeatedly
adjusted in response to changing elite bargains and institutional struggles.
This pattern supports the claim that Pakistan's constitutional order has often
preserved formal continuity while altering the practical distribution of
power.”™

Second, appointments and transfer power repeatedly changed hands in the
battleground of authority. 18th amendment by article 175(A) established a
new appointment architecture that re-balanced roles among judiciary,
executive and parliament. But the 27" Amendment stated expansion of
Executive authority over judicial powers and their transfer along with
creation of a separate court for constitutional matters. This mechanism
manages judiciary in a hybrid authoritarian setting.”®
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Third is judicial authority over constitutional meaning which shifted in the
long run. In the earlier amendments, constitutional politics was indirectly
exercised. Whereas the 27" Amendment allegedly redistributed
constitutional cases from the jurisdiction of supreme court to a new newly
established constitutional court. This changes the whole adjudication
scenario because the function of an apex court is to enforce mechanisms for
constitutional constraints. If constitutional judgment relocates to an
institution that operates on different appointment rules and has different
political relationships, then the whole limit on executive and military
authority changes.””

Fourth, immunity and exceptions have the most controversial contrast
between narrative of democratic restoration and the narrative of hybrid
regime authority. While the 21% Amendment provided separation of
ordinary judiciary trials from specific security trials, thus diverting some
judicial power to military courts (Pakistan 2015); the 27" Amendment
expanded immunity to Commander in Chief and honorary military roles.
These are not constitutional updates on routine basis rather they are
exemption from ordinary accountability. In hybrid regime terminology,
these provisions strengthen reserve domains and increase asymmetry while
keeping elections competitive.

Conclusion

The 8", 18" and 27" constitutional amendments reorganized authority
among Pakistan's executive, parliament, judiciary, provinces and military-
linked domains. Read comparatively, they reveal a recurring pattern of
power-sharing within a hybrid regime. The 8" Amendment weakened
parliamentary supremacy by empowering presidential dissolution. The
18™ Amendment restored parliamentary authority and strengthened federal
devolution, although implementation gaps remained. The 27
Amendment, as analyzed in this paper, reconfigured constitutional
adjudication, judicial governance and immunity arrangements.

These shifts in authority show that constitutional engineering is repeatedly
used to legalize new balance of authority without a regime change. These
amendments demonstrate a multidimensional perspective where repeated
changes in authority between multiple institutions happen regularly and it is
not a linear transition. In a broader perspective, constitutional engineering
might preserve constitutional continuity with proper elections but at the
same time re-calibrating institutional limits and veto powers that define real
political power legally.



Power-Sharing without Regime Change: Authority Reconfiguration ... 15

The main finding is that these amendments do not move Pakistan in one
consistent direction. Instead, they show a cyclical pattern in which
authority is centralized, decentralized and re-centralized through
constitutional means. This pattern helps explain how hybrid regimes can
survive without constant constitutional rupture: elections and
constitutional form remain in place, but the practical rules of survival,
accountability, adjudication and institutional autonomy are periodically
rewritten.

The 27" Amendment should therefore be read not merely as a recent legal
development but as part of a longer constitutional pattern in Pakistan.
Across different periods, political elites have used amendments to
renegotiate power inside the formal constitutional order. The article's
contribution is to show that authority redistribution, rather than regime
replacement, is a central mechanism through which Pakistan's hybrid
regime has been maintained. Future research can extend this framework by
comparing Pakistan with other hybrid regimes where courts, parliaments
and security institutions are similarly re-calibrated through constitutional
reform.
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