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This article examines the statutory and institutional scope of the Deputy Attorney 
General for Military Criminal Affairs (JAMPIDMIL) in joint civilian–military 
criminal cases (perkara koneksitas), with particular attention to Attorney 
General Guideline No. 2 of 2025 and its relationship to Indonesia's 2025 Criminal 
Procedure Code. Using normative juridical analysis through statutory and 
conceptual approaches, the study compares prosecutorial authority, forum 
determination, and coordination across civilian and military justice institutions. 
The analysis identifies three normative concerns: optional military participation 
in some preliminary activities, divided central–regional accountability, and 
potentially prolonged coordination between prosecutors and military 
authorities. It also distinguishes the authority established in binding legislation 
from procedures established in an internal prosecutorial guideline. The TWP-AD 
corruption case is used solely as a pre-guideline illustration of connectivity 
proceedings, not as evidence of the 2025 guideline's effectiveness. The study 
argues that clearer allocation of procedural responsibility, written coordination 
requirements, and alignment with the new Criminal Procedure Code could 
improve legal certainty without displacing powers reserved by statute. These 
conclusions concern normative regulatory design rather than empirically 
measured implementation outcomes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Indonesia’s constitutional commitment to the rule of law requires criminal jurisdiction to be 
established through legal authority rather than institutional preference (Republic of Indonesia, 
1945). This requirement becomes difficult when a single offense involves both civilians and members 
of the Indonesian National Armed Forces (TNI), who are ordinarily subject to different judicial 
systems. In such connectivity cases (perkara koneksitas), the practical question is not simply which 
investigator handles a file, but who coordinates prosecutorial decisions and which court may 
adjudicate the joint offense. The separation between civilian and military jurisdiction serves different 
institutional purposes, yet it can also create procedural discontinuities when the same alleged 
conduct crosses both systems (Buaton, 2016). Comparative legal research similarly shows that the 
boundary between military discipline and general judicial guarantees is a recurring source of 
constitutional tension (Tahanout, 2024; Maddox, 2026). Accordingly, the legality of institutional 
coordination is central to evaluating JAMPIDMIL’s mandate. 

Within Indonesia’s criminal justice system, military investigators, military prosecutors 
(Oditur), civilian investigators, and public prosecutors hold functions derived from different legal 
instruments. Law No. 31 of 1997 provides the foundation for military judicial proceedings, while the 
prosecution service exercises powers under Law No. 16 of 2004 as amended by Law No. 11 of 2021 
(Republic of Indonesia, 1997, 2004, 2021). This institutional division complicates the processing of 
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conduct committed together by persons belonging to both jurisdictions, especially at the points of 
investigation, case referral, and prosecution. An earlier analysis of the TNI legal administration 
identified approximately 2,080 cases from 2015 to 2019 that were considered potentially suitable 
for connectivity proceedings, although that figure does not establish how many were ultimately 
prosecuted through the prescribed mechanism (Mulyana et al., 2020). International sociolegal 
studies likewise distinguish the formal allocation of legal powers from the practices through which 
institutions exercise them (Bowman et al., 2024; Goldrosen, 2026). The Indonesian problem 
therefore requires analysis of both statutory mandates and the coordination structures intended to 
connect them. 

JAMPIDMIL was introduced within the Attorney General’s Office to bridge this institutional 
division and to operationalize the single prosecution system. Presidential Regulation No. 15 of 2021 
formally supported the institution’s development, followed by changes to the prosecutorial 
organization, including Presidential Regulation No. 15 of 2024 and Prosecutorial Regulation No. 3 of 
2024 (President of the Republic of Indonesia, 2021, 2024; Office of the Attorney General of the 
Republic of Indonesia, 2024). Its role is connected to the principle of dominus litis, under which the 
prosecutorial authority guides the legally defined prosecution process (Effendy, 2005; Arfianto et al., 
2024). Research on prosecutorial decision-making cautions that the existence of coordinating 
authority does not in itself resolve organizational constraints or discretionary conflicts (Manzi, 2022; 
Green & Roth, 2025). The distinction matters because institutional integration must respect powers 
expressly conferred by statute on military officers and prosecutors. JAMPIDMIL’s strengthening thus 
raises a question of legal design rather than a presumption that additional hierarchical power is 
always desirable. 

Attorney General Guideline No. 2 of 2025 addresses the handling of connectivity cases and 
technical coordination of prosecutions by the Oditurat (Office of the Attorney General of the Republic 
of Indonesia, 2025). It covers procedures involving initial complaints, preliminary inquiries, 
investigation, pre-prosecution, prosecution, judgment enforcement, and subsequent legal measures. 
However, the guideline was established before Law No. 20 of 2025 on the Criminal Procedure Code 
(KUHAP) entered into force on 2 January 2026 and replaced Law No. 8 of 1981 (Republic of 
Indonesia, 1981, 2025). This temporal sequence creates an additional issue of regulatory alignment: 
procedures originally framed under the previous Code must now be read together with the current 
statutory rules on connectivity cases. Studies of prosecution guidelines show that the legal specificity 
of internal rules and the responses of other institutional actors influence how such rules operate 
(Nguyen & Ouss, 2026; Ward et al., 2025). The important analytical question is therefore whether 
the guideline assigns each institutional responsibility clearly and consistently with higher-ranking 
legislation. 

Earlier scholarship in Indonesia has explained JAMPIDMIL’s position and its relationship with 
military prosecutorial institutions (Prabandari et al., 2022; Rafli & Triadi, 2023). Research on the 
harmonization of prosecution agencies also treats the single prosecution system as an institutional 
objective while recognizing the difficulties of coordinating bodies with separate legal bases (Arfianto 
et al., 2024). International literature extends this debate by examining hierarchical dependence, 
prosecutor independence, and the limits of a coordinating authority that lacks direct control of other 
agencies (Mrowicki, 2026; van Sliedregt & Quackelbeen, 2026). Studies of legal institutions further 
emphasize how informal practices may preserve or weaken accountability even when formal 
standards appear clear (Šipulová & Kosař, 2023; Matthes, 2022). These perspectives are valuable, 
but they are not direct tests of Indonesian connectivity procedure. Their relevance is conceptual: they 
sharpen the distinction between legal competence, internal coordination, and implementation 
outcomes. 

The remaining gap concerns the operational distribution of authority under the 2025 guideline 
and its relationship to the subsequently effective Criminal Procedure Code. Prior accounts establish 
the need for prosecutorial integration, yet they do not fully resolve whether early military 
participation is mandatory, how regional Aspidmil arrangements report within the broader 
prosecutorial hierarchy, or which institutional decision controls the formation of joint teams. 
Comparative research on legal institutions suggests that procedural legitimacy depends on 
transparent decision points, independent judgment, and reliable channels of accountability, rather 
than institutional consolidation alone (Bojarski, 2021; Puleo & Coman, 2024; Tew, 2024). Work on 
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judicial governance also identifies a recurring tension between administrative supervision and 
independent legal responsibility (Sanders & Faltinat, 2026; Tepelija, 2026). These studies do not 
establish facts about JAMPIDMIL, but they offer analytical contrasts for evaluating the adequacy of 
its legal design. A focused reading of the Indonesian norms can therefore contribute a more precise 
explanation of where coordination ends and direct legal authority begins. 

This study examines the position of JAMPIDMIL and the potential legal weaknesses in its 
handling of joint civilian–military criminal cases under Attorney General Guideline No. 2 of 2025. It 
asks how authority is distributed among JAMPIDMIL, Aspidmil, the Attorney General, public 
prosecutors, and military prosecutorial actors, and how this distribution relates to the rules on court 
jurisdiction in Law No. 20 of 2025. The article uses a normative juridical approach rather than 
surveys, interviews, or statistical performance measurements. Its contribution is a legal-institutional 
assessment that separates the allocation of competence from the practical effects that would require 
empirical evidence. It also develops limited reform implications grounded in the legal instruments 
and case material discussed in the article. The resulting analysis aims to improve conceptual clarity 
without assuming that a prosecutorial guideline can override statutory jurisdiction. 

METHOD 

This study employed normative juridical research through statutory and conceptual 
approaches. The statutory analysis considered the 1945 Constitution, Law No. 31 of 1997 on Military 
Courts, Law No. 11 of 2021 amending the Prosecutor’s Office Law, Law No. 20 of 2025 on the Criminal 
Procedure Code, the relevant presidential and prosecutorial organizational regulations, and Attorney 
General Guideline No. 2 of 2025. Law No. 8 of 1981 and the earlier organizational instruments were 
examined as historical legal context rather than treated as currently applicable procedure. The 
conceptual analysis focused on dominus litis, the single prosecution system, equality before the law, 
legal certainty, and the distinction between coordination and direct prosecutorial competence. The 
discussion compared the distribution of authority stated in these instruments with the procedural 
arrangements described in the guideline, including the relationship between central and regional 
prosecutorial units and the Oditurat. The TWP-AD case and Supreme Court Decision No. 407 
K/MIL/2023 were used as documentary illustrations of connectivity proceedings, not as a 
representative sample or as measurements of guideline implementation. Because the study 
addressed legal rules and institutional responsibilities, it did not use participants, survey 
instruments, statistical testing, or field observations. Legal interpretations were developed by 
examining the consistency of each claimed institutional function with its stated legal basis and by 
distinguishing statutory obligations from discretionary procedural wording. The analysis was 
confined to normative conclusions supported by the legal materials and the previously documented 
case example. 

The analytical sequence used to organize the statutory and conceptual examination is 
summarized in Figure 1. 

 
Figure 1. Normative juridical analytical flow for the study of JAMPIDMIL authority 

Figure 1 begins with the legal materials that define the respective institutional mandates. The second 
stage identifies the rules governing prosecution, investigation, and judicial jurisdiction. The 
conceptual stage explains how dominus litis, equality before the law, and legal certainty inform the 
reading of those rules. The comparison stage places central and regional coordination arrangements 
alongside statutory competence. The final stage derives narrowly framed implications for 
institutional reform without presenting uncollected empirical findings. 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Normative findings on institutional authority 

The Constitution recognizes the Prosecutor’s Office as an institution performing functions 
connected to judicial power through the statutory legal order (Republic of Indonesia, 1945, 2009). 
Law No. 11 of 2021 strengthens the Attorney General’s position as the highest public prosecutor 
while preserving the need to exercise each function according to law (Republic of Indonesia, 2021). 
JAMPIDMIL performs its coordinating role within this broader structure rather than constituting a 
separate court or an independent source of jurisdiction. The relevant organization is grounded in 
Presidential Regulation No. 15 of 2021, the subsequent third amendment in Presidential Regulation 
No. 15 of 2024, and the Prosecutor’s Office organizational regulations (President of the Republic of 
Indonesia, 2021, 2024). Article 57(1) of Law No. 31 of 1997 provides a distinct line of technical 
prosecutorial accountability for the Military Prosecutor General through the TNI Commander to the 
Attorney General (Republic of Indonesia, 1997). Law No. 30 of 2014 also supplies the general 
administrative-law background for the lawful exercise and delegation of official powers (Republic of 
Indonesia, 2014). The coexistence of these provisions means that organizational coordination and 
legal competence must be considered separately. 

Before the formalization of JAMPIDMIL, the ordinary procedural picture involved separate 
investigative, prosecutorial, and court pathways for civilian and military suspects. The historical 
arrangements rested on the former KUHAP, the Military Courts Law, and related joint coordination 
instruments (Republic of Indonesia, 1971, 1981, 1997). The original article illustrates that structure 
in Figure 2 as a simplified depiction of separated civilian and military tracks. This historical depiction 
is useful for identifying the points at which a joint case may become fragmented, although it should 
not be read as a complete statement of every legally possible connectivity mechanism. Comparisons 
of military and ordinary judicial competence in other legal systems likewise show why questions of 
status, offense type, and forum allocation must be disentangled (Tahanout, 2024; Holen, 2023). The 
figure is therefore a reference point for the subsequent institutional analysis. Figure 2 presents the 
procedural tracks that informed the pre-JAMPIDMIL institutional problem. 

 
Figure 2. Simplified civilian and military case-handling pathways before JAMPIDMIL (adapted from 

the original author diagram) 

Figure 2 separates civilian and military suspects at the investigation stage. Civilian matters 
proceed through the police or authorized investigators to public prosecutors and general courts. 
Military matters are shown proceeding through military investigative institutions, Oditurs, and 
military courts. The separation illustrates how institutional responsibility can diverge even when 
alleged conduct arises from one joint incident. It does not independently establish the frequency of 
fragmented cases or replace the connectivity procedures prescribed by law. 

The TWP-AD Case I illustrates the operational significance of joint civilian–military 
proceedings without measuring the later guideline’s performance. The original source manuscript 
identifies a civilian defendant, Ni Putu Purnamasari, and a military defendant, retired Brigadier 
General Yus Adi Kamrullah, in a corruption case heard within the military judicial system. The 
prosecution relied on the anti-corruption framework in Law No. 31 of 1999 as amended by Law No. 
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20 of 2001, together with relevant provisions of the Criminal Code (Republic of Indonesia, 1999, 
2001). It cites Supreme Court Decision No. 407 K/MIL/2023 of 7 December 2023 and reports 16-
year principal prison sentences, fines of IDR 1,000,000,000, and replacement-money orders of IDR 
34,375,756,533 and IDR 80,333,490,434 for the respective defendants (Supreme Court of the 
Republic of Indonesia, 2023). The case shows why prosecution, judgment enforcement, and asset 
recovery can require coordination across legal status and institutional boundaries. Its timing is 
decisive: the judgment preceded the enactment of the 2025 guideline and therefore cannot 
demonstrate improvement resulting from that guideline. Research on prosecutorial gatekeeping and 
corruption accountability provides a useful comparative explanation of why competent institutions 
and jurisdictional boundaries affect the legal process, without allowing an inference about 
Indonesian case-processing performance (Manzi, 2022; Harris & Campbell, 2024). 

Attorney General Guideline No. 2 of 2025 supplies a more explicit sequence for the 
administrative handling of connectivity matters, from receipt of allegations through investigation, 
prosecution, judgment enforcement, and extraordinary remedies (Office of the Attorney General of 
the Republic of Indonesia, 2025). Its procedures refer to central coordination through JAMPIDMIL 
and regional participation by Aspidmil, the High Prosecutor’s Office, relevant prosecutors, and 
designated military personnel. These rules express an intention to unify prosecutorial handling and 
clarify the necessary links between agencies. However, assigning coordination activities across 
several offices does not itself answer who has final legal competence to authorize each stage. The 
issue becomes sharper when a guideline authorizes optional membership or when the decision to 
constitute a team is issued through a different organizational channel. Figure 3 reproduces the 
operational sequence described in the source article as an illustration of these coordination points. 
The stages and responsible institutions named in the guideline are summarized in Figure 3. 

 
Figure 3. Case-handling sequence under Attorney General Guideline No. 2 of 2025 (original author 

diagram) 

Figure 3 begins with the reporting of an alleged offense and its initial prosecutorial 
examination. Its middle stages show the movement from preliminary activities to joint investigation 
and pre-prosecution. The diagram then depicts joint prosecution, referral to the competent court, 
and implementation of the judgment. These steps indicate several points where prosecutors and 
military officials must exchange decisions and documents. The diagram represents a normative 
procedural sequence and does not establish actual durations, compliance levels, or institutional 
performance. 

Three features of the guideline’s institutional arrangement merit particular attention. First, its 
description of military participation in certain preliminary and pre-investigation activities uses 
optional language, which may permit a team to proceed without assigned military personnel under 
specified circumstances. Second, a regional joint investigation team may be constituted under a 
decision of the Head of the High Prosecutor’s Office, while central coordination is associated with the 
Attorney General and JAMPIDMIL. Third, the appointment of military prosecutorial members is 
mediated through communication with the responsible military prosecution authorities, reflecting 
existing statutory and organizational lines of responsibility (Office of the Attorney General of the 
Republic of Indonesia, 2025). The resulting structure supports coordination but can leave a practical 
question about the channel through which divergent institutional assessments should be reconciled. 
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That is an interpretive concern with the procedural design, not empirical proof that particular 
regional offices have failed. 

The 2025 Criminal Procedure Code supplies an additional statutory frame that must be read 
alongside the guideline. Article 170 addresses joint civilian–military offenses and their investigation; 
Article 171 prescribes coordination between public prosecutors and military prosecutors in 
determining the competent court and documentation of that determination; and Article 172 
addresses court-panel composition where such offenses are heard (Republic of Indonesia, 2025). As 
the Code became effective on 2 January 2026, its provisions occupy a later and higher legal position 
than the 2025 internal guideline. A sound legal interpretation consequently distinguishes 
operational instructions that facilitate statutory procedures from instructions that might appear to 
alter their allocation of authority. The resulting question is not whether JAMPIDMIL should replace 
existing military actors, but whether its coordination mechanisms clearly support the legally 
prescribed steps of joint adjudication. This distinction avoids treating administrative centralization 
as an independent basis for expanding statutory competence. 

Discussion 

The normative findings show that the major issue is a possible mismatch between the 
objectives of integrated prosecution and the channels through which institutions exercise their 
assigned functions. The single prosecution system seeks coherence in prosecutorial policy, while the 
Oditurat and military investigative institutions retain responsibilities established under their 
governing laws. In other settings, research on prosecutors’ decision-making has shown that 
organizational constraints and formal powers can shape prosecutorial actions in different ways 
(Bowman et al., 2024; Schuurmans, 2026). The Italian experience analyzed by Manzi (2022) also 
illustrates how jurisdictional gatekeeping may become central to institutional accountability. These 
comparisons cannot determine the validity of Indonesian legal provisions, but they strengthen the 
analytical distinction between unified objectives and separately vested competence. Reform should 
accordingly clarify who must act, consult, document, and decide at each statutory stage. 

The optional nature of military participation during preliminary activities creates a tension 
between procedural flexibility and the purpose of genuinely joint handling. Flexibility can be 
necessary where an Aspidmil unit or a designated military officer is not yet available, but broad 
discretion may also weaken the institutional participation sought by the guideline. Research 
examining prosecutorial policy implementation cautions that formal instructions are mediated by 
organizational routines, management practices, and practical implementation choices (Ward et al., 
2025; Willis et al., 2025). Goldrosen (2026) similarly explains how interorganizational effects may 
operate where legal actors do not directly command one another. On this basis, a written trigger for 
consultation and a documented reason for proceeding without a military participant would be more 
legally defensible than simply presuming such participation. This is a proposed design improvement 
rather than a reported finding about the frequency of military exclusion. 

Regional arrangements raise a second issue because coordination authority and the power to 
form operational teams do not necessarily follow the same organizational pathway. Under the 
guideline described in the source, Aspidmil may chair a team established by the Head of the High 
Prosecutor’s Office, while JAMPIDMIL retains a national coordinating role. The analytical risk is that 
technical oversight may be exercised through a chain different from the one that authorizes or staffs 
the regional team. Comparative scholarship on prosecutorial hierarchy and institutional 
independence indicates that clear rules for professional judgment and review are preferable to 
ambiguous informal expectations (Green & Roth, 2025; Mrowicki, 2026). Studies of institutional 
resilience likewise emphasize the effects of organizational structures on accountability, although 
they address legal systems with different constitutional designs (Bojarski, 2021; Šipulová & Kosař, 
2023). An operational protocol could therefore specify reporting, escalation, and written resolution 
of conflicting assessments without purporting to change legally defined appointment authority. 

A third issue concerns the interaction of substantive jurisdiction with the procedure used to 
designate the competent court. The newly effective KUHAP makes cooperation between public 
prosecutors and Oditurs a statutory step rather than merely a feature of internal coordination 
(Republic of Indonesia, 2025). Legal research on the relation between military discipline and civilian 
judicial guarantees supports careful scrutiny of the basis on which a defendant is brought before a 
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specialized forum (Holen, 2023, 2024; Tahanout, 2024). Comparative work on civilian and military 
experiences of justice also indicates that access to a fair forum cannot be reduced to administrative 
efficiency alone (Maddox, 2026; Erez & Laster, 2024). In Indonesia, the relevant solution must arise 
from the particular statutory test and documentation rules established by KUHAP, not from 
importing a foreign jurisdictional model. More explicit records of the prosecutor–Oditur 
determination would make the reasons for the selected forum legally more transparent. 

The article’s initial concern about provisions lacking express sanctions should be stated more 
precisely as a problem of enforceability and the consequences of procedural noncompliance. Some 
procedural requirements may be legally binding even where the provision does not contain a stand-
alone punishment; their legal effect depends on statutory structure and available remedies. The 
literature on prosecutorial discretion and structured sentencing warns against broad directives 
whose binding force and decision standards remain obscure (Allen, 2026; Cornford, 2026; Hester, 
2023). Research on court responses to prosecutorial misconduct likewise draws attention to the 
importance of defined forms of review (Griffiths et al., 2026; Navarro & Hansen, 2026). These studies 
have different legal settings and cannot establish the remedies available under Indonesian law. They 
nonetheless support a restrained recommendation: identify the responsible official, document 
required consultation, and connect procedural deficiencies to legally available review or corrective 
mechanisms. 

Procedural efficiency must also be distinguished from the legal quality of coordination. A 
shorter decision chain is not automatically preferable if it obscures institutional competence or 
reduces opportunities for review, and an elaborate chain is not necessarily unlawful simply because 
it involves several offices. Research on prosecutorial guidelines and courtroom workgroups 
demonstrates that policy effects may depend on the responses of judges, counsel, and partner 
institutions rather than on the prosecutor’s instruction alone (Nguyen & Ouss, 2026). Related studies 
emphasize that legal outcomes can also be shaped by practical capacity, documentation, and 
organizational context (Hartley & Tillyer, 2026; Barrenger et al., 2026). Broader research on legal 
information-sharing warns that expanded administrative interoperability can change institutional 
practice in ways not fully anticipated by the originating agency (Muñiz & Owens, 2024). For 
JAMPIDMIL, a more defensible notion of efficiency is therefore timely and traceable coordination 
within the competence established by law, not an unmeasured claim of faster prosecution. 

The normative framework also carries implications for equality before the law and the public 
legitimacy of judicial proceedings. Comparable treatment in connectivity cases does not require 
eliminating all differences between military and civilian institutions; it requires legally defensible 
reasons when procedural treatment differs. Process-oriented research on judicial legitimacy has 
emphasized the cumulative significance of investigation, prosecution, and judicial decisions (Mohd 
Sokri, 2026; Simpson & Pappas, 2024). Work on accountability has similarly shown that a formal 
outcome should not be equated without further analysis with the quality of the procedure leading to 
it (Wood & Suzuki, 2024; Harris & Campbell, 2024). Studies of judicial independence and institutional 
review demonstrate why safeguards should address the manner in which officials exercise power, 
not simply the organizational title of the responsible office (Puleo & Coman, 2024; Sanders & Faltinat, 
2026). These sources offer comparative criteria, while the governing Indonesian statutes remain the 
controlling basis for any legal recommendation. 

The central contribution of this study is therefore a distinction between strengthening 
JAMPIDMIL’s coordination capacity and legally enlarging its prosecutorial jurisdiction. A stronger 
coordination design may be achieved through mandatory written consultations at defined stages, 
clearer responsibility for regional reporting, explicit procedures for resolving conflicting legal 
assessments, and consistent documentation of forum determination under KUHAP. Comparative 
scholarship on legislative and judicial reform illustrates why reforms need to reflect both formal legal 
powers and the institutional setting within which they operate (Tew, 2024; Tepelija, 2026; Matthes, 
2022). Evidence from studies of prosecution deferrals and prosecutorial communication also 
reminds researchers that procedural reforms can have different consequences across stages of the 
justice process, which must be evaluated with appropriate evidence rather than inferred from their 
formal adoption (Al Weswasi & Kahlmeter, 2026; Fogler et al., 2025). Because the present analysis 
contains no post-guideline implementation dataset, it cannot claim that these proposals will reduce 
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processing time or increase case completion. They are instead regulatory recommendations derived 
from an examination of institutional functions and the legally prescribed coordination process. 

Limitations 

The study is limited to the normative interpretation of institutional competence and 
connectivity procedures under the legal instruments discussed. It does not contain interviews, field 
observations, a systematic national case database, or quantitative measurements of coordination and 
case outcomes. The available TWP-AD case illustrates the operation of connectivity proceedings 
before Attorney General Guideline No. 2 of 2025 and cannot establish that guideline’s subsequent 
effects. International publications are used to clarify analytical concepts and comparisons, not as 
evidence of Indonesia-specific implementation. Because the current Criminal Procedure Code began 
operating after the 2025 guideline was issued, further jurisprudential and empirical work may 
illuminate how the two legal instruments are applied together. The conclusions should therefore be 
read as proposals about normative coherence and institutional design, rather than measured findings 
about effectiveness. 

CONCLUSION 

JAMPIDMIL was established to support the Attorney General’s statutory responsibilities in 
joint civilian–military criminal cases, particularly through coordination between civilian prosecutors 
and the Oditurat. The normative analysis identifies potential uncertainty where early military 
participation is discretionary, central and regional team-formation arrangements follow different 
chains, and coordination rules do not specify a clear route for resolving divergent institutional views. 
These issues warrant careful reading of Attorney General Guideline No. 2 of 2025 in conjunction with 
the subsequently effective Law No. 20 of 2025 on Criminal Procedure. The study does not conclude 
that the guideline has empirically failed; rather, it identifies areas where the written legal framework 
can be made more precise. 

A legally proportionate approach to strengthening JAMPIDMIL would specify documentation 
and consultation duties, clarify reporting and escalation responsibilities between JAMPIDMIL and 
regional units, and align operational guidance with KUHAP provisions governing the competent court 
and joint procedure. Any alteration to powers reserved to military officers, public prosecutors, or the 
Attorney General must remain within the hierarchy of legal instruments. The TWP-AD case supports 
the relevance of connectivity coordination but predates the guideline and should not be treated as a 
post-2025 evaluation. The article’s contribution is consequently an institutional and doctrinal 
clarification that can inform subsequent legal reform and empirical research. 
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