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Philosophical Foundations within the Technological Mediation of Organizational
Communication: Framing the Discipline’s Research Paradigms and Meta
Theories

Abstract

Technological mediation of organizational communication as a discipline grew
tremendously over the latter part of the 20" century. But accompanying that growth
was the strident debate over various theoretical commitments. Scholars consider
most of the theoretical conflicts are the incommensurability among philosophical
foundations. Therefore, this essay is to frame the discipline’s research paradigms
and meta theories as its philosophical foundation, and to assess the well-known
theories of the discipline based on this philosophical ground. The authors believe
this approach bridges the competitive theories via research paradigms and

metatheoretical perspectives, and provides a common basis for further studies.

Keywords: Organizational Communication, Technological Mediation, Research

Paradigm, Meta Theory
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