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TITLE OF PAPER [ARIAL, CENTRED, UPPER CASE, 12-POINT] 

 
Author’s name1, Author’s name2, Author’s name3 & Author’s name4,* [11-point] 

 
1,2 Faculty, University/Institution, Country [if from same faculty] 

3 Faculty, University/Institution, Country [if different faculty] 
4 Faculty, University/Institution, Country [if different faculty]​

*corresponding author’s e-mail address only [without hyperlink] 
 
 

ABSTRACT [Max 300 words; 11-point] 
 
The academic abstract serves as the primary gateway to scholarly literature, acting as a 
highly condensed, standalone representation of a comprehensive research framework. 
Despite its critical role in modern digital indexing, database discoverability, and initial 
peer-review selection, many contemporary researchers struggle to balance holistic 
synthesis with extreme spatial constraints. This paper investigates the underlying 
rhetorical architecture of successful abstracts across diverse scientific disciplines, 
specifically analysing the structural efficacy of structured versus unstructured formats in 
electronic publications. Utilising a corpus-based computational linguistic analysis of 500 
high-impact e-proceeding papers published between 2022 and 2026, we map the sample 
text against the established five-move rhetorical model: macro-contextualisation, 
knowledge gap identification, methodological execution, empirical results, and theoretical 
implications. The resulting statistical analysis demonstrates that abstracts adhering strictly 
to this sequential flow achieve 34% higher digital citation rates and significantly faster 
editorial acceptance timelines. Furthermore, the corpus data reveals that incorporating 
precise quantitative metrics rather than ambiguous qualitative descriptors significantly 
boosts algorithmic indexing optimisation and reader retention in semantic search engines. 
Conversely, the inclusion of superfluous historical background or unvetted jargon was 
shown to drastically dilute readability scores. Ultimately, this study synthesises these 
empirical findings into a universal typographic blueprint. By providing a scalable, formulaic 
approach to text compression, this research offers global scholars an optimised 
framework to maximise the academic footprint and visibility of their research within strict 
publisher parameters, ensuring that complex scientific inquiries remain accessible, 
impactful, and easily retrievable in the digital age. 
 
Key words: key word 1, key word 2, key word 3, key word 4, key word 5 
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INTRODUCTION [LEVEL 1 HEADINGS: CENTRED, BOLD, UPPER CASE, 11-POINT] 
 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

LEVEL 1 HEADING 
 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 
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Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

Level 2 Heading [Aligned Left, Bold, Title Case, 11-Point, No Numbering] 
 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

Level 3 Heading [Aligned Left, Bold Italic, Title Case, 11-Point, No Numbering] 
 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

 

Figure 1. Caption of the figure [Centre, only figure no. bold, sentence case, 11-point] 

 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 



E-PROCEEDING TEMPLATE – MCRS 2026 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 

 

Table 1. Caption of the table [Centre, only table no. bold, sentence case, 11-point] 

App Name Usage % 

[Spacing 1.5]   

   

 

All headings should also reflect the respective contents of each part. Methodology part can 

be simplified (but do not use the term ‘methodology’ as heading. Instead, write a heading 

that reflect the approaches used) and more focus should be given on findings, conclusion, 

suggestion, and implication sections. 

 

CONCLUSION 
 

Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. 

No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. 

Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. 

Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. 

Maximum 3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 

3,000 words. Arial. Size 11. No indentation. Spacing 1.5. Justified. Maximum 3,000 words. 
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