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1. Introduction (Bold 11pt)
Legal research should begin with a legally significant problem arising from a tension between legal norms, institutional practices, judicial interpretation, social realities, or emerging developments that existing law and scholarship have not adequately resolved. The introduction must establish why the problem is legally, theoretically, and socially important, rather than merely describing legislation, cases, policies, or general background information. Authors should provide sufficient factual and legal context to enable an international readership to understand the issue, particularly where the article concerns a specific jurisdiction, institution, or local legal development.

The introduction should normally constitute approximately 10–15 per cent of the manuscript and be organised as a coherent argumentative narrative. It must begin by identifying the central legal phenomenon or controversy and explaining its broader significance. The discussion should then critically synthesise the relevant and recent literature, identify the principal doctrinal, theoretical, empirical, or methodological gap, and demonstrate what remains unresolved. Authors must clearly formulate the research question or objective and explain the article’s originality, including the specific concept, interpretation, evidence, framework, or theoretical development it contributes to existing scholarship. The introduction should also define the scope of the study, including the relevant jurisdiction, legal materials, period, cases, institutions, or population examined, and briefly indicate the research method or analytical approach. Where appropriate, the final paragraph may provide a concise overview of the article’s structure. The introduction should not contain an extensive descriptive history, an isolated list of previous studies, unsupported claims of novelty, detailed methodological procedures, or a premature presentation of all findings.
The Introduction Structure must include : legal problem → significance → state of scholarship → research gap → research question → originality → scope and method → article structure.
2. Research Method (Bold 11pt)
Legal research requires a transparent and methodologically coherent explanation of how the research question is investigated, how relevant legal or empirical materials are selected, and how conclusions are derived from those materials. The method must correspond to the nature of the research problem and should enable readers to assess the validity, reliability, and limitations of the analysis. Merely identifying the research as “normative,” “doctrinal,” “empirical,” or “socio-legal” is insufficient without explaining the specific procedures through which the research was conducted.
The method section should normally comprise approximately 8–12 per cent of the manuscript and clearly identify the research design, methodological approach, sources of data or legal materials, selection criteria, data-collection procedures, and method of analysis. For doctrinal research, authors must specify the jurisdictions examined, the relevant legislation, judicial decisions, treaties, official documents, and secondary authorities, as well as the techniques used to interpret, systematise, compare, or critically evaluate those materials. Comparative legal research must explain the rationale for selecting the jurisdictions or legal systems and identify the functional or conceptual basis of comparison. Empirical and socio-legal research must describe the research setting, participants or units of analysis, sampling strategy, instruments, data-collection period, and analytical procedures. Quantitative studies should identify the variables, datasets, statistical techniques, and relevant validity tests, while qualitative studies should explain the interview, observation, document-selection, coding, and interpretative procedures employed. Mixed-method research must clarify how the different methods are integrated. Where human participants, confidential information, or sensitive data are involved, authors must state the applicable ethical approval, informed-consent procedure, and data-protection safeguards. The section should also disclose material methodological limitations and, where appropriate, indicate the availability of supporting data, analytical materials, or research instruments.

3. Result and Discussion (Bold 11pt)
3.1. The Answer first question
Tables should be numbered in the order they appear in the text. Table footnotes should be placed beneath the body of the table and should be identified with superscript lowercase letters. Avoid vertical restrictions. Use tables sparingly, and make sure that the information they include does not repeat findings that have already been covered in the article. Below are a few instances of the ministries stated in table 1.
Table 1. Comparative Models of Digital Public Participation
	Analytical Aspect
	Indonesia
	Finland
	United States
	European Union

	Legal Basis
	Law No. 12/2011; no digital-specific provisions
	Citizens' Initiative Act (2012)
	Administrative Procedure Act; e-Rulemaking
	Treaty on EU; European Citizens' Initiative

	Government Obligation
	None
	Parliamentary review required (≥50,000 signatures)
	Mandatory agency response per comment
	Formal Commission response required

	Institutional Integration
	Fragmented (DPR, MoLHR, BPHN)
	Single national portal
	Unified via Regulations.gov
	ECI portal; all member states

	Participation Type
	Administrative consultation
	Policy co-creation
	Regulatory consultation
	Transnational agenda-setting

	Democratic Character
	Symbolic and procedural
	Substantive and deliberative
	Substantive with due process
	Deliberative and legally binding

	Implications for Legitimacy
	Formal and administrative
	Substantive and participatory
	Procedurally accountable
	Rooted in constitutional rights


Source: Constructed by the author from comparative analysis
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3.3. The Answer third question
The results and discussion constitute the principal analytical section of the manuscript and should normally account for approximately 40–55 per cent of its total length. This section must present the principal findings of the research and explain how those findings answer the research questions, address the identified scholarly gap, and contribute to the development of legal knowledge. The results and discussion may be presented as a combined section or as separate sections, depending on the research design; however, the relationship between the evidence, legal analysis, and resulting argument must remain clear and logically structured.
The section should be organised under informative subheadings corresponding to the research questions, principal findings, or stages of the argument. Each subsection should begin with a clear analytical proposition, followed by the relevant legal authorities, empirical evidence, cases, documents, or comparative materials supporting that proposition. Authors must then interpret the evidence, critically engage with relevant scholarship, and explain whether the findings confirm, refine, challenge, or extend existing legal doctrines, theories, or previous studies. The discussion should identify the doctrinal, institutional, theoretical, social, or policy implications of each major finding and demonstrate how the article advances beyond merely restating existing law.
For doctrinal research, the findings should identify patterns, inconsistencies, ambiguities, conflicts, regulatory gaps, or developments emerging from the systematic analysis of legislation, judicial decisions, treaties, and other authoritative legal materials. Authors must explain the interpretative reasoning used to derive their conclusions and distinguish clearly between the existing legal position, critical evaluation, and proposed legal development. Comparative legal research should not merely describe different legal systems but must explain the similarities, differences, causal contexts, functional equivalence, and transferable insights arising from the comparison.
For empirical and socio-legal research, authors should present the relevant data, patterns, relationships, experiences, or institutional practices before interpreting their legal and theoretical significance. Tables, figures, interview extracts, or statistical results may be used where they materially improve clarity, but the accompanying text should analyse rather than duplicate the information presented. Qualitative findings should be supported by representative evidence, while quantitative findings should report the relevant statistical results and their substantive legal implications. Mixed-method studies must demonstrate how the different forms of evidence corroborate, complement, or challenge one another.
The discussion must remain directly connected to the research questions and conceptual framework introduced earlier in the manuscript. Authors should address significant contradictory evidence, alternative interpretations, and the limits of the findings rather than presenting conclusions as universally applicable. Claims of originality must be demonstrated through the analysis itself by identifying the specific doctrinal clarification, theoretical refinement, empirical discovery, conceptual framework, or policy implication produced by the study. This section should not repeat the introduction or method, provide an uncritical description of legal provisions, present unsupported normative recommendations, or postpone all substantive interpretation until the conclusion.

4. Conclusion (Bold 11pt)
The conclusion should provide a concise and analytically integrated account of the article’s principal findings and should normally comprise approximately 5–10 per cent of the total manuscript. It must directly answer the research question, explain how the findings address the identified legal or scholarly problem, and restate the article’s original contribution without merely reproducing the abstract or summarising each preceding section. Authors should clearly distinguish between the existing legal position, the conclusions derived from the analysis, and any proposed doctrinal, institutional, theoretical, or policy development. Where relevant, the conclusion should explain the broader implications of the findings for legal scholarship, judicial reasoning, legislation, governance, or professional practice. Recommendations must arise directly from the analysis, identify the relevant institution or decision-maker, and specify the legal or institutional action required rather than offering broad or unsupported statements of reform. Authors should also acknowledge material limitations affecting the scope, transferability, or generalisability of the findings and may identify focused directions for future research. The conclusion must not introduce new evidence, legal authorities, arguments, theoretical concepts, citations, or claims that have not been examined in the main body of the manuscript.

5. Reference
The manuscript must include a minimum of 35 references, all of which should have been published within the past 5 years. The reference composition must be as follows: 75% from Scopus-indexed journals, 20% from nationally accredited journals, and 10% from Jurnal Fakta Hukum and  Jurnal Legalitas  of Universitas Pertiba.
Use of a tool such as Zotero, Mendeley, or EndNote for reference management and formatting, and choose style Chicago Manual Style 18th Edition (notes and bibiliograpy)
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