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Abstract 

The period from 2001 to 2007 represents a defining transitional phase in Pakistan's political and institutional 

history, characterized by the simultaneous existence of military authority and formally restored democratic 

institutions. This paper examines the major institutional and parliamentary changes that occurred during this 

era, with particular focus on the constitutional engineering undertaken by President Pervez Musharraf's 

government. Employing a qualitative historical-institutionalist methodology, the study draws on 

constitutional texts, parliamentary records, legislative orders, and secondary scholarly literature to analyze 

the Legal Framework Order of 2002 and the 17th Constitutional Amendment of 2003 as central instruments 

of institutional transformation. The post-9/11 geopolitical realignment, which positioned Pakistan as a 

frontline state in the global War on Terror, significantly strengthened executive authority while generating 

profound internal security, political, and ideological tensions that fundamentally reshaped the trajectory of 

parliamentary governance. 

The paper demonstrates how these measures formally restored parliamentary structures while 

simultaneously entrenching presidential dominance through the revival of Article 58(2)(b) and the 

institutionalization of the National Security Council. It further examines the structural expansion of both the 

National Assembly and the Senate alongside the Devolution of Power Plan 2001, arguing that increased 

representational inclusivity through reserved seats for women, minorities, and technocrats coexisted 

paradoxically with the substantive weakening of parliamentary autonomy and legislative sovereignty. The 

study acknowledges certain limitations in this regard: the analysis is primarily confined to the federal level 

of governance, leaving provincial institutional dynamics largely outside its scope, and the reliance on 

English-language official documents may not fully capture informal political negotiations occurring beyond 

formal institutional channels. 

The paper concludes that the institutional changes of 2001–2007 reflect a fundamental democratic paradox 

of structural expansion without functional empowerment. While formal institutions were restored and 

diversified, real decision-making authority remained concentrated within the presidency and military 

establishment. Nevertheless, the growing assertiveness of the judiciary, the expansion of independent media, 

and the mobilization of civil society culminating in the lawyers' movement of 2007 collectively laid the 

democratic foundations upon which Pakistan's post-2008 parliamentary order would be constructed. The 

experience of this period therefore remains indispensable for understanding the broader challenges of 

institutionalizing democracy in Pakistan. 
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Introduction 

The period from 2001 to 2007 represents one of the most critical and transformative phases in the political 

history of Pakistan. This era was shaped by the aftermath of the September 11, 2001 attacks in the United 

States, the continuation of military rule under Pervez Musharraf, and a complex process of controlled 

democratic transition. These years witnessed profound changes in Pakistan’s institutional structure, 

constitutional framework, civil–military relations, media landscape, and political culture. The interplay 

between global geopolitical pressures and domestic political engineering significantly influenced the 

evolution of parliamentary institutions and state governance mechanisms during this period. The events of 

9/11 fundamentally altered Pakistan’s strategic position in international politics. 

Following the attacks on the United States, Washington launched its “War on Terror,” beginning with 

military operations in neighboring Afghanistan. Due to its geographic proximity and historical involvement 

in Afghan affairs, Pakistan became a frontline state in this global campaign. Under the leadership of 

President Pervez Musharraf, Pakistan extended logistical, intelligence, and military support to the United 

States. This decision marked a dramatic shift from Pakistan’s previous policy of supporting the Taliban 

regime in Afghanistan. The alignment with the United States brought substantial financial assistance, 

military aid, and diplomatic recognition to Pakistan. However, it also generated internal political tensions, 

security challenges, and ideological divisions within society (Ahmed, 2010). 

Domestically, the post-9/11 scenario intensified security concerns and reshaped state priorities. Pakistan 

faced increasing militant activities, sectarian violence, and insurgency in its tribal regions, particularly along 

the Afghan border. The government introduced new security laws and expanded the powers of law 

enforcement agencies to combat terrorism. While these measures were justified in the name of national 

security, critics argued that they also strengthened executive authority at the expense of civil liberties and 

parliamentary oversight. Thus, the external pressure of the War on Terror contributed to the consolidation of 

centralized power within the executive branch. At the time of 9/11, Pakistan was already under military rule 

(Tahir, 2011).  

General Pervez Musharraf had seized power in October 1999 through a bloodless coup that ousted the 

elected government of Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif. The military justified its intervention by citing 

political instability, economic mismanagement, and corruption. After assuming control, Musharraf 

suspended the constitution, dissolved the parliament, and established a system of governance backed by the 

armed forces. Although he promised to restore democracy, the initial years of his rule were marked by 

constitutional engineering and institutional restructuring aimed at legitimizing military authority. 

In 2001, Musharraf assumed the office of President while retaining his position as Chief of Army Staff, 

thereby consolidating dual authority in both civilian and military spheres. This concentration of power 

became a defining feature of the political system during 2001–2007. The Legal Framework Order (LFO) of 

2002 introduced significant amendments to the Constitution of 1973. It restored certain powers to the 

President, including the authority to dissolve the National Assembly under Article 58(2)(b) (Hanif & Zahra, 

2021).  

These changes strengthened the presidency and altered the balance of power between parliament and the 

executive. Although parliamentary institutions were revived following the 2002 general elections, their 

autonomy remained constrained by presidential oversight and military influence. The general elections held 

in October 2002 marked the beginning of a controlled democratic transition. While political parties were 

allowed to participate, key leaders such as Nawaz Sharif and Benazir Bhutto remained in exile. The 

emergence of the Pakistan Muslim League (Q), often referred to as the “King’s Party,” signaled the 

military’s role in shaping the political landscape. The new parliament functioned within a framework 

heavily influenced by the presidency and the establishment. Despite the restoration of civilian institutions, 
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real decision-making power largely remained concentrated within the executive and military hierarchy 

(United Nations Secretary-General, 2002–2007). 

The process of democratic transition during this period was therefore gradual and carefully managed. On the 

one hand, local government reforms were introduced under the Devolution of Power Plan 2001, which 

aimed to decentralize administrative authority and promote grassroots participation. District governments 

were established, and elected nazims were given administrative responsibilities. These reforms were 

presented as steps toward participatory democracy. On the other hand, critics contended that the devolution 

plan bypassed provincial governments and weakened traditional political parties, thereby reinforcing 

centralized control rather than genuine federalism. 

The constitutional developments of this era further illustrate the hybrid nature of the political system. The 

17th Constitutional Amendment, passed in 2003, validated many of the changes introduced through the 

Legal Framework Order. Although the amendment restored certain parliamentary powers, it also preserved 

significant presidential authority. The compromise between the government and opposition parties 

demonstrated both the resilience and limitations of parliamentary politics under military supervision. 

Parliament functioned, legislation was debated, and political alliances were formed, yet the overarching 

structure of governance remained influenced by the military establishment. 

Another defining feature of the 2001–2007 period was the evolving relationship between state institutions. 

The judiciary, initially supportive of Musharraf’s takeover under the doctrine of necessity, gradually became 

more assertive. Tensions between the executive and judiciary culminated in 2007 with the suspension of 

Chief Justice Iftikhar Muhammad Chaudhry, which sparked a nationwide lawyers’ movement.  

This development reflected growing demands for constitutionalism, rule of law, and judicial independence. 

It also indicated that the controlled democratic transition was entering a more confrontational phase. 

Simultaneously, the media landscape experienced unprecedented expansion. The establishment of the 

Pakistan Electronic Media Regulatory Authority (PEMRA) facilitated the growth of private television 

channels. Independent news networks began to broadcast political debates, investigative reports, and live 

coverage of protests. This expansion of electronic media contributed to greater political awareness and 

public engagement. While the government initially encouraged media liberalization as part of its 

modernization agenda, it later imposed restrictions when media outlets criticized executive actions. The 

dynamic interaction between media freedom and state control became an important dimension of the 

democratic transition process (Tahir, 2011). 

Civil society also emerged as a significant actor during this era. Lawyers, students, journalists, and political 

activists organized demonstrations demanding restoration of the constitution and judicial independence. The 

mobilization of civil society, particularly in 2007, underscored the limitations of authoritarian governance in 

an increasingly connected and politically conscious society. Although military rule persisted formally until 

2008, the events of 2007 revealed the growing strength of democratic forces within Pakistan (Fair, 2014). 

Economically, the early years of this period were characterized by relative stability and growth, partly due 

to foreign aid inflows and debt rescheduling agreements following Pakistan’s strategic alignment with the 

United States. Infrastructure projects were initiated, foreign investment increased, and macroeconomic 

indicators showed improvement. However, economic gains were unevenly distributed, and structural 

challenges such as poverty, unemployment, and regional disparities persisted. Economic performance 

became a key factor in shaping public perceptions of the regime. In summary, the years 2001 to 2007 

represent a complex phase in Pakistan’s political development, marked by the intersection of global 

pressures and domestic transformations.  

The post-9/11 environment repositioned Pakistan as a crucial ally in international security politics, 

strengthening the executive while intensifying internal security challenges. The continuation of military rule 

under President Pervez Musharraf involved constitutional restructuring, political engineering, and 

institutional realignment designed to legitimize centralized authority. At the same time, the gradual 



_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Volume: 4, No: 1         January-March, 2026 

5218 

restoration of parliamentary institutions, expansion of media freedom, judicial activism, and civil society 

mobilization reflected an ongoing struggle for democratic governance. This period cannot be understood 

solely as authoritarian or democratic; rather, it embodied elements of both. It was a transitional phase in 

which military dominance coexisted with electoral politics, constitutional amendments reshaped 

institutional balances, and societal forces increasingly demanded accountability and representation. The 

developments of 2001–2007 laid the foundation for subsequent political changes, including the eventual 

resignation of Musharraf and the restoration of full civilian rule. Therefore, an examination of this era is 

essential for understanding the evolution of Pakistan’s parliamentary institutions, executive authority, and 

democratic trajectory in the early twenty-first century. 

 

2.2 Changes in Parliamentary Setup (2002–2007) 

The period from 2002 to 2007 marked a significant transformation in the parliamentary structure of 

Pakistan, particularly in the composition, powers, and functioning of the National Assembly. After nearly 

three years of direct military rule following the 1999 coup, the general elections of 2002 were presented as a 

step toward democratic restoration. However, the parliamentary system that emerged during this period 

functioned within a constitutional framework substantially reshaped by executive authority (Waseem, 

2006). 

The interplay between the National Assembly and the presidency defined the political dynamics of this era 

and had long-lasting implications for democratic governance in Pakistan. The general elections held in 

October 2002 were conducted under the supervision of the military government led by President Pervez 

Musharraf. These elections were significant because they marked the formal restoration of the National 

Assembly after its dissolution in 1999. Political parties were allowed to participate; however, several 

prominent political leaders, including Nawaz Sharif and Benazir Bhutto, were barred from contesting due to 

legal restrictions and exile arrangements. This situation altered the competitive political landscape and 

facilitated the emergence of new alliances aligned with the military establishment (United Nations 

Secretary-General, 2002–2007). 

One of the most notable outcomes of the 2002 elections was the rise of the Pakistan Muslim League (Q), 

commonly referred to as the “King’s Party.” Although it did not initially secure a clear majority, it formed a 

coalition government with the support of smaller parties and independent members. The elections also saw 

the surprising electoral success of the Muttahida Majlis-e-Amal (MMA), a coalition of religious parties that 

gained significant representation, particularly in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa and Balochistan. The fragmentation 

of the National Assembly reflected both regional diversity and the strategic political engineering undertaken 

before the elections. A crucial aspect of the 2002 elections was the implementation of the Legal Framework 

Order (LFO), issued by President Musharraf in August 2002.  

The LFO introduced sweeping amendments to the Constitution of 1973, fundamentally altering the balance 

of power between the legislature and the executive. While the National Assembly was restored, its authority 

was curtailed by provisions that significantly strengthened the presidency. The LFO allowed the President to 

dissolve the National Assembly under Article 58(2)(b), a controversial clause that had previously been 

removed in 1997. The restoration of this power symbolized a shift away from parliamentary supremacy 

toward a semi-presidential or hybrid system. 

Under the LFO, the size of the National Assembly was increased from 217 to 342 seats. This expansion 

included a substantial increase in reserved seats for women and non-Muslim minorities. Sixty seats were 

allocated for women and ten for non-Muslims, to be filled through proportional representation based on 

party lists. This reform was widely regarded as a progressive step toward inclusive representation, as it 

enhanced the participation of marginalized groups in the legislative process. The presence of a larger 

number of women parliamentarians brought new perspectives into parliamentary debates, particularly on 

issues related to social development, education, and gender equality (Riedel, 2011).  
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However, while the increase in reserved seats strengthened representational diversity, critics argued that 

these reforms also served political purposes. Since reserved seats were allocated through party lists rather 

than direct elections, party leaderships retained significant control over nominations. In a political 

environment influenced by executive authority, this mechanism reinforced centralized party discipline and 

limited independent legislative action. Thus, the reform simultaneously expanded representation and 

consolidated political control. 

The LFO also introduced the National Security Council (NSC), institutionalizing a formal role for the 

military in governance. Although the NSC was not part of the National Assembly, its existence affected 

parliamentary sovereignty by embedding military oversight within the constitutional framework. The 

President retained authority to appoint service chiefs and key officials, further emphasizing the dominance 

of the executive branch (PILDAT, 2008a). 

These changes blurred the distinction between civilian parliamentary governance and military influence. 

The constitutional controversy surrounding the LFO led to intense debates within the National Assembly 

after it convened. Opposition parties, particularly the Pakistan Peoples Party Parliamentarians (PPPP) and 

other democratic groups, challenged the legitimacy of unilateral constitutional amendments made without 

parliamentary approval. Prolonged negotiations between the government and opposition eventually resulted 

in the passage of the 17th Constitutional Amendment in December 2003. This amendment effectively 

incorporated most provisions of the LFO into the Constitution, thereby granting them parliamentary 

legitimacy. 

The 17th Amendment represented a political compromise. On the one hand, it validated the President’s 

power to dissolve the National Assembly and confirmed Musharraf’s dual role as President and Chief of 

Army Staff for a specified period. On the other hand, it restored certain parliamentary powers, such as 

requiring presidential actions to be subject to judicial review and parliamentary oversight in specific 

circumstances. Although the amendment was presented as a balance between executive and legislative 

authority, many analysts viewed it as reinforcing presidential dominance (International IDEA, 2007).  

The relationship between parliamentary powers and presidential authority during 2002–2007 thus became a 

central theme of Pakistan’s political system. Constitutionally, Pakistan remained a parliamentary republic in 

which executive power was supposed to reside in the Prime Minister and the cabinet, collectively 

responsible to the National Assembly. In practice, however, the President exercised significant influence 

over policymaking, security matters, and political negotiations. The Prime Ministers during this period  Mir 

Zafarullah Khan Jamali and later Shaukat Aziz operated within a framework shaped by presidential 

leadership. 

The power to dissolve the National Assembly under Article 58(2)(b) created a structural imbalance. Even 

though the Assembly completed its term from 2002 to 2007, the mere existence of dissolution authority 

exerted psychological and political pressure on legislators. It limited the autonomy of parliamentarians and 

constrained their willingness to challenge executive decisions. This situation reflected the broader tension 

between parliamentary sovereignty and centralized executive control. Legislatively, the National Assembly 

during this period passed several important laws related to economic reforms, counterterrorism, and 

governance. Debates on issues such as the Women Protection Act 2006 demonstrated the evolving role of 

parliament as a forum for ideological contestation. The increased presence of women members contributed 

to active discussions on social legislation. However, critics argued that major policy decisions, particularly 

those related to foreign affairs and national security, were primarily shaped outside parliament by the 

executive and military leadership. 

Another notable development was the functioning of parliamentary committees. Standing committees were 

reconstituted and assigned oversight responsibilities over various ministries. These committees provided a 

platform for detailed examination of legislation and administrative performance. While committee work 

improved procedural aspects of governance, their effectiveness depended largely on political will and 
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executive cooperation. In many cases, bureaucratic inertia and executive dominance limited the impact of 

parliamentary oversight. The expansion of the National Assembly also had implications for federal 

representation. The larger house aimed to reflect population growth and regional diversity (Mustafa, 2013).  

However, tensions between provinces persisted, particularly regarding resource distribution and provincial 

autonomy. The devolution reforms introduced earlier shifted certain administrative responsibilities to local 

governments, sometimes bypassing provincial authorities. This dynamic affected parliamentary debates on 

federalism and intergovernmental relations. 

The period also witnessed increasing media coverage of parliamentary proceedings. The growth of private 

television channels allowed citizens to observe debates and question government policies more directly. 

Public scrutiny contributed to greater transparency but also exposed political polarization within the 

Assembly. Parliamentary sessions often reflected sharp divisions between the government coalition and 

opposition parties, highlighting the contested nature of democratic transition (Jahangir, 2007). 

In evaluating the changes in the National Assembly from 2002 to 2007, it is evident that the institution 

underwent both structural expansion and functional constraints. The restoration of elections and 

enlargement of representation signified progress toward democratic normalization. The increase in reserved 

seats for women and minorities strengthened inclusivity and symbolized modernization within 

parliamentary politics. At the same time, constitutional amendments under the LFO and 17th Amendment 

entrenched significant presidential powers, creating a hybrid political system in which parliamentary 

authority was limited by executive supremacy.  

The tension between parliamentary and presidential powers during this era illustrates the broader challenge 

of democratic consolidation in Pakistan. While formal institutions were restored and electoral processes 

resumed, substantive power remained concentrated within the presidency and military establishment. The 

National Assembly functioned, debated legislation, and completed its tenure, yet it operated within a 

framework designed to preserve executive dominance. Ultimately, the experience of 2002–2007 laid the 

groundwork for subsequent constitutional reforms (Khan, 2017). 

 The debates over presidential authority, parliamentary sovereignty, and civil–military relations continued 

beyond this period and culminated in later amendments aimed at restoring parliamentary supremacy. The 

changes introduced during these years therefore represent a transitional phase an attempt to balance 

authoritarian control with democratic legitimacy. The National Assembly emerged from this period more 

diverse and institutionally structured, but its struggle for full autonomy remained central to Pakistan’s 

evolving political trajectory. 

 

Senate of Pakistan 

The Senate of Pakistan, as the upper house of Parliament, plays a crucial constitutional role in maintaining 

federal balance and ensuring equal representation of provinces within the legislative framework. During the 

period 2002–2007, the Senate underwent structural, functional, and political changes that reflected the 

broader transformation of Pakistan’s political system under the leadership of Pervez Musharraf. Although 

the Senate is designed to be a stabilizing institution in times of political uncertainty, its role during the 

Musharraf era demonstrated both continuity and adaptation within a hybrid civil–military governance 

structure. 

 

Senate Structure Changes (2002–2007) 

The Senate of Pakistan was originally established under the Constitution of 1973 to safeguard the interests 

of smaller provinces and prevent domination by the more populous province of Punjab in the legislative 

process. Unlike the National Assembly, which is based on population representation, the Senate ensures 

equal provincial representation. Each province elects an equal number of senators, thereby reinforcing the 

federal principle. During the Musharraf era, significant constitutional adjustments indirectly influenced the 
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structure and composition of the Senate. One of the most notable changes came through the Legal 

Framework Order (LFO) 2002, which increased the size of Parliament.  

Although the primary focus of the LFO was on the National Assembly and presidential powers, its broader 

constitutional amendments also affected the composition of the Senate. The total number of Senate seats 

was increased to strengthen representation and align with the revised parliamentary framework. Before these 

reforms, the Senate comprised 87 members. After constitutional modifications, the number was increased to 

100 members. Each of the four provinces Punjab, Sindh, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa (then NWFP), and 

Balochistan was allocated equal seats, while additional seats were designated for the Federally Administered 

Tribal Areas (FATA) and the Islamabad Capital Territory (Stepan, 1999).  

Furthermore, reserved seats for women and technocrats were increased to promote broader representation. 

The inclusion of technocrats was presented as an effort to enhance legislative expertise, while reserved seats 

for women signaled a commitment to gender inclusion at the federal level. These structural changes aimed 

to create a more inclusive and balanced upper house (International IDEA, 2008b). However, critics argued 

that the process through which senators were elected indirect elections by provincial assemblies allowed the 

ruling party at the provincial level to exert significant influence over Senate composition. During the 

Musharraf era, when provincial assemblies were largely aligned with the federal government or influenced 

by political engineering, the Senate’s composition tended to reflect executive preferences. Thus, while the 

structure expanded numerically and demographically, its political independence remained contested. 

 

Provincial Representation and Federal Balance 

The Senate’s primary constitutional purpose is to maintain provincial equality within the federal system. 

During 2002–2007, questions of federalism and provincial autonomy were central to parliamentary 

discourse. The devolution plan introduced in 2001 shifted administrative authority to local governments, 

bypassing provincial administrations in certain respects. This restructuring altered the dynamics of federal–

provincial relations and increased the importance of the Senate as a forum for addressing provincial 

concerns. Provincial representation in the Senate ensured that smaller provinces such as Balochistan and 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa had equal legislative voice despite demographic disparities. This equality was 

particularly significant during the Musharraf era, as concerns regarding resource distribution, natural gas 

revenues, and development funds intensified in smaller provinces.  

The Senate served as a platform where these grievances could be articulated at the federal level. However, 

the effectiveness of the Senate in protecting provincial interests was shaped by broader political realities. 

Since many senators were affiliated with parties aligned with the federal government particularly the 

Pakistan Muslim League (Q) the upper house often functioned in support of executive policies. 

Nevertheless, opposition parties used Senate debates to challenge federal decisions, particularly on issues of 

constitutional amendments, military operations in tribal areas, and the National Security Council. 

The Senate also played a role in reviewing legislation passed by the National Assembly. As required by the 

Constitution, bills other than money bills were sent to the Senate for consideration. Although the Senate 

could propose amendments, the final authority in financial matters remained with the National Assembly. 

This limitation reflected the constitutional hierarchy between the two houses but did not diminish the 

Senate’s symbolic importance in federal representation (Bednar, 2009). 

During this period, provincial autonomy debates gained momentum, particularly in Balochistan, where 

insurgency and political unrest raised concerns about centralized governance. Senators from smaller 

provinces frequently raised issues related to political marginalization, security operations, and equitable 

development. While the Senate did not have executive authority to resolve these disputes directly, it 

provided an institutional platform for dialogue and federal negotiation  (Waseem, 2006). 
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Role of the Senate During the Musharraf Era 

The role of the Senate from 2002 to 2007 must be understood within the context of Pakistan’s hybrid 

political system. Although parliamentary institutions were restored, real power was concentrated in the 

presidency and military leadership. In this environment, the Senate’s role combined legislative function, 

political accommodation, and symbolic federal legitimacy. One significant development was the passage of 

the 17th Constitutional Amendment in 2003. This amendment validated many provisions of the Legal 

Framework Order and restored the President’s authority to dissolve the National Assembly. The Senate 

participated in debates over this amendment, reflecting divisions between government supporters and 

opposition members. Ultimately, the amendment passed with the required majority, demonstrating the 

alignment of parliamentary numbers with executive objectives (Rashid, 2008). 

The Senate also debated key issues related to Pakistan’s participation in the War on Terror, including 

military operations in tribal areas and security legislation. Although foreign and security policy decisions 

were largely determined by the executive, the Senate provided a forum for discussion and criticism. 

Senators questioned the implications of military alliances, drone operations, and internal displacement 

caused by counterterrorism measures.  

These debates highlighted the tension between national security imperatives and democratic accountability. 

Another notable dimension of the Senate’s role was its continuity during political instability. Unlike the 

National Assembly, which can be dissolved by the President, the Senate is a permanent body not subject to 

dissolution. One-third of its members retire every three years, ensuring institutional continuity. This feature 

contributed to political stability during the Musharraf era. Even when tensions escalated between the 

executive and judiciary in 2007, the Senate continued to function, offering a measure of constitutional 

steadiness. 

The leadership of the Senate during this period also reflected the political alignment of the upper house with 

the federal government. The Chairman of the Senate, elected by members, often played a mediating role 

between government and opposition. While not directly challenging executive dominance, Senate leadership 

emphasized procedural adherence and legislative continuity. The expansion of reserved seats for women and 

technocrats enhanced diversity within the Senate. Female senators participated actively in legislative 

debates, particularly on social policy, human rights, and education reforms (Jalal, 2014). 

Technocrats contributed expertise in economic and administrative matters. This diversification improved the 

qualitative dimension of parliamentary discourse, even if structural power remained constrained. However, 

critics argue that the Senate during the Musharraf era lacked the assertiveness necessary to counterbalance 

executive authority. Because the political environment was shaped by centralized control and the influence 

of the military establishment, parliamentary opposition remained fragmented. The Senate’s indirect electoral 

mechanism also meant that its composition reflected provincial assembly politics influenced by federal 

dynamics. Despite these limitations, the Senate played an important role in sustaining the appearance and 

procedural reality of parliamentary governance. It provided legitimacy to constitutional amendments, 

facilitated debate on national issues, and represented provincial voices within a centralized system. Its 

continued operation reinforced the image of democratic transition, even as executive power remained 

dominant. 

 

Evaluation of Senate Performance (2002–2007) 

In assessing the Senate’s performance during this period, it is necessary to consider both structural reforms 

and functional realities. Structurally, the increase in membership and reserved representation strengthened 

inclusivity and federal balance. Equal provincial representation remained intact, preserving the 

constitutional principle of federalism. The permanent nature of the Senate ensured continuity amid political 

tensions. 

 Functionally, however, the Senate operated within constraints imposed by a powerful presidency. Major  
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constitutional changes were shaped by executive initiative, and the Senate’s approval often followed 

political negotiations aligned with government interests. While debates occurred and opposition voices were 

heard, institutional capacity to challenge executive dominance remained limited. Nevertheless, the 

experience of 2002–2007 contributed to evolving parliamentary norms. The presence of diverse 

representation, increased media scrutiny, and growing civil society engagement enhanced transparency. 

The Senate’s role in constitutional deliberations laid groundwork for later reforms aimed at strengthening 

parliamentary sovereignty and provincial autonomy, particularly in the years following Musharraf’s 

resignation. In conclusion, the Senate of Pakistan during 2002–2007 reflected the complexities of a 

transitional political order. Structural changes expanded its size and inclusivity, reinforcing federal 

representation. Provincial equality remained a central principle, allowing smaller provinces to articulate 

concerns within the national legislature. However, the broader context of executive dominance and military 

influence shaped its functional effectiveness. The Senate served as both a stabilizing institution and a 

component of a hybrid governance model, balancing federal representation with the realities of centralized 

authority. Its experience during the Musharraf era remains a critical chapter in understanding the evolution 

of parliamentary institutions in Pakistan. 

 

Administrative Reforms 

One of the most ambitious initiatives of this period was the introduction of administrative reforms under the 

Devolution of Power Plan 2001. Although launched prior to the 2002 elections, the reforms significantly 

shaped the bureaucratic setup throughout 2002–2007. The devolution plan aimed to decentralize authority 

from federal and provincial governments to elected local governments at the district, tehsil, and union 

levels. Under this system, the traditional office of Deputy Commissioner was replaced by District 

Coordination Officers (DCOs), who were tasked with coordinating administrative functions at the district 

level. 

Elected Nazims (mayors) were given executive authority over local governance, including development 

planning and service delivery. The reform sought to promote grassroots participation, transparency, and 

accountability. From an administrative perspective, devolution altered the chain of command within the 

bureaucracy. Provincial governments lost certain supervisory powers, while local governments gained direct 

administrative authority. Civil servants at the district level were expected to work under the direction of 

elected Nazims rather than provincial secretariats. This change generated both opportunities and tensions. 

Proponents argued that devolution improved responsiveness to local needs and reduced bureaucratic 

centralization. By empowering local representatives, the system encouraged community participation in 

governance. Development funds were allocated at the district level, enabling more targeted planning. 

However, critics raised concerns about the weakening of provincial authority and the politicization of local 

administration. In practice, the devolution system depended heavily on federal oversight and financial 

support. Some analysts suggested that the reforms bypassed provincial political leadership and strengthened 

the central executive’s influence over local governance. Furthermore, bureaucrats sometimes faced 

uncertainty regarding reporting lines and administrative accountability. In addition to devolution, the 

government introduced reforms aimed at improving efficiency and transparency (Rahman, 2005). 

 Measures were taken to modernize public financial management, computerize land records, and streamline 

tax administration. Regulatory bodies such as the National Accountability Bureau (NAB) were strengthened 

to address corruption. Civil service training programs emphasized performance-based management and 

modernization. Economic governance reforms were particularly significant. The restructuring of state-

owned enterprises, banking sector reforms, and privatization initiatives required coordination between 

technocrats and bureaucrats. These reforms contributed to macroeconomic stabilization and increased 

foreign investment during the early years of the period. 

Another notable reform initiative was the emphasis on e-governance and technological modernization. 
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 Government departments began adopting digital systems for record-keeping, taxation, and public services. 

Although implementation varied across regions, these efforts signaled a shift toward administrative 

modernization. Nevertheless, administrative reforms faced structural challenges. Institutional resistance, 

political interference, and limited capacity hindered full implementation. The dual civil military 

administrative structure sometimes complicated reform efforts, as overlapping authority created ambiguity. 

Moreover, while reforms aimed to enhance accountability, critics argued that centralized executive control 

limited genuine institutional independence. 

 

Overall Assessment 

The bureaucratic setup of Pakistan during 2002–2007 reflected the broader characteristics of the political 

system: a combination of reformist rhetoric, administrative modernization, and centralized control. The 

civil–military balance tilted toward military influence, particularly in strategic and security-related domains. 

Civilian bureaucrats continued to manage governance functions but operated within a hierarchy influenced 

by presidential authority. Administrative reforms, especially devolution, represented an ambitious attempt to 

restructure governance and promote local empowerment.  

While these reforms introduced innovative features and improved service delivery in some areas, they also 

generated tensions between federal, provincial, and local institutions. In conclusion, the bureaucratic 

environment of 2002–2007 was shaped by both continuity and change. Civil–military interaction defined 

institutional dynamics, reflecting the hybrid nature of governance under Musharraf’s presidency. 

Administrative reforms sought to modernize and decentralize governance but were implemented within a 

centralized political framework. The legacy of this period continues to influence debates on civil service 

reform, local government autonomy, and civil–military relations in Pakistan’s evolving democratic system. 

 

Election Commission of Pakistan (2002–2007) 

The period from 2002 to 2007 was a highly significant and delicate phase in Pakistan’s political history. 

During this time, the role of the Election Commission of Pakistan (ECP) was not limited merely to 

conducting elections it had to operate within a complex political environment characterized by military 

influence, constitutional amendments, and international pressures. Under General Pervez Musharraf, the 

ECP’s autonomy, credibility, and transparency were consistently questioned. This section provides a 

detailed analysis of the management of the 2002 elections, electoral reforms, and allegations of rigging. 

 

Conclusion 

The institutional and parliamentary changes that unfolded in Pakistan between 2001 and 2007 present a 

complex and deeply paradoxical chapter in the country's democratic history. This period, shaped by the twin 

forces of post-9/11 geopolitical pressures and the political engineering of President Pervez Musharraf's 

military-led government, witnessed the formal restoration of parliamentary institutions alongside the 

deliberate entrenchment of executive dominance. The evidence examined in this paper demonstrates that 

while democratic structures were visibly expanded and diversified, their substantive autonomy and 

legislative sovereignty remained fundamentally constrained by constitutional mechanisms designed to 

preserve centralized authority. 

The Legal Framework Order of 2002 and the 17th Constitutional Amendment of 2003 stand as the most 

consequential constitutional interventions of this era. Together, they reshaped the balance of power between 

parliament and the executive in ways that formally legitimized presidential supremacy. The revival of 

Article 58(2)(b), the institutionalization of the National Security Council, and the preservation of 

Musharraf's dual role as President and Chief of Army Staff collectively created a hybrid governance system 

in which parliamentary institutions functioned within boundaries defined by executive authority. The 

National Assembly debated legislation, the Senate articulated provincial concerns, and parliamentary 
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committees exercised limited oversight — yet the fundamental parameters of governance, particularly in 

foreign policy, national security, and constitutional matters, remained beyond effective parliamentary reach. 

The structural reforms of this period — including the expansion of the National Assembly from 217 to 342 

seats, the increase of Senate membership to 100, and the introduction of reserved seats for women, 

minorities, and technocrats — represented genuine progress toward inclusive representation. These changes 

diversified the composition of parliament and introduced new voices into legislative discourse, particularly 

on social policy, gender rights, and provincial concerns. Similarly, the Devolution of Power Plan 2001 

sought to restructure governance through local empowerment. However, as this paper has argued, these 

reforms served a dual purpose. While they broadened formal representation, they simultaneously 

fragmented provincial political authority, reinforced federal executive control, and created institutional 

ambiguities that weakened rather than strengthened democratic accountability. Representation was 

expanded, but power was not redistributed. 

Beyond formal institutions, the period witnessed the gradual emergence of countervailing democratic forces 

that would prove increasingly significant. The expansion of independent electronic media through PEMRA 

transformed public political awareness and created new spaces for accountability. Civil society 

organizations, lawyers, journalists, and political activists mobilized in defense of constitutional governance, 

culminating in the historic lawyers' movement of 2007 following the suspension of Chief Justice Iftikhar 

Muhammad Chaudhry. This movement reflected a growing societal consensus that military-supervised 

democracy was insufficient and that genuine constitutional order required independent judicial authority and 

parliamentary sovereignty. These developments signaled that the hybrid political system of the Musharraf 

era was entering a phase of unsustainable contradiction. 

In conclusion, the years 2001 to 2007 must be understood neither as purely authoritarian nor as genuinely 

democratic, but as a carefully managed transitional order in which the appearance of democracy served the 

function of legitimizing centralized control. The institutional changes of this period were real but 

incomplete, progressive in form yet regressive in substance. Nevertheless, their long-term significance 

cannot be dismissed. The parliamentary structures restored and expanded during these years, however 

constrained, provided the institutional framework within which the post-2008 democratic transition would 

operate. The constitutional debates, civil society mobilization, judicial assertiveness, and media expansion 

of this era collectively laid the democratic foundations that enabled subsequent parliaments to pursue greater 

sovereignty and accountability. The struggle for genuine parliamentary democracy in Pakistan did not begin 

in 2008 — it was forged, tested, and ultimately strengthened through the contradictions and challenges of 

the 2001–2007 period. Understanding this transitional phase is therefore essential for any comprehensive 

analysis of the institutionalization of democracy in Pakistan and the enduring challenges that continue to 

define its political trajectory. 
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