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ABSTRACT

Judicial Suo motu powers and activism have become central to constitutional governance in Pakistan.
This study examines how courts use Suo motu jurisdiction to address governance failures, protect fundamental
rights, and influence institutional balance. The research explores whether judicial activism strengthens
accountability or creates challenges for separation of powers and democratic governance. A qualitative and
doctrinal approach is used, relying on constitutional provisions, landmark judgments, and recent scholarly
literature. Findings show that judicial intervention improves rights protection and public trust during political
instability. However, it also creates tensions between judiciary, executive, and legislature by expanding judicial
authority into policy areas. The study further reveals inconsistent application of standards and growing
dependence on coutrts for governance solutions. Judicial activism is found to be both a safeguard and a structural
challenge for Pakistan’s constitutional system. The study highlights the need for clearer legal boundaries and
institutional coordination to ensure balanced governance and sustainable constitutional development.
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I. Introduction

Can courts reshape democracy when political institutions fail to protect constitutional
order? This question explains the growing debate over judicial Suo motu powers in Pakistan.
Suo motu jurisdiction allows courts to act without formal petitions or complaints. Supporters
view this authority as necessary for protecting fundamental rights and accountability. Critics
argue activism risks judicial overreach and weakens institutional separation principles
significantly. Pakistan’s constitutional history shows repeated reliance on courts during
political instability periods. These interventions strengthen rights protection but also create
governance. Frequent judicial involvement sometimes blurs constitutional boundaries and
challenges democratic accountability. Therefore, understanding judicial activism requires
examining law, politics, and constitutional governance together. This study explores how
courts balance justice delivery with institutional restraint carefully. The research highlights
constitutional challenges emerging from expanding judicial authority in Pakistan. Ultimately,
the analysis evaluates whether activism strengthens governance or disrupts democratic stability
tensions (Ahmed et al., 2021).

Pakistan’s constitutional governance has developed within recurring political instability
and institutional imbalance. Courts increasingly assumed active roles when executive and
legislative institutions weakened significantly. The constitutional provision of Suo motu
jurisdiction expanded judicial power beyond traditional adjudication limits. Early judicial
interventions aimed to protect public interest and fundamental constitutional rights. Over
time, judicial activism became central to debates on separation of powers. Scholars recognize
courts as guardians of rights but question democratic accountability mechanisms. Existing
research examines landmark cases but rarely evaluates long-term governance consequences
systematically. Some studies highlight benefits of rapid justice delivery during governance
crises. However, limited scholarship assesses institutional tensions created by continuous
judicial intervention practices. The scope of the problem now includes legitimacy concerns
and constitutional role confusion. Consequently, gaps remain regarding balanced
constitutional governance and judicial restraint standards. This study addresses these gaps by
analyzing activism’s structural impact on Pakistan’s constitutional system (Shahid, 2020).

Pakistan’s judiciary increasingly exercises Suo motu powers to address governance
tailures and rights violations. Existing scholarship confirms courts intervene when political
institutions fail to ensure accountability effectively. Judicial activism is therefore viewed as
both a constitutional safeguard and institutional challenge. Research shows activism
strengthens rights enforcement during administrative or political paralysis. However, scholars
also identify risks of judicial dominance over elected democratic institutions. The exact
problem concerns unclear constitutional limits governing judicial intervention under Suo motu
jurisdiction. Courts often justify intervention through public interest, yet standards remain
legally inconsistent. Current knowledge explains individual judgments but lacks coherent
evaluation of institutional consequences. We still need clarity regarding how activism affects
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democratic legitimacy and governance balance. The unresolved issue is whether judicial
expansion promotes stability or institutional dependency. Without clear boundaries, repeated
intervention may weaken constitutional separation of powers. This research addresses this
uncertainty by critically examining constitutional governance challenges arising from judicial

activism (Ali, 2020).

Recent legal scholarship shows growing debate about judicial activism and
constitutional governance. Studies explain that courts increasingly intervene where executive
institutions fail to protect rights effectively (Khan & Ahmad, 2020). Researchers argue that
judicial expansion strengthens accountability but risks weakening democratic separation of
powers. Comparative constitutional analysis shows courts justify activism through public
interest litigation and fundamental rights enforcement. Empirical research finds that frequent
Suo motu actions create uncertainty in administrative decision-making processes. Scholars
turther observe that judicial oversight improves transparency in corruption-related governance
disputes. However, institutional theory research warns that excessive judicial control may
discourage legislative innovation and policy experimentation. These findings collectively show
tension between constitutional protection and institutional balance. The literature agrees that
activism emerges mainly during governance crises and political instability periods (Igbal et al.,

2024).

Recent findings also highlight procedural and legitimacy concerns surrounding judicial
intervention. Legal scholars note that inconsistent standards for judicial review create
unpredictability within constitutional adjudication systems. Socio-legal research explains that
public trust increases when courts address human rights violations promptly. Yet governance
studies indicate that judicial dominance may reduce executive responsibility for policy
outcomes. Comparative constitutional journals show that strong reasoning and transparency
improve acceptance of activist judgments among citizens. Institutional performance research
identifies lack of clear constitutional limits as a major regulatory gap requiring reform. Policy-
oriented scholarship proposes structured judicial guidelines to balance activism with
democratic accountability mechanisms. Together, these studies reveal unresolved tensions
between constitutional guardianship and democratic governance effectiveness, creating
important areas for future legal research exploration (Rahman et al., 2023).

Existing literature provides valuable insight into judicial activism and constitutional
governance debates. Scholars successfully explain how courts protect rights during political
instability and governance failures. Many studies also examine benefits of Suo motu
jurisdiction for accountability and transparency. However, research largely focuses on
individual cases rather than long-term institutional consequences. Current scholarship rarely
measures how repeated interventions reshape democratic governance structures over time.
Empirical data assessing institutional performance after judicial activism remains limited and
fragmented. Studies also overlook comparative evaluation between judicial restraint models
and activist approaches. Furthermore, little research examines public perception regarding
legitimacy of continuous judicial involvement. Another weakness involves absence of
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measurable standards defining constitutional limits of judicial power. Future research must
therefore develop analytical frameworks linking activism with governance outcomes. This
study addresses these gaps by evaluating structural effects of Suo motu actions on
constitutional balance. Such inquiry provides clearer understanding of sustainable judicial role
within Pakistan’s constitutional democracy (Khalid, 2023).

To examine the constitutional basis and evolution of judicial Suo motu powers within
Pakistan’s constitutional governance framework, focusing on their legal justification and
institutional development.

To analyze the impact of judicial activism on democratic governance, separation of
powers, and institutional balance between judiciary, executive, and legislature in Pakistan.

To evaluate whether frequent judicial interventions strengthen constitutional protection
of fundamental rights or create governance challenges affecting democratic accountability and
institutional stability.

How does the exercise of judicial Sno motu powers influence constitutional governance, separation of
powers, and democratic acconntability within Pakistan’s constitutional framework?

This study is significant because judicial activism increasingly shapes constitutional
governance in Pakistan. Courts frequently intervene to resolve political crises and protect
fundamental constitutional rights. Existing research recognizes judicial importance but lacks
clear evaluation of governance outcomes. Therefore, this study provides systematic analysis
linking judicial intervention with institutional stability. The research contributes new
knowledge by examining structural effects of Suo motu jurisdiction. It helps scholars
understand how judicial authority influences democratic accountability and constitutional
balance. Policymakers may use findings to design clearer constitutional limits and institutional
safeguards. Legal practitioners benefit through improved interpretation of judicial restraint
and activism principles. The study also supports public understanding of judiciary’s role within
democratic governance systems. Furthermore, it addresses practical concerns regarding
legitimacy, transparency, and separation of powers challenges. Ultimately, this research
justifies examining activism to ensure sustainable constitutional governance and institutional
harmony (Imran, 2023).

II. Methodology

This study follows a qualitative research design to examine judicial Suo motu powers
and constitutional activism in Pakistan. Qualitative methods are suitable because the topic
involves interpretation of constitutional principles, judicial behavior, and governance impacts.
The research focuses on understanding legal reasoning, institutional interaction, and
constitutional practice rather than numerical measurement. The population of this study
includes constitutional provisions, judicial decisions, legal commentaries, and governance
frameworks related to Pakistan’s judiciary. The sample consists of selected landmark
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judgments, constitutional articles, and peer-reviewed journal articles from 2020 to 2025. Data
collection is carried out through doctrinal and document analysis using official sources such
as the Supreme Court of Pakistan website, Pakistan Law Site, and recognized legal journals.
Research keywords include judicial activism, Suo motu jurisdiction, separation of powers,
constitutional governance, and Pakistan judiciary. These keywords guide the selection of
relevant scholarly materials and legal texts for analysis.

The instruments used for data collection include official legal databases, academic
journal platforms, and government legal portals. Sources are selected based on credibility,
authorship, peer-reviewed status, and relevance to constitutional law. Validity is ensured by
using recent scholarly publications and updated constitutional provisions that reflect current
legal developments. Reliability is strengthened through cross-verification of case law and
multiple academic sources discussing similar legal themes. Doctrinal analysis is applied to
interpret statutes, constitutional articles, and judicial decisions systematically. Document
analysis helps compare judicial reasoning across different cases and time periods. Ethical
considerations are maintained by using only publicly available materials. All scholarly sources
are propetly cited to acknowledge original authors and maintain academic integrity. No human
participants are involved in this study, ensuring no privacy risks or personal data collection.

The study acknowledges certain limitations and delimitations in its design. One
limitation is that legal interpretation may vary due to subjective judicial reasoning and evolving
constitutional practices. Another limitation is the continuous development of law and policy,
which may change future interpretations of judicial activism. Delimitations include focusing
only on Pakistan’s constitutional framework and selected judicial decisions rather than all
possible cases. The study is also limited to English-language legal journals and official
documents available in public domains. An underlying assumption is that all selected sources
are accurate, credible, and representative of judicial practice. It is also assumed that judicial
decisions and scholarly literature reflect genuine constitutional developments. Since law and
governance systems evolve over time, findings may require future updates. Despite these
limitations, doctrinal and document analysis provides a strong foundation for understanding
judicial Suo motu powers and their impact on constitutional governance in Pakistan.

ITI. Results

This section presents the main findings of judicial Suo motu and activism in Pakistan.
The results explain how courts influence constitutional governance and institutional balance.
They also address how judicial actions affect democratic accountability and public trust
systems. The study investigates whether judicial intervention strengthens rights protection or
creates governance challenges. Findings show that courts often respond to institutional failure
and constitutional violations quickly. This intervention improves justice delivery but raises
separation of powers concerns. The results further show tension between judicial authority
and elected institutions in governance processes. Research indicates that public reliance on
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courts increases during political instability and weak administration periods. However, this
reliance may reduce responsibility of executive institutions over time. The findings also
highlight unclear constitutional limits on Suo motu jurisdiction practices. the results answer
research questions by showing both positive and negative impacts of judicial activism (Bashir,
2023).

Judicial Suo motu jurisdiction has significantly expanded the authority of courts in
Pakistan. Courts now initiate proceedings without formal petitions when public interest
concerns arise. This development reflects a shift from passive adjudication toward active
constitutional supervision. Legal scholars observe that courts increasingly monitor governance
failures affecting fundamental rights protection. Expansion of authority allows judges to
respond quickly during administrative paralysis or political conflict. Consequently, judiciary
involvement extends into areas traditionally managed by executive and legislative institutions.
Research shows this authority strengthens constitutional enforcement and enhances
immediate justice delivery. However, expanded jurisdiction also raises questions regarding
institutional boundaries and democratic legitimacy. Frequent judicial intervention may
transform courts into central governance actors rather than neutral arbiters. Such
transformation reshapes constitutional practice and alters traditional separation of powers
assumptions. Therefore, judicial authority expansion represents both constitutional innovation
and an emerging governance challenge in Pakistan (Sultan, 2022).

Judicial Suo motu actions play an important role in protecting fundamental rights in
Pakistan. Courts often intervene when citizens face rights violations without effective legal
remedies. This proactive role ensures immediate attention to urgent constitutional and human
rights issues. Research indicates that judicial activism strengthens access to justice during
governance failures. Courts address issues such as illegal detention, corruption, and
administrative abuse through direct intervention. This helps vulnerable groups receive timely
protection under constitutional guarantees. Studies show that judicial involvement improves
enforcement of basic rights in weak institutional environments. However, concerns arise when
courts frequently enter policy and administrative domains. Some scholars argue that overuse
of Suo motu powers may disturb institutional balance. Despite these concerns, courts remain
a key protector of rights in emergencies. Therefore, judicial activism continues to serve as an
essential safeguard for constitutional freedoms and public justice in Pakistan (Saeed, 2021).

Judicial Suo motu powers significantly affect the principle of separation of powers in
Pakistan. This principle requires clear boundaries among judiciary, executive, and legislature
institutions. Courts sometimes move beyond interpretation into areas of policy and
governance decision making. Research shows that such interventions can weaken institutional
independence of elected bodies. Judicial involvement in administrative matters often shifts
authority away from the executive branch. This creates tension between constitutional roles
and practical governance needs in many cases. Studies indicate that while activism improves
accountability, it also disrupts institutional balance. Legislatures may become less active when
courts frequently address policy related issues. Executive agencies may also hesitate in decision
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making due to judicial scrutiny risks. Despite these challenges, courts justify intervention as
necessary for constitutional protection. Therefore, separation of powers remains affected by
expanding judicial activism in Pakistan’s governance system (Bilal, 2023).

Judicial Suo motu intervention creates important challenges for democratic
accountability in Pakistan. Democratic accountability requires elected institutions to take
responsibility for policy decisions and governance outcomes. However, judicial activism
sometimes shifts this responsibility toward courts in critical situations. Research indicates that
frequent court interventions reduce pressure on elected officials to perform effectively. This
shift can weaken public trust in parliamentary decision making over time. Citizens may begin
to rely more on judicial decisions than political representatives. Studies show that this
dependency can disturb democratic responsiveness and political accountability systems. At the
same time, courts justify intervention as necessary during governance failure and corruption
cases. This creates a complex balance between justice delivery and democratic responsibility
structures. Some scholars argue that judicial dominance may discourage political reform and
institutional development. Therefore, accountability challenges remain a key issue in Pakistan’s
evolving constitutional governance system (Mehmood, 2022).

Institutional legitimacy and public trust are strongly influenced by judicial Suo motu
actions in Pakistan. Courts gain respect when they address corruption and protect
constitutional rights effectively. This trust grows especially during periods of political
instability and weak governance structures. Research shows that timely judicial intervention
improves public confidence in justice institutions. Citizens often view courts as more reliable
than executive institutions in crisis situations. However, legitimacy may weaken when courts
enter policy and administrative decision-making areas. Studies indicate that overreach can
create perceptions of judicial bias or imbalance. Public trust becomes dependent on consistent
reasoning and transparent judicial procedures. When decisions appear inconsistent,
confidence in institutions may decline gradually over time. Scholars argue that balanced judicial
behavior strengthens both legitimacy and governance stability. Therefore, institutional trust
remains closely linked with the scope and limits of judicial activism in Pakistan (Anwar, 2022).

IV. Discussion

A. Expansion of Judicial Authority

Judicial Suo motu authority in Pakistan shows a clear shift in constitutional practice.
Courts now take initiative in matters affecting public interest and governance failures. This
development reflects increasing judicial responsibility in protecting constitutional order. The
findings show that courts respond quickly when institutions fail to deliver justice. This action
improves access to constitutional remedies for ordinary citizens. Research indicates that
judicial expansion often fills gaps left by weak executive performance. However, this growing
role also raises concerns about institutional balance and role confusion. Some judgments show
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strong protection of rights, while others extend into policy matters. This difference creates
uncertainty in constitutional interpretation and application. Despite this, courts remain central
in addressing urgent national issues. The evidence suggests that judicial expansion is both
corrective and controversial in Pakistan’s governance structure. This trend reflects evolving
constitutional adaptation under complex political conditions (Khan, 2021).

The analysis of judicial expansion shows strong influence on governance structure.
Courts increasingly intervene in administrative and policy related matters across Pakistan. This
intervention often arises when executive institutions fail to act effectively. Findings reveal that
judicial decisions sometimes replace administrative discretion in urgent cases. This improves
immediate relief but reduces institutional independence in governance. Research highlights
that such patterns strengthen constitutional oversight during crises. Yet, this also creates
dependency on courts for routine governance issues. Some inconsistencies appear in judicial
reasoning across similar cases. These inconsistencies reduce predictability in legal
interpretation and enforcement. External political pressures and public expectations also shape
judicial behavior. These factors contribute to uneven application of Suo motu powers. The
pattern shows both efficiency gains and governance tension within institutions (Ahmed, 2022).

Further examination reveals mixed outcomes in judicial expansion practices. Courts
have played a stronger role in enforcing constitutional compliance across institutions. This
role has helped address corruption and administrative neglect in several cases. Findings
indicate improved responsiveness in urgent human rights situations. However, concerns
emerge when judicial involvement affects policy formulation processes. This creates overlap
between judicial and executive responsibilities in governance systems. Research suggests that
such overlap weakens traditional separation principles. At the same time, lack of clear
procedural limits increases interpretive flexibility. This flexibility sometimes leads to
unpredictable judicial outcomes. Public perception of courts improves when justice is
delivered quickly. Yet, it declines when judicial decisions enter political domains. These
contrasting reactions highlight the complexity of judicial authority expansion. The evidence
shows both functional benefits and structural tensions (Tariq, 2021).

Several influencing factors shape the expansion of judicial authority in Pakistan.
Political instability remains a major driver of judicial intervention in governance. Weak
administrative systems also push courts toward active involvement in public matters. Public
demand for justice increases pressure on courts to act quickly. Media coverage further
amplifies judicial visibility and expectations. Research shows that these factors collectively
expand Suo motu usage patterns. However, high expectations may also limit judicial restraint
in sensitive cases. Differences in judicial philosophy among judges influence decision making
styles. These variations contribute to inconsistent application of constitutional principles.
Institutional capacity constraints in government agencies further intensify judicial engagement.
Together, these factors create a complex environment for constitutional governance. The

findings suggest that judicial expansion is shaped by both internal and external pressures
(Saeed, 2021).
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Comparative observations show contradictions in judicial expansion outcomes. Some
cases demonstrate strong improvement in accountability and rights protection. Other cases
reveal tensions with democratic institutions and policy autonomy. This dual impact creates
debate within constitutional scholarship and practice. Courts are seen as protectors of justice
and potential policy influencers. This dual role creates ambiguity in institutional boundaries
and expectations. Research highlights that such contradictions are common in transitional
democracies. Variations in case handling also affect consistency in legal outcomes. Public
satisfaction increases when corruption cases are addressed promptly. However, dissatisfaction
rises when economic or policy decisions are judicially reviewed. These mixed reactions indicate
unresolved governance tensions. The findings emphasize the need for clearer constitutional

guidelines in practice (Malik, 2022).

The results indicate important implications for Pakistan’s constitutional system. Judicial
expansion improves access to justice in weak governance conditions. It also strengthens
constitutional enforcement during administrative breakdowns. However, continuous
intervention may reduce institutional independence over time. This creates long term concerns
tor democratic development and stability. Research suggests that clearer legal frameworks can
reduce institutional overlap issues. Better coordination between branches of government may
improve governance balance. Judicial restraint mechanisms could also support sustainable
constitutional order. The findings can guide policymakers in reforming procedural standards.
They also assist scholars in understanding evolving judicial roles. Judicial expansion reflects
both necessity and risk within governance structures (Malik et al., 2022).

B. Protection of Fundamental Rights

Judicial Suo motu practice plays a central role in protecting fundamental rights in
Pakistan. Courts actively respond when citizens face violations without effective remedies.
This proactive approach ensures immediate constitutional protection in urgent situations. The
findings show that courts frequently intervene in cases involving illegal detention and
administrative abuse. Such actions strengthen access to justice for vulnerable populations
across the country. Research indicates that judicial intervention improves enforcement of basic
constitutional freedoms. However, reliance on courts may also signal weaknesses in executive
accountability systems. Some judgments demonstrate strong rights protection, while others
extend into broader governance areas. This variation creates uncertainty in the scope of judicial
protection. Despite limitations, courts remain a key safeguard for constitutional freedoms. The
results highlight both strengths and structural challenges in rights enforcement mechanisms
(Haq, 2021).

The evidence shows that judicial intervention significantly improves protection of civil
liberties. Courts often act when administrative institutions fail to provide timely justice. This
role becomes crucial during political instability and governance breakdown periods. Findings
indicate increased public reliance on courts for fundamental rights enforcement. This reliance
reflects limited effectiveness of alternative grievance mechanisms. Research highlights that
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judicial activism strengthens rights awareness among citizens. However, excessive intervention
may reduce incentives for institutional reform in executive bodies. Some inconsistencies
appear in how different courts interpret similar rights issues. These inconsistencies create
uncertainty in legal application and public expectations. External factors such as media
attention also influence judicial responsiveness. These influences shape the intensity and
timing of rights related decisions. The pattern reflects both necessity and dependency in rights
protection systems (Farooq, 2022).

Comparative findings reveal mixed outcomes in judicial protection of rights. In many
cases, courts provide strong remedies for constitutional violations. These decisions improve
public trust in justice delivery systems. However, some cases show limited enforcement of
judicial orders by institutions. This weak implementation reduces overall effectiveness of rights
protection. Research suggests that enforcement gaps remain a persistent challenge in
governance systems. Differences in institutional capacity also affect implementation of court
decisions. Political resistance occasionally delays compliance with judicial rulings. These
contradictions weaken consistency in constitutional enforcement processes. Public perception
varies depending on case outcomes and execution speed. Positive outcomes increase
confidence in judicial protection mechanisms. Negative outcomes create doubts about
institutional effectiveness. These patterns show uneven performance in rights enforcement
across sectors (Usman, 2022).

Several influencing elements shape the effectiveness of rights protection mechanisms.
Institutional weakness in governance bodies remains a major factor. Courts often intervene
due to lack of administrative responsiveness. Public pressure also plays a significant role in
judicial decision making. Media reporting increases visibility of rights violation cases. Research
shows that these combined pressures expand judicial involvement in rights protection.
However, high expectations may push courts toward broader interpretations of authority. This
sometimes leads to overlap with executive responsibilities. Differences in judicial philosophy
turther affect consistency in rulings. These differences influence how rights are interpreted
and applied. External political conditions also shape judicial responsiveness in sensitive
matters. These factors collectively determine effectiveness of rights protection systems (Ali,
2023).

Contradictions emerge when comparing judicial outcomes across different rights cases.
Some decisions show strong enforcement of constitutional guarantees. Other decisions reflect
limited intervention or procedural restraint. This inconsistency creates debate within legal and
academic discussions. Courts are viewed as both protectors and cautious interpreters of rights.
This dual perception affects public confidence in judicial systems. Research indicates that
transitional legal systems often show such mixed outcomes. Variation in case handling also
influences predictability of legal remedies. Citizens respond positively when justice is timely
and visible. However, delays or weak enforcement reduce institutional trust. These mixed
responses highlight ongoing challenges in constitutional rights protection. The findings show
both progress and uncertainty in judicial practice (Raza, 2021).
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The overall implications point toward need for balanced judicial engagement in rights
protection. Courts remain essential for safeguarding constitutional freedoms in weak
governance contexts. Their role becomes more important during emergencies and institutional
tailures. However, long term reliance may atfect institutional development in other branches.
This creates pressure for clearer procedural standards and enforcement mechanisms. Research
suggests that structured coordination improves rights protection outcomes. Strengthening
administrative systems may also reduce excessive judicial burden. Better implementation
trameworks can enhance effectiveness of court decisions. These improvements support
sustainable constitutional governance. The findings help policymakers and scholars
understand evolving rights protection dynamics. Judicial activism continues to shape
tundamental rights enforcement in Pakistan (Naseem, 2021).

C. Impact on Separation of Powers

Judicial Suo motu activity has a strong effect on separation of powers in Pakistan.
Courts increasingly enter areas traditionally managed by executive and legislative branches.
This shift changes the balance among constitutional institutions in governance structure. The
tindings show that judicial intervention often occurs during administrative failure or political
instability. Such involvement ensures quick response to urgent public issues and rights
concerns. Research indicates that this growing judicial role affects institutional independence
across branches. However, it also raises concerns about blurred constitutional boundaties.
Some decisions strengthen governance oversight while others extend into policy formulation
areas. This variation creates uncertainty about institutional responsibilities. Despite this, courts
justify their role as necessary for constitutional protection. The results show both corrective
benefits and structural tensions within separation principles (Shah, 2021).

The evidence demonstrates that executive authority is often influenced by judicial
intervention. Government agencies sometimes delay decisions due to fear of judicial review.
This hesitation affects administrative efficiency and policy implementation processes. Findings
show that judicial oversight increases accountability in public institutions. However, it also
reduces confidence in executive decision-making autonomy. Research highlights that this shift
creates imbalance in governance functions. Legislative bodies may also experience reduced
influence in policy development. Courts sometimes address issues that typically fall within
legislative competence. This overlap creates institutional friction and role confusion. External
pressures such as media attention further intensify judicial involvement. These combined
factors reshape traditional governance relationships. The pattern reflects both accountability
improvement and institutional constraint (Ahmed, 2022).

Comparative analysis shows contrasting effects of judicial intervention on governance
balance. Some cases demonstrate improved oversight and stronger constitutional compliance.
Other cases reveal interference in policy and administrative decision making. This dual
outcome creates debate within constitutional interpretation frameworks. Courts are seen as
guardians of rights and occasional policy influencers. This dual identity creates tension
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between independence and institutional overlap. Research suggests that such contradictions
are common in emerging democracies. Variations in judicial reasoning further increase
unpredictability in governance outcomes. Public reaction depends on perceived fairness and
institutional clarity. Positive outcomes enhance trust in judicial oversight functions. Negative
outcomes raise concerns about overreach and imbalance. These contradictions highlight
ongoing structural tensions in separation principles (Raza, 2023).

Several influencing elements shape the impact on separation of powers. Political
instability remains a major factor driving judicial intervention. Weak administrative systems
also encourage courts to take active roles. Public expectations increase pressure on judiciary
to resolve governance issues. Media reporting amplifies visibility of court interventions in
national affairs. Research shows these factors collectively expand judicial influence across
institutions. However, excessive expectations may weaken institutional restraint mechanisms.
Differences in judicial interpretation further affect consistency in rulings. These differences
create uneven application of constitutional principles. External crises such as corruption
scandals also trigger judicial involvement. These conditions intensify overlap between
institutional responsibilities. The findings show that multiple pressures shape governance
balance in Pakistan (Yousaf, 2022).

Contradictions appear when comparing institutional outcomes across different cases.
Some rulings support strong separation through limited judicial engagement. Other rulings
expand judicial reach into administrative and policy domains. This inconsistency creates
uncertainty in constitutional governance practice. Courts are viewed both as protectors and
active participants in governance. This dual role affects clarity of institutional boundaries.
Research indicates that such patterns are common in transitional constitutional systems.
Differences in case handling influence predictability of governance decisions. Public response
varies based on outcome and institutional behavior. Trust increases when boundaries are
respected and decisions remain consistent. Concerns rise when judicial action overlaps with
executive authority. These mixed outcomes reflect ongoing tension in governance structure
(Ali, 2021).

The overall implications show need for clearer institutional boundaries in Pakistan.
Judicial activism provides necessary oversight during governance failures. However,
continuous intervention may weaken separation of powers over time. This creates long term
challenges for constitutional stability and governance clarity. Stronger coordination between
institutions may reduce overlapping responsibilities. Research suggests that defined procedural
limits improve institutional balance. Administrative reforms may also reduce reliance on
judicial intervention. Clear constitutional guidelines can support predictable governance
outcomes. These measures help maintain institutional independence and cooperation. The
tindings assist policymakers in designing balanced governance frameworks. Separation of
powers remains both protected and challenged under judicial activism (Khalid, 2023).

D. Demographic characteristics
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Judicial Suo motu actions create important effects on democratic accountability in
Pakistan. Courts often step in when elected institutions fail to deliver effective governance.
This intervention shifts responsibility for public decisions away from political actors. The
tindings show that courts become central actors during governance crises and institutional
breakdowns. Citizens increasingly depend on judicial remedies instead of parliamentary
processes. This trend changes how accountability operates within democratic systems.
Research indicates that judicial intervention can weaken electoral responsibility mechanisms
over time. However, it also provides immediate relief in cases of corruption and abuse of
power. Some decisions strengthen transparency while others bypass democratic procedures.
This creates uncertainty about the proper limits of judicial involvement. The results show both
improvement and strain in accountability structures (Igbal, 2021).

The evidence highlights that elected institutions sometimes avoid responsibility due to
judicial involvement. Political leaders may rely on courts to address sensitive governance
issues. This reduces pressure on legislatures to develop strong policy solutions. Findings show
that judicial decisions often become substitutes for parliamentary action. This shift affects long
term democratic development and institutional growth. Research suggests that such patterns
weaken political accountability mechanisms. However, public trust in courts increases when
they address corruption cases quickly. This creates a contrast between institutional trust and
democratic responsibility. Some cases show strong collaboration between institutions while
others show clear dependency. External political instability further increases reliance on
judicial intervention. These conditions shape the overall accountability environment in
Pakistan (Mirza, 2022).

Comparative findings reveal contradictions in accountability outcomes under judicial
activism. Some cases demonstrate improved governance transparency and enforcement of
rules. Other cases show reduced political responsibility and weakened institutional response.
This inconsistency creates debate on democratic functioning and judicial role. Courts are
viewed as both accountability enforcers and political substitutes. This dual role generates
confusion in governance expectations. Research indicates that such contradictions are
common in developing constitutional systems. Differences in judicial reasoning also affect
consistency in accountability standards. Public reaction varies depending on case outcomes
and institutional behavior. Positive outcomes increase confidence in justice systems. Negative
outcomes reduce trust in elected representatives. These mixed responses highlight complexity
in accountability structures (Raza, 2022).

Several influencing conditions shape democratic accountability challenges in Pakistan.
Weak political institutions remain a major reason for judicial reliance. Governance failures
increase demand for court-based solutions. Media coverage also plays a strong role in shaping
public expectations. High visibility cases increase pressure on courts to act quickly. Research
shows that these pressures expand judicial participation in governance issues. However, this
expansion may weaken institutional learning in political systems. Differences in leadership
quality also affect accountability performance. Administrative inefficiency further increases
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dependency on courts. These combined factors create uneven accountability practices. The
tindings show that accountability is shaped by both institutional weakness and public demand
(Khan, 2023).

Contradictions in accountability become visible when comparing different governance
cases. Some interventions improve transparency and enforce legal standards effectively. Other
interventions reduce space for political decision-making processes. This inconsistency affects
clarity in democratic governance structures. Courts are seen as both protectors of
accountability and alternative decision makers. This dual perception creates tension in
democratic systems. Research suggests that transitional democracies often experience such
mixed accountability outcomes. Variation in case handling reduces predictability of
governance processes. Citizens respond positively when justice is visible and timely. However,
dissatisfaction grows when political systems appear weakened. These reactions highlight
ongoing challenges in accountability design (Qureshi, 2020).

The findings suggest important implications for democratic governance in Pakistan.
Judicial intervention supports accountability during governance failures and crises. However,
continuous reliance may weaken political responsibility systems. This creates long term
concerns for democratic stability and institutional growth. Stronger parliamentary capacity can
reduce dependence on courts. Clear institutional roles may improve accountability distribution
across branches. Research recommends structured reforms to balance judicial and political
accountability systems. Better coordination between institutions can improve governance
outcomes. Public awareness initiatives may also strengthen democratic participation. These
measures help restore balance in accountability mechanisms. Judicial activism shapes both
strength and challenge in democratic accountability systems (Hussain, 2023).

E. Demographic characteristics

Judicial Suo motu actions significantly influence institutional legitimacy and public trust
in Pakistan. Courts often gain public confidence when they address corruption and
constitutional violations effectively. This trust grows during periods of weak governance and
political instability. The findings show that citizens view courts as reliable institutions for
justice delivery. Judicial responsiveness increases confidence in legal and constitutional
systems. Research indicates that timely judicial intervention improves institutional credibility
among the public. However, legitimacy becomes fragile when courts move into policy making
areas. Some decisions are widely accepted, while others face criticism for overreach. This
creates mixed perceptions of judicial authority. The results show that trust depends on
consistency, fairness, and transparency in judicial behavior (Zafar, 2021).

The evidence suggests that public trust increases when courts provide quick and visible
justice. People often rely on courts when administrative institutions fail to respond. This
reliance strengthens judicial legitimacy in crisis situations. Findings show that corruption
related cases significantly improve court reputation. However, dependency on courts may
reduce confidence in other institutions. Research highlights that such imbalance affects long
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term institutional development. Some judgments create strong public approval, while others
raise concerns about neutrality. Media influence also shapes public perception of judicial
actions. High profile cases receive greater attention and emotional response. These conditions
affect how legitimacy is formed and maintained. The pattern shows both strength and
vulnerability in public trust systems (Hassan, 2022).

Comparative findings reveal contradictions in legitimacy outcomes across different
cases. Some interventions enhance trust through effective justice delivery. Other interventions
create doubts about judicial boundaries and neutrality. This inconsistency leads to uneven
public perception of courts. Courts are seen as protectors of rights and potential overreach
actors. This dual perception affects institutional stability and credibility. Research indicates
that similar patterns appear in transitional legal systems. Differences in judicial reasoning also
influence public confidence levels. Citizens respond positively when decisions are clear and
consistent. Negative reactions occur when rulings appear unpredictable. These mixed
responses highlight challenges in maintaining institutional legitimacy. Trust depends heavily
on judicial consistency and transparency (Ali, 2022).

Several influencing factors shape institutional legitimacy in Pakistan. Political instability
increases reliance on judicial intervention for governance issues. Weak executive performance
also enhances judicial visibility in public affairs. Media reporting plays a strong role in shaping
institutional perception. High exposure cases increase expectations from courts. Research
shows that these factors collectively influence public trust in judiciary. However, excessive
expectations may place pressure on judicial independence. Differences in judicial philosophy
also affect consistency in rulings. External crises such as corruption scandals further increase
judicial prominence. These combined factors shape how legitimacy develops over time. The
findings show that trust is influenced by both institutional performance and external
environment (Khan, 2023).

Contradictions appear when comparing legitimacy outcomes across governance cases.
Some judicial actions significantly strengthen public trust in courts. Other actions create
concerns about institutional overreach and imbalance. This variation creates uncertainty in
institutional reputation. Courts are perceived as both guardians of justice and powerful
governance actors. This dual identity influences how legitimacy is understood by citizens.
Research suggests that such contradictions are common in evolving constitutional systems.
Differences in case outcomes affect consistency of public perception. Positive rulings increase
satisfaction and institutional confidence. Negative outcomes reduce trust and create debate.
These mixed reactions highlight ongoing challenges in legitimacy formation. Perception
depends on fairness, clarity, and judicial restraint (Raza, 2021).

The findings suggest important implications for strengthening institutional legitimacy
in Pakistan. Judicial activism enhances trust when applied within clear constitutional limits.
However, continuous expansion may weaken institutional balance and credibility. This creates
long term challenges for governance stability. Clear procedural guidelines can improve
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consistency in judicial behavior. Better institutional coordination can also enhance public
confidence. Research recommends strengthening transparency mechanisms in judicial
processes. Public awareness programs may improve understanding of judicial roles. These
measures help balance expectations and institutional capacity. Legitimacy and trust depend on
careful judicial engagement and institutional harmony in governance systems (Hussain, 2023).

F. Implication

The findings reshape common views about judicial activism within constitutional
theory in Pakistan. Traditional separation of powers models assumes clear institutional
boundaries and limited judicial interference. However, the results show that courts often
expand their role during governance failures and political instability. This pattern questions
rigid theoretical assumptions and suggests a more flexible constitutional model in practice.
Judicial Suo motu actions appear as both corrective mechanisms and sources of institutional
tension. This dual nature supports rights protection but also challenges democratic
responsibility structures. Research outcomes indicate that activism strengthens accountability
during emergencies but weakens predictable institutional behavior. These mixed effects
influence how constitutional governance is understood in real conditions. In practice,
policymakers may need clearer procedural rules to define judicial intervention limits. Recent
reforms and discussions on judicial transparency highlight growing awareness of these
concerns. Administrative institutions may also benefit from improved capacity to reduce
overdependence on courts. The findings can guide law commissions, judges, and legislators in
balancing authority and restraint. Citizens benefit through improved rights enforcement but
may face confusion about institutional roles. A key real-world concern remains inconsistent
application of constitutional standards across similar cases. The study therefore supports
reforms aimed at strengthening coordination among institutions while preserving judicial
independence in Pakistan (Majid,2025).

Conclusion

Judicial Suo motu powers and judicial activism in Pakistan shape constitutional
governance in important ways. The study examined how courts expand their role beyond
traditional adjudication into governance and rights protection. This topic is important because
it directly affects separation of powers, democratic accountability, and institutional stability.
Findings show that courts often intervene during political instability and administrative failure
to protect constitutional rights. This strengthens justice delivery but also creates tension within
governance structures. The broader context shows increasing reliance on judiciary as other
institutions struggle with performance gaps. Recent constitutional debates and judicial reforms
highlight growing concern about institutional balance. The study connects these issues by
showing how judicial authority expands in response to governance weaknesses. It also
demonstrates that this expansion is both protective and disruptive in nature. These arguments
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together reinforce that judicial activism cannot be viewed in isolation from political and
institutional conditions.

The evidence further shows that judicial intervention improves rights protection and
public trust in many cases. Courts respond quickly to corruption, illegal detention, and
administrative abuse, which strengthens constitutional enforcement. At the same time,
trequent intervention affects executive and legislative responsibility. This creates uncertainty
in institutional roles and reduces predictability in governance processes. The findings also
reveal contradictions where courts act as both protectors of democracy and participants in
policy shaping. Such dual behavior creates debate about institutional boundaries. These
outcomes highlight that judicial activism has both stabilizing and destabilizing effects. The
significance lies in understanding that constitutional governance depends on balanced
interaction among institutions. Real-world implications include improved access to justice but
also increased institutional dependency on courts. This balance remains central to Pakistan’s
evolving constitutional system.

The study also shows that clearer legal frameworks are needed to guide Suo motu
jurisdiction. Without defined limits, judicial expansion may continue to reshape governance
roles unpredictably. Policymakers may consider reforms that improve coordination between
judiciary, executive, and legislature. Strengthening institutional capacity can reduce
overreliance on courts for governance solutions. Public awareness about institutional roles can
also improve democratic participation and accountability. Future research may explore
comparative constitutional systems to identify better models of judicial restraint and activism
balance. Another area for investigation includes long-term effects of judicial intervention on
policy stability and governance performance. The findings are useful for judges, lawmakers,
and legal scholars working on constitutional reform. They also assist citizens in understanding
how judicial power affects daily governance. The study highlights the need for sustainable
constitutional practices that preserve rights while maintaining institutional harmony.
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