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AUITIJIOMATHNJA KAO IPEJMET HAYYHUX
NCTPA’KUBAIbBA: EIIMCTEMOJIOLIKH,
METOJOJIOHIKA U ETUYKHU ACIIEKT

Caocicemax

IIpeomem pada je ounnomamuja Kao nocedOaH U ClLOHCeH NPeoMem HAYYHUX UCMPA-
JHCUBAFLA Y caspeMeHuM OpyumeeHum Haykama. Ilonazu ce 00 cmaea oa ounioma-
muja euuie He Modce OUMU NOCMAMPAHA CAMO KAO OPAHCABHA MEXHUKA CHO/bHE
NOUMUKe Uiy RPOMOKOLAPHA npaxca, eeh Kao suweciojHa Opyumeena nojaea Koja
UCMOBpeMeHO 00yX8ama UHCMUMYYUOHATHO NPeOCMAB/barbe, NPe20saparse, CUMOo-
JIUYKY KOMYHUKAYU]Y, YAPABLARE PATUKAMA, MPEHCHO NOCPe008Ae U OUSUMATHO
oenosarve. L{um pada je oa ce, Ha OCHO8Y meopujcKe U eMRUpUjcKe aHaiuze 00aopa-
HOZ2 KOPNYCa HAYYHUX NYyOnuKayuja, ymepoe 0OMUHAHMHU enucmemMoniouKu 00pacyu,
MemooonouiKe meHOeHyuje u emuyxe ouneme y npoyuasarsy ouniomamuje. OcHosHa
xunomesa 2nacu 0a cagpemena Iumepamypa OUniOMAamujy npemelcHo KOHYenmya-
Ju3yje Kao KOMYHUKAMUBHY U NPAKMUYHY, d C8e 8Ullle Kao OUSUMATIHO NOCPE00B8AHY
0enamuocm, 00K MemoOOIOUKU OOMUHUPAJY KOHYENMYATHU U K8ATUMAamMUeHY npu-
CMYNU, V3 PelamueHo ciaby eKChiuyumHocm emuuke peguexcuje. Mcmpasxcusarve
Jje 3aCHO8AHO HA CeKYHOApHO] KEAHMUMAMUBHO-KEAIUMAMUBHO] AHAIUZU KOPNYCA
00 22 nyonuxayuje. [Ipumersenu cy ananuza caopoicaja, KOMNapamueHu Memoo, Kid-
cughuxayuja u deckpunmusna cmamucmuxa. Pezynmamu noxasyjy oa 54,5% ananu-
3UpPaAHO2 KOpNyca npunaoa oonacmu oueumanue u jague ouniomamuje, oa 72,7%
Paoosa Kopucmu OOMUHAHMHO KOHYENMYaIHO-MeoPUjcKu OU3ajH, me 0d je emuuka
oumeH3uja excniuyumuo paspahena camo y 22,7% ananusupanux nyoiuxkayuja, npe-
MEJHCHO Y 8e3U Ca OUSUMATHOM KOMYHUKAYUJOM. 3aKmyuyje ce 0a OUniomMamuja uma
0080/6HO CMAOUNIAH NPeOMem, PA36ujeH NOjMOSHU anapam u pacmyhy MemooonowKy
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3 KpUMHHAIHCTHYKO-TIONIUIIN] CKU YHUBEp3HTET, beorpan, sasa.milojevic@kpu.edu.rs
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pasnospcHocm 0a byoe mpemupana Kao camoceecmaH UCMpaiCueauku OOMeH, au
0a joj je 3a nyHy HayuHy KOHCOMUOAYU]Y NOMPEOHO CHANCHUje N0Be3UBAIbe enuchie-
MoJiozuje, eMIUPUjCKUX Memooa U emuxe UCMpatcusarsq.

Kawyune peuu: ounnomamuja, enucmemonocuja, Memooono2uja, emuka
UCMPAdHCUBARLA, OUSUMATIHA OUNLOMAMU]A

YBOJ

Juniomatuja criaga mehy HajcTapuje, anu U HajJuHAMAYHHU]E TTPEaMETE
UCTPaXHBamka Y MOJUTHYKHM U JPYIITBEHHUM Haykama. Y KIACHYHHUM TIPUCTY-
MMMa, OHa je Hajuermrhe onpehrBana Kao BEMITHHA U HHCTUTYITH]a MPEICTaBIbamkba,
MperoBapama 1 OJipJkaBama oJHOca m3Mel)y MONMTHYKKX 3ajeHUIIa, TIPe CBera
npkasa (Berridge, 2015; Jonsson & Hall, 2005). YV HoBHj0j muTeparypu, mehy-
TUM, JUILIOMaTHja C€ CBE Marme CBOJIU Ha (OPMAITHY CIIOJHHOTIOIUTHYKY TPO-
Ieaypy, a CBE BHIIE pa3yMe Kao MOCeOHa JAPYIITBEHA IMpakca yIpaBibarkba
pasnukama, KOMyHHKAIF]e 1 IocpeoBama n3Mel)y akrepa Koju He Jiejie UCTY HOp-
MaTHUBHY, MOJTUTHYKY WM KylITypHY no3unujy (Sharp, 2009; Neumann, 2002;
Sending, Pouliot & Neumann, 2015).

TakaB momak ¥Ma 030MJbHE TIOCTIETUIIE TT0 HAyYHO UCTPAKUBAKE. AKO je
JTUTIIIOMAaTH]ja caMoO MIOMONHHM MHCTPYMEHT CIIOJbHE TIOJUTHKE, TaJla j€ OHA M3Be-
JIEHU TIpeIMeT. AKO je, HalmpOTHB, TUILIOMaTHja 3aceOHa opma Py TBEHOT Jie-
JIOBamka Ca BIACTHUTHM WHCTUTYIMjaMa, TpaBHIIMMa, CUMOOJIMMA, aKTepuMa,
JMCKypCHMa U TEXHOJIONIKUM OKPYKEHhEM, OHJIa TIOCTaje CaMOCTalaH MpeIMeT
HAyYHOT Ca3Hama. Y TOM CIIy4ajy, UCTPaKHBad BUIIIE HE MPOyYaBa CaMO HCXOJIE
CTIOJbHE TIOJIMTHKE, Beh 1 o0paciie npecTaBibama, puTyase Mperopapama, KoMy-
HUKAIMOHE PEKUME, TUCKYP3UBHE KOHCTPYKITH]E JISTUTUMHUTETA, OpPTaHN3aI[OHE
dhopme aumiomarcke nmpodecuje, u cBe yemhe TUTUTAITHE TPAroBe JUTLIOMATCKOT
nenoBama (Bjola, 2015; Hocking & Melissen, 2015; Adesina, 2017).

CaBpeMeHa UCTpakuBamba J0IaTHO KOMIUIHKY]Y TIPEIMET THME IITO JHII-
JIOMaTHjy TPEMENITAjy W3 KIACHYHO JIPKABHOT Y MPEXHO U TUIaT(OPMHU30BaHO
OKpyXeme. Jlururanta u jaBHa JUIUIOMaTHja, cajoep AUIUIoMaTHja, KyaTypHa |
onOpamMOeHa JUIIIOMaTH]a, a YaK U MOJUIMjCKa JUIIJIOMaTH]a, TIoKa3yjy Ja ce
MpeIMeT ITUPH, CETMEHTHpA U PyHKIIMOHATHO nudepentmpa (Barrinha & Renard,
2017; Bjelja, 2018; Kos-Stanisi¢ & Domjanci¢, 2021; Golubovi¢, 2023). Ynpaso
3aTo MUTamke HUje CaMo IIITa je TUIIOMaTH]ja, Beh U Kako je HaydyHO NCTPaKUBATH.

[use oBoOT paga je ma JUIUIOMATH]y Pa3MOTPH Kao MPEeaMET HAyIHHX
UCTpaXkMBama Kpo3 Tpu Mel)ycoOHO MmoBe3aHa acrekTa: emrucTeMOJIONIKH, METO-
JIOJIONIKK ¥ €THYKHU. Pas monasu o Tpu ucTpakuBadke mnpermnocraske. [1pBo, na
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CaBpeMeHa JIUTeparypa AUIJIOMAaTH]y JOMUHAHTHO TPETHPA KA0 KOMyHUKATUBHY
U IPaKTUYHY, @ HE CaMO Kao (pOpMaTHO-UHCTUTYLIMOHAJHY JieiaTtHocT. Jpyro, na
Yy UCTPpaXHUBAKY IUILIOMATH]E U Jajbe TpeoBal)yjy KOHIENTyaIHH U KBaJIUTA-
TUBHH MIPUCTYIIH, JOK CY KBAHTUTATUBHU U MEUIOBUTH U3ajHU pel)e 3aCTyIIbEeHH.
Tpehe, na je etnuka TuMeH31ja AUMJIOMATH]€ U UCTPaXKUBamba JUIUIOMaTH]e clia-
Ouje pa3BHUjeHa O] EMUCTEMOJIOIIKE U METO/IOJIONIKE pacpaBe.

TEOPUJCKO-EIIMCTEMOJIOIIIKHU OKBUP

Enmcremornoniko nuTame IUTUIOMAaTHje Kao MpeiMeTa HayKe THYe ce Tpe
CBera cTaryca BbEeHOT IpeIMeTa, HUBOA aHaJIM3€e U THIA ca3Hama Koju je Moryh. ¥V
KJIACUYHO] TPAIUIIM]1, TUTIJIOMATH]ja j€ 4eCTO KOHIMITUPaHa Kao cTa0uTHa WHCTH-
TyIija MeljyHapoIHOT APYIITBA, TIOBE3aHa ca MPEACTaBHUIITBOM, HH(POPMAIIH]OM
u iperoBopuma (Jonsson & Hall, 2005; Berridge, 2015). Y TakBom okBHpY, TIpE/I-
MET j€ peJaTUBHO jJaCHO OMel)eH: AUMIoMaTHja j€ MHCTUTYIIMOHAIN30BaHa KOMY-
HUKalija Mel)y MoJMTHYKUM 3ajeaauiiaMa. OBaj MPUCTYI UMa MPETHOCT TTOJMOBHE
MIPETICAHOCTH, alli TIOHEKaJI 3aHeMapyje MPOMEHe Y aKTepuMa U MeJTvjMa.

Jlpyru, HOBHjH TIpaBall, HAPOUYHUTO TIOJ YTHUIIAJeM practice turn, TioMepa
TEXUINTE ca MHCTUTYNH]e Ha pakcy. Hojman (Neumann) (2002) ykasyje na je 3a
pasyMmeBame JUILIOMaTHje TIOTPEOHO BPATUTH MIPAKCY y CPEIUIITE aHATN3E, TOK
[Tymuo u Kopuu (Pouliot & Cornut) (2015) mokasyjy aa npoyJaBame JUILIOMATH]E
MOCTaje METOMOJIONIKH MPOAYKTUBHUjE Kajga ce POKyCHUpa Ha OHO IITO aKTEepH
YUHE, a HE caMo Ha opMaHe HOpMe Koje Ou Tpedaro aa ciene. Cenmaunr, [Tynno
u Hojman (Sending, Pouliot & Neumann) (2015) nogarao npoay0sbyjy oBaj cTaB
TBP/IEHOM JIa C€ CBETCKA IMOJIMTHKA MPOU3BOIN YIIPABO KPO3 PYTUHH30BAHE JIUTI-
Jomarcke npakce. Tume nmpeaMer AUioMaryje BHIIe HUje caMo ,,CTI0JbHA TTOJTH-
THKa JpXKaBe”, HETO YUTAB CKJIOIN JPYIITBEHO OPTaHM30BAHMX AKTUBHOCTH,
3HaWba, pUTyalia U HHTEpaKLH]ja.

Tpehu mpaBarl je KOMyHUKaIM]CKO-AUTUTAIHU. J{uruTanHa aursiomaruja,
JaBHA AWIUIOMAaTH]a U cajoep TUIUIOMAaTH]a YBOJIE Y PEAMET UCTPAKUBAHhA ITOCPE-
JIOBaHEe KOMYHHKAIIMOHE TPOCTOPE, AJITOPUTAMCKY BUIJBUBOCT, MPEXKHY MTyOIHKY
1 HoBe KaHase ytunaja (Bjola, 2015; Holmes, 2015; Adesina, 2017; Barrinha &
Renard, 2017). ¥ Tom okBUpY, AMIIIIOMaTHja IIpecTaje aa Oyae NCKIbYUIHBO 3aTBOPEH
nporiec Mehy enmutama. OHa mocTaje U jaBHa eppopMaTiBHA TIPaKca, TETUMUIHO
MepJbHBa KpO3 caJipkaje, MHTEPaKI1je U PUTMOBE TUTUTAIHE KOMYHHKAIIK]e.

OTyna nmponsnasu Aa TUIUIOMaTHja Kao MpeIMeT HayYHHX UCTPaKUBambha
“Ma HajMamke YeTUPU OHTOJIONIKA CJI0ja: WHCTHTYIIMOHAHH, aKIIMOHU, KOMYHH-
KaIMjCKH 1 TeXHOIOMKH. EnncreMonomku nmpobiaemM HacTaje Kaja ce jelaH O
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TUX CJI0j€Ba alcoiayTusyje. AKO ce JUIUIOMaTHja mocMarpa caMmo MHCTHTYIHO-
HaJiHO, TYOU ce WeHa MIpollecyaiHa U MeAujcKa IUMeH3uja. AKo ce mocmarpa
camo Kao KOMYHHUKAIH]ja, TIOTICHkY]y C€ OpraHU3allMOHA U HOPMAaTHBHU OKBHPH.
AKO ce rmocMarpa camo JUTHTAITHO, 3aHEMapyje ce ’heHa UCTOpPUjCKa U TIpode-
cuoHaHa ayOuHa. 300T ToTra je MPUMEPEeHH]e TOBOPUTH O TIOJTUTIAPAAUTMATCKOM
MIPEMETY, a HE O J€HO] 3aTBOPEHO] AeHUHUIIN]H TUTIOMATH]E.

Y ToM cMUCITY, KOPHCHA Cy M HOBHja joMaha pa3marpama 0 KOHCTUTYHCAbY
XHOPUIHUX ¥ IPUMEHEHHUX TUCIUILIINHA Y OKBUPY JAPYIITBEHUX HayKa. Pacnpase
0 TEOPHjCKHM M METOJIOJIOIIKAM OCHOBaMa HACTajarha HOBUX WITH CAMOCBECHHjUX
WCTPKUBAYKHX JOMEHA MOKa3yjy Jia ce Hay4Ha JETHTUMAIlN]a HEe H3BOIU CaMo H3
Tpakce, HETO U3 OJHOCA MPEIMETA, TI0JMOBHOT arapara, MJbeBa Ca3Hama U METO-
nonouikor peneproapa (Milojevié, MilaSinovi¢ & Milojkovi¢, 2025a; Milojevic,
Milasinovi¢ & Gligorijevi¢, 2025). CxomHo ToMe, TUIUIOMaTHja Kao MpeaMeT Ha-
YYHUX UCTpaKMBamba HUje ,,ipeciiada’ 3aTo IITO je MHTEPAUCIUIUIMHAPHA; HAIIPO-
THB, FheHA HHTEPIUCIUIUTHHAPHOCT je JI€0 leHOT HAYYHOT HICHTUTETA.

METOAOJIOI'NJA UCTPA’KUBAIHA

HcrpaxuBame je 3aCHOBAHO Ha CEKYHJapHO] KBAHTUTATHBHO-KBAJIUTA-
TUBHO] aHAJIU3M (METa-aHAIM3M) Hay4yHe juTeparype. Ped je o HaMeHckoM, Teo-
pujcku BoheHOM y30pKy of 22 myOnukanuje oojaBibeHe y nepuony ox 2002. no
2025. roguHe, KOje AUIUIOMAaTH]y TPETHUPajy Kao IEHTPATHHU MPEAMET, a He Kao
criopefHy Temy. Y y30pak cy yKJbydeHe MOHOrpaduje, ypeaHUUKe KmbHUre, 1mo-
IJ1aBJba, M3BOPHU W TIPEIVICAHN WIAHIN W UCTPAKUBAYKU M3BemTaju. Kpurepu-
JYMH YKJbY4eHa OWJIH Cy: IICHTPAITHOCT AUTUIOMATH]€ Y HACIOBY HJIU allCTPAKTY,
METOJIOJIONIKA FITH TEOPHjCKa PEIICBAHTHOCT 3a oipehBame npeamera, Te perto-
HaJHa WK Mel)yHapoaHa penpe3eHTaTHBHOCT.

Konupame je uszBpmieHo o tpu Bapujadne. [IpBa Bapujadia 6una je go-
MHMHAHTHA TEMaTCKa OpHjeHTAIM]ja: OCHOBHA TEOpHja JUTUIOMATH]e, MpaKca JTUTI-
Jomaruje, TUTUTalIHa/jaBHa/cajoep AWIUIOMaTHja W CIeIrjain3oBane Gopme
nuruiomaryje. Jlpyra Bapuja0na Ousa je JOMUHAHTHU METOIOJIOMIKH J13ajH: KOH-
LENITyaJIHO-TEOPH|CKHU pal, policy/report TIpUCTy, CTy/AH]ja CTy4aja 3aCHOBaHA Ha
JTOKyMEHTHMa, KOMIIapaTUBHA CTy[W]ja Clydaja ¥ UCTOPHUjCKa CTyIHja Clydaja.
Tpeha Bapujaba 6mia je eKCIUTMIIUTHOCT €THYKE JUMEH3H]€: €THKA OJICYTHA WK
MMIUTAIIMTHA, JUTUTAJIHA/1aTa eTUKa, mpodecnoHanHa/jaBHa eTHKa.

TakaB nCTpa)XMBAYKK MPHUCTYII OCJIakha CE HA OTIITA TPaBUIIA TIPOjEKTO-
Bama JIPYIMITBEHUX UCTPAXKUBAKa, KOja HAIAIIaBajy HYKHOCT MPEIU3HOT O/Ipe-
huBama mpeaMera, IUJbEBA, XUIIOTE3a, AHATUTHYKAX KaTeroprja U HHIUKATopa
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(Milasinovi¢ & Milojevi¢, 2016; MiloSevi¢ & Milojevi¢, 2001; Creswell & Cre-
swell, 2018). 3a o6pany kopryca kopuitheHu cy aHaiau3a cajapxkaja, Kiacu@uka-
IMja, KOMIIApaTUBHU METOJ U IECKPUIITUBHA CTATHCTHKA, Y CKIIay ca Hadelmma
cUCTeMaTCKOT konupamwa TekctyanHux jenunuua (Krippendorff, 2018). V Ty-
Madery Hajlaza OCJIOHAIl je MpoHal)eH U y JINTepaTypH O CTyIAUjU CiIydaja U Tpo-
necHoM mnpahemy, Oyayhu aa cy ymnpaBo TH MPUCTYNH HapOYMTO MOTOJIHHU 3a
HCTpaKUBambE JUIIOMATCKUX €MM30/1a U ITperoBapadkux mporeca (Gerring, 2007;
George & Bennett, 2005).

[open koprycHe aHAIHM3€E TUTEPATYPE O TUTLIOMATH)H, METOIOJIONIKH JIE0
pazia ociama ce Ha JIONATHY JIUTEPaTypy O UCTPAKMBAUYKOM HAIPTY, HHTEPIMC-
IUTTHHAPHOCTH U eTulin. [loceOHO Cy Ba)XHU paIoBU KOJU apTyMEHTY]y J1a CJI0-
KEHE JIPYIITBEHE TI0jaBe Tpake KOMOMHOBAE BUIIIE METO/A, a HE METOJOJOIIKH
monuzaM (Milojevi¢, Milojkovi¢ & Jankovi¢, 2012; Kesi¢, 2013), kao u pagoBu
KOJH YII030paBajy /1a IUTUTAIHU ajlaTH U BEITayKa MHTEJIUTCHIIM]ja MOTY yHarpe-
JIMTH UCTPAKUBAYKH MTPOIIEC, aIK ¥ IPOU3BECTH HOBE MPOOIIEME BaJIHIHOCTH, pe-
MPOAYKIMje MpUcTpacHoCTH U HayyHor uHTerputera (Milojevié, Gligorijevic,
Savicevi¢ & MilaSinovi¢, 2025).

PE3YJITATU

Tabena 1. Temamcka cmpykmypa anaiusupanoz Kopnyca

Temarcka CTPyKTypa Kopmyca Bpoj panosa | Ilpouenar
Jururanna, jaBHa u cajoep AMIUIOMaTHja 12 54,5%
OcHOBHa TeopHja JUILTOMATH]e 5 22,7%
[Ipakca 1 perannoOHAIHU PUCTYIT AUTUIOMATH]U 3 13,6%
CrnenujanuzoBane popMe AUIUIOMATH]E 2 9,1%

N3Bop: Aymopu

IIpBu Hana3 je jacaH: y HAMEHCKHU 0JJa0paHOM KOPITYCY, TIOMHHAHTHO MECTO
3ay31UMajy paJoBU O AUTHTAIHO], jaBHO] U cajOep aumsomaruju. To mokasyje 1a ce
TEKUILTE CaBPEMEHE JIMTEpaType 3Ha4ajHO IOMEPHIIO Ca KIIACHYHHUX MPOTOKOJIap-
HUX ¥ OnniarepatHux (OpMH Ka KOMYHHKAIHjH, IiaTrGopMama, IpyITBEeHHM Mpe-
’Kama U ynpasibamkby Mel)yHaponHoM BuUUbMBOIINY. Taj pe3ynTar je y ckiany ca
Te3aMa O MPOLINPEHY AUIUIOMATCKOT IIPOCTOPA Ka TUTUTATTHOM OKpyskemy (Bjola,
2015; Hocking & Melissen, 2015; Adesina, 2017; Bjelja, 2020; Jevtovi¢, Mari¢ &
Milasinovi¢, 2025).
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Ta6ena 2. /Jomunaunmuu memooonrouKu OU3ajHU Y AHATUSUPAHOM KOPNYCY

JJoMMHAHTHHM MeTOI0JIOLIKYU AU3AjH Y KOPILYCY Bpoj panoa | Ilpouenar
KonmnenryaiHo-Teopujcku pagioBu 16 72,7%
Policy/report mpuctyn 2 9,1%
Cryamja citydaja 3acHOBaHa Ha JOKYMEHTHUMa 2 9,1%
KommnaparusHa cTyauja ciryyaja 1 4,5%
Hcropujcka cryauja cinydaja 1 4,5%

UzBop: Aymopu

Jlpyru Hasa3s noteplyje METO0IOIIKY ACUMETPHU]Y: TOTOBO TPU YETBPTHHE
aHaJM3UPAHUX PaJoBa UMajy TOMUHAHTHO KOHIIENITYaIHO-TEOPH)CKU KapaKTep.
To 3Haum Aa je mosbe UCTpakMBama AUIUIOMATH]€ U JJaJbe CHAXKHO OCJIOHEHO Ha
MI0JMOBHO, HHTEPIPETATUBHO U HOPMATUBHO pa3Mmarpame. EMnupujcku opujen-
TUCAHU MPUCTYIH MOCTOj€, ajIi Cy MaJloOpOjHUJU U Hajuelihe ce 1ojaBbyjy Kao
CTyAMj€ Cy4aja, UCTOPHU]CKO-TOKYMEHTapHE aHaJIU3€ WM KOMIIapaTUBHA UCITH-
THBama Aurutanuux crparervja (Bjola & Jiang, 2015; Golubovi¢, 2023).

Tabena 3. Emuuka oumeHnsuja y aHaiuzupanom KOpnycy

ExciimuuTHOCT eTHUYKe JUMEH3Uje y Kopimycy bpoj panoBa | [Ipouenar
Etuka ojcyTHa WM UMIUTUIIATHA 17 77,3%
Jururanna/mara eTrka 4 18,2%
[Ipodecuonanna/jaBHa eTuka 1 4,5%

N3Bop: Aymopu

Tpehu Hanas je Moxxaa u Haj3Ha4ajHUjU. ETHYKA THMEH3H]ja je y OTPOMHO]
BehiMHM pagoBa UMIUTMIUTHA. TaMo /e je eKCIUIMIUTHA, Be3aHa je YIIIaBHOM 3a
JMTUTAITHO OKPYXKEHbe: Ae3uH(pOpMaIlHje, Mponaraiay, alrOpUTaMCKy BHIJbH-
BOCT, MAHUITYJIAIK]y TyOITHKOM 1 6e30e1HoCT KoMmyHHKanuje. CaMo CriopaIudHo
JTUTUIOMAaTH]ja ce€ HOPMATHBHO pa3MaTpa Kao jaBHa mpodecrja Koja HOCH ToceOHe
Jy>KHOCTH IIpeMa UCTHHH, TOBEPJbUBOCTH, jJABHOM UHTEPECY U OJITOBOPHOCTH.

JUCKYCHJA
Enucremornomniku aciekt. Pesynraru noteplyjy aa auruiomaruja Kao mpe;i-
MeT HayYHHX UCTPAKUBamha BHIIE HE MOXKE OMTH 00janimbeHa caMmo Kpo3 hopMatHe

WHCTHUTYIIH]jE JTUILIOMATCKe c1yx0e. KilacuaHM pUCTYIN 0CTajy HEOTXOIHH, jep
00e30el)yjy oCHOBHH TIOjJMOBHU KOCTYD — IIPEICTABIbAbE, PETOBAPAHE, KOMYHH-
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Kauujy ¥ 3amrtuty untepeca (Berridge, 2015; Jonsson & Hall, 2005). Mehytum,
JTUTUUIOMATCKa Mpakca, Mel)ycoOHM OHOCH aKTepa W CBE 3HauajHHUja yjIora jaBHE
KOMYHHMKaIlMj€ U Meja MPOLINPY]y caM IpeaMeT uctpaxusama. Hojman (2002)
u [Tymno u Kopuu (2015) onpaBnano momepajy ¢oxyc ka npakcu, nok [llapmn
(Sharp) (2009) nokasyje aa nuIUIOMaTHja MOXKE UMaTH U LIUPU TEOPHU)CKU Karia-
IIUTET 32 pasyMeBame Mel)yHapOIHHUX OJHOCA Kao TakBHX. 10O 3HAYM 1A je IuI-
JoMaTHja UCTOBPEMEHO MpeIMET U MEePCHEeKTUBA: MpeaMeET, jep je Moryha mweHa
HETIOCPEeIHA aHAJIM3a; IEPCIIEKTHBA, jep MPEKO e MOCTajy pasyMJbHBE IUPE TI0-
JUTHWYKE U APYLITBEHE TpaHcPopmalyje.

VY ToM cMHCITy, TUIIJIOMaTHja je€ TUITUYaH TPUMED CIOKEHE IPYIITBEHE
M0jaBe ca BUIIECTPYKUM HUBOMMA aHanmu3e. OHa je MHCTUTYNH]ja, Tpodecuja,
oOpa3ary moHaiama, KOMyHUKAITHOHU PEKUM U CUMOOIMYKH pecypc. 300r Tora,
UCTpaXKMBambe JUIIOMATH]€ HE MOXK€ OUTH 3aTBOPEHO Y J€AHO] JUCHUIIIUHU.
[ToTpebHM cy HONPUHOCH MOJUTUKOJIOTH]E, COIIMOIOTH]E, UCTOPH]jE, KOMYHUKO-
JIOTH]€e, OPTaHU3AIMOHUX CTYy/AH]a, CTyar]a 0€30€ THOCTH U METOI0JIOTH]e IPYIIIT-
BeHUX Hayka. /lomaha pacnpaBa o HacTajamby CAMOCBECHUX UCTPAKUBAYKUX T10Jba
Y OKBHPY NPUMEHEHHUX APYIITBEHNX HAyKa KOPHUCHA je aHaJIOTHja: HAy9IHH CTaTyC
HE 3aBHCH Off ,,4HCTOTE”’ MPEIMETA, HETO OJf CHCTEMAaTHYHOCTH HETOBOT MTOjMOB-
HOT ¥ MeTozoyonkor yremesbema (Milojevi¢, Milasinovi¢ & Milojkovi¢, 2025a;
Milojevi¢, Milasinovi¢ & Milojkovi¢, 20256; Milojevié, Milasinovi¢ & Gligo-
rijevié, 2025).

MeTtononomku acniekT. EMipujcku Hasta3u mokasyjy Aa je METOIOIOIIKH
npodui IUIUIOMaTHje U Jajbe MPETeKHO KOHIenTyanaH. TakBo cTambe HHUjE CITy-
yajHo. Jlumiomaryja je myro Ousa ucTpakMBaHa MPEKO MEMOAPCKE, UCTOPH]CKE U
HOpMAaTHBHE JINTEPATYPE, I j€ TEOPUJCKO 0aBJbEHE MPEAMETOM OCTAJIO CHAXKHO.
Nnak, caBpemeHn pa3Boj MoJjba Tpaku Behy METOI0MIONIKY IUTypan3aiujy. 3a mpo-
y4aBame JUIIIOMATHje HAPOYUTO CY TOTOIHU MCTOPHjCKU METOJl, aHau3a ap-
XHUBCKe rpale, cTyauje ciydaja u NpolecHo npahemwe, jep AUIIOMaTCKe OUTyKe U
MIPErOBOPH YECTO MMajy CEKBEHITH]aJTHH KapaKkTep U 3aBuce o1 KoHTekcTa (George
& Bennett, 2005; Gerring, 2007).

[lopen Tora, ananuse cajapkaja U AUCKypca U3y3€THO Cy aJIeKBaTHE 3a
HCTPaKMBabE TOBOPA, CAOTIITEHA, IIPETOBAPAUYKUX (POPMH, MEITH]CKOT TIPE/ICTaB-
Jbaha U JTUTHTAIHUX MOopyka auriomarckux aktepa (Krippendorff, 2018). To je
MOCEOHO BAYKHO y UCTPaKUBamy jaBHE U JUTHTAJIHE TUIUIOMATHje, IIe j€ TeKC-
TyaJTHH ¥ BU3YEJIHH TPar JOCTYTIaH, MepJbUB U yropenus. [Iprmvep 3a To Hama3uMo
koz bjona u ‘banr (Bjola 1 Jiang) (2015), xao u y HOBHUjo] foMahoj 1UuTepaTypH o
JUTUTAIHO] AUIIOMATHjU U MONIUTUYKO] KomyHukauuju (Bjelja, 2020; Baltezare-
vi¢, 2021; Jevtovi¢, Mari¢ & Milasinovi¢, 2025).
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Hwu unTepBjy He Tpeba moTieHnTH. Pa3roBopu ca BHCOKOITO3HIIMOHUPAHUM
Y KJbYYHHM aKTepuMa, HAPOYHUTO Kaja Cy 3aCHOBAHH Ha MOJYCTPYKTYPHCAHOM
MIPUCTYILY, OCTajJy jeIHa O HajBPEIHUJUX METO/A 3a MPOyUYaBAKE AUMIIOMATCKUX
MIPaKCH, MPEroBapayKux oOpasala u OpraHu3aIiioHe KyaType, alld 3aXTeBajy Io-
ceOHO NMaKJbUBO MPOJEKTOBAE U €TUUKY 3aITUTY yuecHuka (Mikecz, 2012; Mos-
ley, 2013; Kapiszewski, MacLean, & Read, 2015). ¥ nomahem meTomonomikom
je3rpy BayKH UCTa JIOTHKA: MPOjEKTOBAE HCTPAKMBAHA MOPA TIONH 01T TPEIIU3HOT
neduHuCcama IpoodiieMa, MpeIMeTa, [IMJHeBa, XUIMOTETHYKOT OKBUPA, METO/IA, TEX-
Huka U uHaukaropa (Milasinovi¢c & Milojevi¢, 2016; MiloSevi¢ & Milojevic,
2001). Kana je ped o cinoxeHuM APYLITBEHUM [10jaBama, MOJKeJbHA je KoMOnHalrja
OMIIITHX, TOCEOHUX M TIOJeIMHAYHUX METO/Ia, & HE PYTUHCKO OCIamamke Ha jeIaH
Metozacku obOpazar (Milojevi¢, Milojkovi¢ & Jankovi¢, 2012; Kesi¢, 2013). Cu-
HEPrUYHH, MYATHIUCIUATUIMHAPHU TIPUCTYI OCHOB j€ YCICITHOT TPETHpamha BU-
IITECTPYKO y3POKOBAHHX JPYIITBEHHX 10jaBa 1 Tporieca (Zivaljevié, 2022).

KBaHTUTATUBHY M METLIOBUTH TPUCTYIH Y HCTPAKUBAKY ITUTUIOMATH]E U
JlaJbe Cy Mame 3aCTYIIJbEHH, ajli TO HEe 3HA4YH Ja ¢y HenpuMmepenu. Hamporus, nu-
TUTAJIHA TATITIOMAaTHja 0TBapa MpoCTop 3a aHanu3y (pekBeHIrje oojaBa, oOpa3zara
WHTEpaKINje, MPEKHE TO3UIIMje aKTepa, CEMAaHTHIKUX o0Opa3ara u BpeMEHCKe
nuHaMmuke komyHukanuje. Ty ce, MmelhyTum, jaBjba 1 HOBO METOOIOUIKO MUTAE:
KaKo MoBe3aTH OOMJbe TUTHTAIHUX TOJaTaKka ca TEOPHjCKH CMHCIECHUM I10j-
MOBHMa JUIUIOMAaTHje. be3 TakBOTr MoBe3nBama, UCTPAKHUBAKE JIAKO CKITU3HE Y
TEXHUYKO Opojame 0e3 00jalmerna.

Etnuku acnext. ETnuku poGiem qumioMaTuje jaBjba Ce Ha JiBa HUBOA.
I[pBH je eTnka came TUTIIOMATCKE Tpakce. J[pyTrH je eTHKa HCTpayKMBakba TUTIIOMa-
TUje. Y MpBOj paBHU OTBapa ce cTapu ImpobieM ogHoca u3Mmel)y moBepsbUBOCTH,
JpXKaBHOT MHTEpECca, MaHUITyJallMje, JABHOCTU U UCTUHE. Y JIPyroj paBHU I0jaB-
Jbyjy C€ IMTamka MPUCTYTIA eIUTaMa, 3aIlITUTE U3BOpa, UyBamka MOBEPIJFHUBHX TO/1a-
Taka, OITOBOPHOCTH ITpeMa CaroBOPHHUIIMMA U MOCTIeINIIA 00jaB/bHBamka HaJIa3a.

AHanu3upaHu KOpIyc Mokasyje Jia je eTuuka pediekcuja y caMuM JIuIl-
JIOMaTCKMM CTyAMjaMa jOlll YBEK HEJJOBOJbHO pa3BujeHa. Hajuemrhe ce jaBiba Tek
KaJsia auruTainHa cepa Hamehe HOBa muTama: mpormarax/a, eH3ypa, aIrOpUTaMCKO
yCMepaBame NMaxme, (habpuKoBame 00jaBa, MpeKHa MAaHUITYJIAIN]a WITA PU3UIIH Caj-
6ep-npocropa (Hocking & Melissen, 2015; Barrinha & Renard, 2017; Golubovic,
2023; Jevtovi¢, Mari¢ & MilaSinovi¢, 2025). MehytuMm, uctpaxuBame JUIIIOMaTH]e
Tpaxu mupy etudky cecT. @yuu (Fujii) (2012) ¢ mpaBoM ymo3opasa J1a mpouey-
pajHa €THKA HUje JOBOJbHA YKOJIMKO UCTPAKMBAY HE IIPOMUIILBA OJJHOC ITPeMa ydec-
HUIIUMa, penpe3eHTanuju u oojaspuBamy. Byn (Wood) (2006) mokasyje BaXHOCT
Hayverna ,,He HAHOCHUTH IITETYy ’, HAPOUHUTO Y KOH(IUKTHO OCETIBUBUM OKPYKECHHMA.
Muxken (Mikecz) (2012) u Kanumescku, Maknejn u Pun (Kapiszewski, MacLean
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& Read) (2015) nogaTHo HamiamaBajy /1a €IMTHU UHTEPB]YU U TEPEHCKA UCTPAXKU-
Bakha 3aXTEBA]y MOCEOHY MaXKby KaJa UCIMTAaHUIIM PACIIONAXy OCETJBUBUM UHPOP-
Malyjama Wi Jenyjy y XujepapxujCKu 3aTBOPEHUM CTPYKTypama.

3a IUIUIOMAaTHjy je TO HapouuTO BakHO. CaroBOPHUIIM Cy YECTO aKTEPH ca
(dbopmaHOM MohW, aTi HCTOBPEMEHO M HOCHOITM HHCTHTYIIHOHATTHUX 00aBe3a Taj-
HocTH. IcTpakuBad 3aT0 MOpa MOIITOBATH TPaHHIy m3Mel)y HaydHe pao3HaIOCTH
1 OAITOBOpHE 00pajie MoBEepJpMBOT MaTepujana. KoprucHa aHanoruja mocToju u 'y
JUTEpaTypu O €TUIM jaBHE yIpase: MpodecruoHaaHa yinora He ociobaha aktepa
0]1 jaBHE OZITOBOPHOCTH, Beh je moehana (Vasiljevic, 2016). Y caBpemeHnm yciio-
BHMa, TOME C€ JI0/Iaje U IUTUTATHA €THKA HCTPaKUBama. YIoTpeba aara 3a ayTo-
MaTH30BaHy 00pajy TEKCTa, aHAJIN3y BPEIHOCHO-EMOIIMOHATHE YCMEPEHOCTH
TUTUIOMATCKUX caJip)Kaja U BEIITaYKe MHTEIUTCHIIN]E MOXKEe JTOMPUHETH 00pan
BEJIMKOT KOpITyca TUILIOMAaTcKe rpale, allm HCTOBPEMEHO OTBapa MHUTamka MpH-
CTPacCHOCTHU, TPAHCIIAPEHTHOCTH U penpoAyKTuBHOCTH Hanasza (Milojevi¢, Gligo-
rijevié, Savicevi¢ & Milasinovi¢, 2025).

Orpannyema nctpaxubama. OBO HCTPaXKUBAKE j€ 3AaCHOBAHO HA HAMEH-
CKOM, TEOPHjCKH BOHEHOM y30pKY, T1a FeTOBU KBAHTUTATHBHH HAJIa3H HE Ipe-
TEHAY]y Jia IPeJICTaB/bajy LEIOKYITHY CBETCKY MPOAYKLHN]Y 0 auruiomaruju. OHu
MIPE/ICTaBJbajy aHAJIUTHUKH MPECEK HAJpEIeBAaHTHUJUX U HAjIOCTYNHUJUX ITyO-
JHKAIMja 32 TEMY pazia. YIpaBo 3aTo pe3yiTaTH HUCY ,,[TOCIeAmha ped’”’ O T0JbY,
aJu jecy JI0BOJhbaH €MITUPHJCKHA OCHOB 3a MOYy3/aH 3aKJby4aK O JOMHUHAHTHUM
TEHJICHIINjaMa.

3AK/bYYAK

JlumiomaTHja je JaHac HECYMEbHBO JISTHTHMAH U CIIOKEH TMpeaMeT Ha-
YYHHX UCTpakuBama. theHa HaydHa pelleBaHTHOCT HE MPOM3JIa3u caMo U3 MpaK-
TUYHE BOKHOCTH JIUTUIOMATCKE JICIIATHOCTH, HETO U3 YMEGCHHUIIC J]a OHA TIPEICTaBIba
MOBJIANITNEHO MECTO IMOCMaTpama ofHOca MOhH, KOMYHHUKaIIM]e, PEroBapama, pe-
TIpe3eHTaIrje 1 yIpaBJbamba pa3iiiKaMa y CaBpeMEHOM CBeTy. EMmupujcku Hama3u
W3 OBOT pajia moTBpl)yjy Tpu OCHOBHE Te3€.

[IpBo, caBpemeHa nuTeparypa JUILIOMaTH]y JOMUHAHTHO BUIU KaO KOMY-
HUKaTUBHY, IPAKTHYHY W CBE BHIIIC JJUTUTAIHO TIOCPEIOBaHY JeJIaTHOCT. JIpyro,
Yy HCTPaXKUBAYKOM PETIePTOaApy M Jajbe NpeoBial)yjy KOHICNTyaIHd W KBaJIUTa-
THUBHU TPUCTYIIH, IOK CY KBAHTUTATUBHU ¥ MEIIIOBUTH JW3ajHU MPUCYTHH, aTk U
najbe cekyHmapuu. Tpehe, etnuka numeHn3uja je Hajcmabuje paspahena, mro je
030MJbaH METOJIOJIONIKY U TPO(ECHOHATHN HETOCTATaK.
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3aro Oyayhu pa3Boj IUIJIOMATCKUX CTyAHja 3aXT€Ba TPOCTPYKO jadarbe.
[ToTrpebHa je, Hajnpe, €MMCTEMOJIOIIKA TPELM3HOCT y ofipehuBamy auruiomaruje
Kao MOJHUMAapaIurMaTCcKor MpeMeTa. 3aTuM, MOTpeOHa je METOOJIOIIKA TITypa-
JM3aldja, koja he moBe3aTn NCTOPH)CKY aHAIM3Y, CTYAH]Y ClTydaja, MPOIECHO Mpa-
heme, aHaM3y MUCKypca, HHTEPBjye ca BUCOKOMO3UIIMOHUPAHUM U KJbYUHHM
aKTepuMa W JurhTanHe nojarke. Hajzam, morpeOHa je cHakHMja eTruka nHbpa-
CTPYKTypa HCTpaKUBamba, Koja he 3alTHTUTH 1 HAyYHN WHTETPUTET U YISCHHUKE
ucTpakuBama. Tek Tajga nquruiomarvja Hehe OMTH caMO TeMa HayYHUX pajioBa,
HETO U TIOTITYHO apTUKYJIMCAH MPEIMET HayKe.
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Abstract

The paper explores diplomacy as a distinctive and complex subject of scientific in-
quiry within contemporary social sciences. The analysis is grounded in the premise
that diplomacy can no longer be adequately conceptualized solely as an instrument
of state foreign policy or a set of protocol practices, rather, it constitutes a multi-
dimensional social phenomenon encompassing institutional representation, nego-
tiation processes, symbolic communication, the management of differences,
network-based mediation, and digitally mediated forms of interaction. The study
seeks to identify and critically examine the dominant epistemological frameworks,
methodological orientations, and ethical challenges that characterize contempo-
rary scholarship on diplomacy through a theoretical and empirical investigation
of a selected corpus of academic literature. The central hypothesis posits that cur-
rent research predominantly conceptualizes diplomacy as a communicative and
practice-oriented activity increasingly shaped by digital technologies, while con-
ceptual and qualitative approaches continue to dominate methodological design
and ethical considerations remain comparatively underdeveloped. The research is
based on a secondary quantitative—qualitative analysis of a corpus comprising
twenty-two scholarly publications. The analytical framework combines content
analysis, comparative analysis, classification procedures, and descriptive statistical
techniques. The results demonstrate that 54.5% of the analyzed publications focus
on digital and public diplomacy, that 72.7% predominantly employ conceptual-
theoretical research designs, and that ethical issues are explicitly addressed in only
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22.7% of the corpus, primarily in the context of digital communication practices.
The findings suggest that diplomacy possesses a sufficiently coherent subject
matter, a progressively refined conceptual apparatus, and an expanding repertoire
of methodological approaches to warrant its treatment as a self-reflective and au-
tonomous field of scientific inquiry. Nevertheless, its further disciplinary consoli-
dation requires a more systematic articulation of epistemological foundations,
stronger integration of empirical research strategies, and a more comprehensive
engagement with questions of research ethics.

Keywords: diplomacy, epistemology, methodology, research ethics, digital
diplomacy

INTRODUCTION

Diplomacy constitutes one of the oldest and most dynamic subjects of in-
quiry within the political and social sciences. Within classical approaches, it is
most commonly defined as the art and institution of representation, negotiation,
and the maintenance of relations among political communities, primarily sovereign
states (Berridge, 2015; Jonsson & Hall, 2005). In contemporary scholarship, ho-
wever, diplomacy is increasingly moving beyond its traditional understanding as
a formal procedure of foreign policy. Rather, it is progressively conceptualized as
a distinct social practice concerned with the management of differences, communi-
cation, and mediation among actors who do not share identical normative, political,
or cultural positions (Sharp, 2009; Neumann, 2002; Pouliot & Neumann, 2015).

Such a conceptual shift carries significant implications for scientific in-
quiry. If diplomacy is regarded merely as an auxiliary instrument of foreign policy,
it remains a derivative object of analysis. Conversely, if diplomacy is understood
as a distinct form of social action characterized by its own institutions, norms,
symbols, actors, discourses, and technological environment, it emerges as an au-
tonomous object of scientific knowledge. Under such circumstances, scholarly
attention extends beyond the examination of foreign policy outcomes to encom-
pass patterns of representation, rituals of negotiation, regimes of communication,
discursive constructions of legitimacy, organizational configurations of the dip-
lomatic profession, and, increasingly, the digital traces of diplomatic activity
(Bjola, 2015; Hocking & Melissen, 2015; Adesina, 2017).

Contemporary scholarship further complicates the subject matter by relo-
cating diplomacy from the realm of the classical state-centered framework to an
increasingly networked and platformized environment. The emergence of digital
and public diplomacy, cyber diplomacy, cultural diplomacy, defence diplomacy,
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and even police diplomacy illustrates the ongoing expansion, segmentation, and
functional differentiation of the field (Barrinha & Renard, 2017; Bjelja, 2018;
Kos-Stanisi¢ & Domjanci¢, 2021; Golubovi¢, 2023). Consequently, the central
question is no longer confined to what diplomacy is, but increasingly encompasses
the manner in which diplomacy is subjected to scientific investigation.

This paper seeks to examine diplomacy as a subject of scientific research
through three interrelated dimensions: epistemological, methodological, and eth-
ical. The analysis is guided by three research assumptions. First, contemporary
literature predominantly conceptualizes diplomacy as a communicative and prac-
tice-oriented activity rather than merely a formal-institutional one. Second, con-
ceptual and qualitative approaches continue to occupy a dominant position within
diplomatic studies, whereas quantitative and mixed-method research designs re-
main comparatively less represented. Third, the ethical dimension of diplomacy,
as well as of research on diplomacy, appears to be less systematically developed
than epistemological and methodological discussions.

THEORETICAL-EPISTEMOLOGICAL FRAMEWORK

The epistemological question of diplomacy as a subject of scientific inquiry
primarily concerns the status of its subject of research, the appropriate level of
analysis, and the nature of the knowledge that can be generated about it. Within
the classical tradition, diplomacy is frequently conceptualized as a stable institution
of international society associated with representation, information exchange, and
negotiation (Jonsson & Hall, 2005; Berridge, 2015). Within such a framework, the
object of inquiry is relatively clearly delineated: diplomacy is understood as an in-
stitutionalized form of communication among political communities. Although this
perspective offers a considerable degree of conceptual clarity, it occasionally over-
looks transformations in both diplomatic actors and communicative media.

The second and more recent line of inquiry, particularly under the in-
fluence of the “practice turn,” shifts analytical attention from institutions to prac-
tices. Neumann (2002) argues that a proper understanding of diplomacy requires
the restoration of practice to the centre of analysis, while Pouliot and Cornut
(2015) demonstrate that the study of diplomacy becomes methodologically more
productive when it focuses on what actors actually do rather than exclusively on
the formal norms they are expected to follow. Sending, Pouliot, and Neumann
(2015) further elaborate this perspective by maintaining that world politics is con-
stituted through routinized diplomatic practices. Consequently, the subject of dip-
lomatic inquiry extends beyond the “foreign policy of the state” to encompass a
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broader constellation of socially organized activities, forms of knowledge, rituals,
and patterns of interaction.

The third line of inquiry may be described as communication-oriented and
digital in character. Digital diplomacy, public diplomacy, and cyber diplomacy
introduce mediated communicative spaces, algorithmic visibility, networked au-
diences, and novel channels of influence into the scope of diplomatic research
(Bjola, 2015; Holmes, 2015; Adesina, 2017; Barrinha & Renard, 2017). Within
this context, diplomacy ceases to be understood exclusively as a closed process
conducted among political elites. It increasingly emerges as a public and perfor-
mative practice that can, at least in part, be empirically examined through the
content, interactions, and temporal dynamics of digital communication.

It follows that diplomacy, as a subject of scientific inquiry, possesses at
least four ontological dimensions: institutional, practical, communicative, and
technological. An epistemological challenge arises when any one of these dimen-
sions is treated as exhaustive. An exclusively institutional perspective obscures
procedural and media-related aspects of diplomacy. An exclusively communi-
cative perspective tends to underestimate organizational and normative frame-
works. Similarly, an exclusively digital perspective risks neglecting the historical
depth and professional foundations of diplomatic activity. For this reason, it ap-
pears more appropriate to conceptualize diplomacy as a polyparadigmatic object
of inquiry rather than to confine it within a closed and singular definition.

In this regard, recent domestic contributions addressing the constitution of
hybrid and applied disciplines within the social sciences are also of particular rel-
evance. Discussions concerning the theoretical and methodological foundations un-
derlying the emergence of new or increasingly self-conscious domains of research
suggest that scientific legitimacy is derived not solely from practical relevance but
from the relationship between the object of inquiry, conceptual apparatus, epistemic
objectives, and methodological repertoire (Milojevi¢, MilaSinovi¢ & Milojkovié,
2025a; Milojevi¢, Milasinovi¢ & Gligorijevi¢, 2025). Consequently, diplomacy, as
a subject of scientific inquiry, cannot be regarded as theoretically deficient on ac-
count of its interdisciplinary character; rather, interdisciplinarity itself constitutes
an integral component of its scientific identity.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The study is founded upon a secondary quantitative—qualitative analysis
(meta-analysis) of the relevant scholarly literature. The analytical corpus comprises
a purposively selected and theoretically grounded sample of twenty-two publica-
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tions produced between 2002 and 2025, all of which address diplomacy as their
principal object of inquiry rather than as an ancillary analytical category. The cor-
pus incorporates scholarly monographs, edited volumes, book chapters, original
scientific articles, review studies, and research reports. Inclusion in the sample was
determined on the basis of three criteria: the centrality of diplomacy within the title
or abstract, the theoretical or methodological relevance of the publication to the
research problem, and its regional or international representativeness.

The coding framework was constructed around three variables. The first
variable concerned the dominant thematic orientation of the publication and en-
compassed four categories: general theories of diplomacy, diplomatic practice,
digital/public/cyber diplomacy, and specialised diplomatic domains. The second
variable referred to the prevailing methodological design and included concep-
tual-theoretical studies, policy- and report-oriented analyses, document-based case
studies, comparative case studies, and historical case studies. The third variable
examined the degree of explicit engagement with ethical issues and distinguished
between publications in which ethics was absent or only implicitly addressed,
those focusing on digital and data ethics, and those concerned with professional
and public ethics.

The adopted research strategy is consistent with established methodolog-
ical principles of social science inquiry, which emphasize the necessity of clearly
defining research objects, objectives, hypotheses, analytical categories, and op-
erational indicators (Milasinovi¢ & Milojevi¢, 2016; Milosevi¢ & Milojevid,
2001; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The empirical corpus was subjected to sys-
tematic content analysis, classification procedures, comparative analysis, and de-
scriptive statistical treatment, in accordance with recognised standards for the
coding and interpretation of textual materials (Krippendorff, 2018). The interpre-
tation of the findings was additionally informed by methodological literature on
case-study research and process tracing, given the particular suitability of these
approaches for examining diplomatic episodes, negotiation dynamics, and com-
plex decision-making processes (Gerring, 2007; George & Bennett, 2005).

Beyond the corpus-based examination of the diplomacy literature, the
methodological foundation of this study draws upon broader scholarship address-
ing research design, interdisciplinarity, and research ethics. Particular attention is
devoted to contributions arguing that the analysis of complex social phenomena
necessitates methodological pluralism rather than adherence to methodological
monism (Milojevi¢, Milojkovi¢ & Jankovi¢, 2012; Kesi¢, 2013). Equally signif-
icant are studies emphasizing that digital technologies and artificial intelligence
possess the capacity to enhance research processes while simultaneously gener-
ating new challenges related to validity, the reproduction of cognitive and algo-
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rithmic biases, and the preservation of scientific integrity (Milojevi¢, Gligorijevié,
Savicevi¢ & MilaSinovi¢, 2025).

RESULTS

Table 1. Thematic structure of the analysed corpus

Thematic structure of the corpus Number of papers | Percent
Digital, Public and Cyber Diplomacy 12 54,5%
The Basic Theory of Diplomacy 5 22,7%
The Practice and Relational Approach to Diplomacy 3 13,6%
A Specialised Form of Diplomacy 2 9,1%

Source: Authors

The first finding is clear: in the purposively selected corpus, the dominant
place is occupied by works on digital, public, and cyber diplomacy. This shows
that the focus of contemporary literature has shifted significantly from classical
protocols and bilateral forms to communication platforms, social networks, and
international visibility management. This result is in line with the theses on the
expansion of the diplomatic space towards the digital environment (Bjola, 2015;
Hocking & Melissen, 2015; Adesina, 2017; Bjelja, 2020; Jevtovi¢, Mari¢ &
Milasinovi¢, 2025).

Table 2. Dominant methodological designs within the analysed corpus

Dominant methodological design in the corpus Number of papers | Percent
Conceptual and theoretical works 16 72,7%
Policy /report approach 2 9,1%
Document-based case study 2 9,1%
A comparative case study 1 4,5%
A Historical Case Study 1 4,5%

Source: Authors

The second finding confirms the methodological asymmetry: almost three-
quarters of the analysed papers have a predominantly conceptual-theoretical char-
acter. This means that the field of study of diplomacy continues to rely heavily
on conceptual, interpretive and normative considerations. Empirically oriented
approaches exist, but they are fewer in number and most often appear as case
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studies, historical-documentary analyses, or comparative examinations of digital
strategies (Bjola & Jiang, 2015; Golubovi¢, 2023).

Table 3. Ethical dimension in the analyzed corpus

The Ethical Dimension in the Corpus Number of papers Percent
Ethics absent or implicit 17 77,3%
Digital/Data Ethics 4 18.,2%
Professional/Public Ethics 1 4,5%

Source: Authors

The third finding is perhaps the most significant. The ethical dimension is
implicit in the vast majority of works. Where it is explicit, it primarily concerns
the digital environment: disinformation, propaganda, algorithmic visibility, au-
dience manipulation, and communication security. Only sporadically is diplomacy
normatively considered as a public profession that carries special duties towards
truth, confidentiality, public interest, and accountability.

DISCUSSION

The Epistemological Aspect. The findings of the present analysis indicate
that diplomacy, as a subject of scientific inquiry, can no longer be adequately un-
derstood exclusively through the formal institutions of the diplomatic service. Clas-
sical approaches retain their analytical relevance insofar as they provide the
foundational conceptual framework for examining representation, negotiation,
communication, and the protection of interests (Berridge, 2015; Jonsson & Hall,
2005). Nevertheless, the growing significance of diplomatic practice, the evolving
configuration of actor relationships, and the expanding role of public communica-
tion and media environments have substantially broadened the scope of diplomatic
research. Neumann (2002) and Pouliot and Cornut (2015) convincingly relocate
analytical attention toward practice, while Sharp (2009) demonstrates that diplo-
macy possesses a broader theoretical capacity for interpreting international relations
as a whole. Diplomacy thus occupies a dual epistemological position: it constitutes
both an object of inquiry in its own right and an analytical lens through which
wider political and social transformations may be observed and interpreted.

From this perspective, diplomacy represents a paradigmatic example of a
complex social phenomenon operating across multiple levels of analysis. It simulta-
neously manifests itself as an institution, a profession, a behavioural pattern, a mode
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of communication, and a symbolic resource. Consequently, the study of diplomacy
cannot be meaningfully restricted to the boundaries of a single disciplinary tradition.
Rather, it necessitates the integration of insights derived from political science, so-
ciology, history, communication studies, organisational studies, security studies, and
the methodology of social research. In this regard, domestic debates concerning the
emergence and consolidation of self-conscious fields of inquiry within the applied
social sciences offer a useful analytical parallel. Such discussions suggest that sci-
entific legitimacy is determined not by the “purity” of the object under investigation,
but by the coherence and systematic character of its conceptual and methodological
foundations (Milojevi¢, MilaSinovi¢ & Milojkovi¢, 2025a; Milojevi¢, MilaSinovi¢
& Milojkovi¢, 2025b; Milojevi¢, Milasinovi¢ & Gligorijevic, 2025).

The Methodological Aspect. The empirical findings further indicate that
the methodological profile of diplomatic studies remains predominantly concep-
tual in orientation. This pattern is not coincidental. Diplomacy has traditionally
been examined through memoir literature, historical analyses, and normative
scholarship, resulting in the continued prominence of theoretical approaches
within the field. However, the contemporary evolution of diplomatic studies in-
creasingly necessitates methodological pluralisation. Historical analysis, archival
research, case-study methodology, and process tracing are particularly well suited
to the investigation of diplomatic phenomena, given that diplomatic decisions and
negotiation processes are typically sequential, context-dependent, and embedded
within complex causal environments (George & Bennett, 2005; Gerring, 2007).

Moreover, content analysis and discourse analysis constitute especially valu-
able methodological instruments for examining speeches, official communications,
negotiation practices, media representations, and digitally mediated interactions
among diplomatic actors (Krippendorft, 2018). Their relevance is particularly pro-
nounced within the fields of public and digital diplomacy, where textual and visual
outputs are accessible, measurable, and amenable to systematic comparison. Illus-
trative examples may be found in the work of Bjola and Jiang (2015), as well as in
recent domestic scholarship addressing digital diplomacy and political communi-
cation (Bjelja, 2020; Baltezarevi¢, 2021; Jevtovi¢, Mari¢ & Milasinovi¢, 2025).

The methodological value of interviewing should likewise not be over-
looked. Interviews with elite and key informants, particularly when conducted
through semi-structured formats, remain among the most informative methods for
investigating diplomatic practices, negotiation patterns, and organisational cultures.
At the same time, their application requires particularly rigorous research design
and robust ethical safeguards for participants (Mikecz, 2012; Mosley, 2013; Kapis-
zewski, MacLean, & Read, 2015). The same principle is reflected within the do-
mestic methodological tradition, according to which every research design should
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be grounded in the precise specification of the research problem, object, objectives,
hypothetical framework, methods, techniques, and indicators (MilaSinovi¢ &
Milojevi¢, 2016; MiloSevi¢ & Milojevi¢, 2001). In the study of complex social phe-
nomena, methodological diversity is generally preferable to routine reliance upon a
single methodological template, requiring the combination of general, special, and
individual methods (Milojevi¢, Milojkovi¢ & Jankovi¢, 2012; Kesi¢, 2013). A syn-
ergistic and multidisciplinary research strategy therefore constitutes an essential
precondition for the adequate investigation of socially complex and multiply deter-
mined phenomena and processes (Zivaljevié, 2022).

Quantitative and mixed-method approaches to the study of diplomacy re-
main comparatively less prevalent; however, their limited presence should not be
interpreted as an indication of methodological inadequacy. On the contrary, the
emergence of digital diplomacy has created new opportunities for the systematic
examination of communication frequency, patterns of interaction, actors’ online
positioning, semantic structures, and the temporal dynamics of diplomatic com-
munication. At the same time, this development introduces an important method-
ological challenge: how to establish a meaningful relationship between the
abundance of digital data and theoretically grounded concepts of diplomacy. With-
out such a connection, research may easily be reduced to technical measurement
and descriptive quantification lacking sufficient explanatory depth.

The Ethical Aspect. The ethical dimension of diplomacy manifests itself
at two distinct levels. The first concerns the ethics of diplomatic practice itself,
while the second relates to the ethics of research on diplomacy. At the former
level, the longstanding issue of the relationship among confidentiality, state in-
terests, manipulation, publicity, and truth emerges. At the latter level, ethical con-
cerns arise with regard to access to elite actors, the protection of sources, the
preservation of confidential information, responsibilities toward interlocutors, and
the potential consequences associated with the publication of research findings.

The analysed corpus indicates that ethical reflection within diplomatic
studies remains insufficiently developed. In most instances, ethical considerations
emerge only when the digital sphere generates new challenges, including propa-
ganda, censorship, algorithmic attention, fabrication of publications, network ma-
nipulation, and the risks associated with cyberspace (Hocking & Melissen, 2015;
Barrinha & Renard, 2017; Golubovié, 2023; Jevtovi¢, Mari¢ & Milasinovic,
2025). Nevertheless, the study of diplomacy requires a broader ethical awareness.
Fujii (2012) appropriately cautions that procedural ethics alone are insufficient if
researchers fail to critically reconsider their relationships with participants, rep-
resentation, and publication. Wood (2006) demonstrates the importance of the “do
no harm” principle, particularly in conflict-sensitive environments. Mikecz (2012)
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and Kapiszewski, MacLean, and Read (2015) further emphasize that elite inter-
views and field research require particular attention when respondents handle sen-
sitive information or operate within hierarchically closed structures.

This issue is of particular importance in the context of diplomacy. Inter-
locutors are frequently actors vested with formal authority while simultaneously
bearing institutional obligations of confidentiality. Researchers must therefore re-
spect the boundary between scientific inquiry and the responsible handling of con-
fidential material. A useful analogy may be found in the literature on the ethics of
public administration, according to which the professional role does not diminish
public responsibility but rather increases it (Vasiljevi¢, 2016). In the contemporary
research environment, the question of digital research ethics has also become in-
creasingly relevant. The use of automated text-processing tools, the analysis of
the value-emotional orientation of diplomatic content, and artificial intelligence
may facilitate the examination of extensive corpora of diplomatic material, while
simultaneously raising questions concerning bias, transparency, and the reprodu-
cibility of findings (Milojevi¢, Gligorijevi¢, Savicevi¢ & Milasinovi¢, 2025).

Limitations of the Research. This research is based on a dedicated and
theoretically informed sample; consequently, its quantitative findings do not pur-
port to represent the entirety of global scholarly production on diplomacy. Rather,
they provide an analytical cross-section of the most relevant and accessible pub-
lications addressing the subject of the present study. Accordingly, the findings
should not be regarded as a definitive assessment of the field; nevertheless, they
constitute a sufficient empirical basis for drawing reliable conclusions regarding
its dominant tendencies.

CONCLUSION

Diplomacy undoubtedly constitutes a legitimate and highly complex subject
of scientific inquiry in contemporary scholarship. Its scientific significance derives
not solely from the practical importance of diplomatic activity but also from the fact
that it represents a privileged analytical domain for examining power relations, com-
munication processes, negotiation practices, mechanisms of representation, and the
management of differences in the contemporary international environment. The em-
pirical findings presented in this study provide support for three central propositions.

First, contemporary scholarship predominantly conceptualizes diplomacy
as a communicative, practice-oriented, and increasingly digitally mediated activ-
ity. Second, conceptual and qualitative approaches continue to occupy a dominant
position within the methodological repertoire of diplomatic studies, whereas quan-
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titative and mixed-method designs remain present but comparatively less devel-
oped. Third, the ethical dimension of both diplomacy and diplomatic research re-
mains the least systematically elaborated aspect of the field, constituting a
significant methodological and professional limitation.

The further development of diplomatic studies therefore necessitates pro-
gress along three interrelated dimensions. First, greater epistemological refinement
is required in order to conceptualize diplomacy as a polyparadigmatic subject of
inquiry. Second, the field would benefit from a broader commitment to method-
ological pluralism capable of integrating historical analysis, case-study research,
process tracing, discourse analysis, elite and key-informant interviews, and digital
data analytics within coherent research designs. Third, the establishment of a more
robust ethical framework is essential for safeguarding both scientific integrity and
the rights and interests of research participants. Only through the simultaneous
advancement of these epistemological, methodological, and ethical foundations
can diplomacy evolve from being merely the subject of scientific investigation
into a fully consolidated and self-reflective field of scientific knowledge.
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