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Abstract: The article focuses on the information transfer theory. By analysis of that theory, LIS 
could adapt to a post-Web 2.0 technologies, in such a way that will allow it to meet the chal-
lenges of the XXI century. 

Introduction
In 1982 Landau et al. noted that “information transfer […] is concerned not 

only with the transmission of ideas, but also with the impact of these ideas on the us-
ers” [28, s. 82-83]. As such, information transfer is at the heart of what librarians and 
information scientists do. In fact, as scholars have wrestled with defining the discipline 
of information science, they include information transfer (or information chain) as  
a foundational component of the discipline. However, Robinson [38] noted that basing 
an understanding of the discipline of information science on the information chain, as 
currently defined, is problematic because it (information chain) is no longer relevant 
and is too restrictive. Why then is there a lack of articles about information transfer 
in the current Library and Information Science (LIS) literature? Comparatively few ar-
ticles have been written on this topic since Duff’s [15] 1997 article summarizing eight 
different transfer models in the literature. The few articles that have been written, 
like articles by Reddy [37] and Khosrowjerdi & Alidousti [24], have tended to focus on 
very specific subsets of users and/or information types. Both articles propose informa-
tion transfer models that respond to some of the changes in agricultural and scientific  
communications but both are still steeped in many of the old conceptions of in-
formation, documents, and the transfer process. Is this dearth of articles due to  
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a perception that information transfer is no longer critical or to new vocabulary being 
used? One might argue that work being done on “information exchange” and “social 
network analysis” may be the new information transfer. And, when those articles are 
examined, one finds that they do touch on information transfer but, for the most part, 
they rely on an information transfer model not very different from other, older transfer 
models. One might also see the work on “scholarly communications” as the new infor-
mation transfer. But, like the article entitled “Scientific Information Transfer” by Khos-
rowjerdi & Alidousti [24], these works only deal with the transfer of research-based 
information amongst experts. Even as Robinson [38] wrestled with a new definition of 
information science using a three-level model in which the information chain was level 
one, he relies on a chain that is still defined by the traditional six, distinct components 
of creation, dissemination, organization, indexing, storage and use. 

In this paper, we argued that it is critical to refocus on information transfer the-
ory in order for LIS to adapt to a post-Web 2.0 world in a way that will allow it to meet 
the challenges of the twenty-first century. In Calhoun’s [7] article about the changing 
roles of librarians, she notes two examples of how an organization or industry can put 
itself out of business by not focusing on the right questions in times of change. First she 
notes the term “marketing myopia” which describes a view in business that “focuses 
on the products and services […] rather than the needs those products and services 
[…] address”. Secondly, she mentions the decline of the American railroads that was, 
in part, due to owners who defined their business in terms of railroads rather than in 
terms of transportation [7, s. 181-182]. By reconceptualizing what information transfer 
is, LIS researchers and practitioners will be able to concentrate on the important ques-
tion of how libraries and librarians can best support knowledge creation and manage-
ment, student learning, research, and everyday life.

Robinson [39] shows how tools and practices within LIS are developed and 
shaped from current theory. Therefore it is critical that the theoretical basis of these 
tools and practices accurately reflects the everyday life, paradigms and world-views 
of the current and near future world so that the tools and practices, themselves, will 
be relevant and useful. For example, in applying this to one tool, Davies et al. notes 
how the “incremental and modest improvements to relevance ranking” [12, s. 66] that 
search engine designers are making are insufficient because they are making improve-
ments to a searching paradigm that is outdated. What is needed is a new paradigm 
that supports the information management process that is developing in response to 
the capabilities of new technologies.

We will argue that information transfer theory does not just need to be revised 
but that it is currently in a state of crisis that is leading to a much-needed revolution in 
the theory. Kuhn [27], in his Structure of Scientific Revolutions, provides a framework in 
which to consider this revolution. The steps that Kuhn lays out for scientific revolutions 
are as follows:

existing paradigm;1. 
normal science;2. 
anomalies;3. 
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crisis;4. 
revolution;5. 
new paradigm.6. 

Basically, Kuhn states that scientific research progresses using the existing paradigm 
until too many anomalies, which can not be explained by the existing paradigm, be-
come known. The existence of these anomalies then creates a crisis in which a new 
paradigm must be adopted, thus the revolution. We will show how Web 2.0+ technol-
ogies, new conceptualizations of information and documents, and the socio-cultural 
move to post-structuralism have created enough anomalies within existing informa-
tion transfer models that information transfer, as a field of study, is in crisis and needs 
to be reconstructed “from new fundamentals, a reconstruction that changes some of 
the field’s most elementary theoretical generalizations” [27, s. 85]. In addition, we will 
propose a new information transfer model that solves for the anomalies found in older 
models.

Traditional Model
First, we need to consider what made up the “existing paradigm” stage of in-

formation transfer theory. LIS literature considers this to be the traditional model of in-
formation transfer and it is a model based on Weaver’s 1949 definition of information. 
Weaver states that the idea of “information” is ”an information source which is produc-
ing a message by successively selecting discrete symbols (letters, words, musical notes, 
spots of a certain size, etc.)” [44, s. 102]. Information is seen as “messages [that] are 
organized exchanges (e.g. grammatical sentences) based on selections from an agreed-
upon set of signals (phonemes, words, letters, etc)” [8, s. 46]. In a text introducing the 
library and information professions, Greer, Grover and Fowler [18] present what can be 
called the traditional model of information transfer which is based on the Shannon and 
Weaver model discussed earlier and seen in figure 1 below. This model, in McCreadie’s 
and Rice’s [31] words sees information as a resource or commodity which is passed 
from sender to receiver.

Figure 1. Shannon and Weaver Diagram

Source: SHANNON Claude Elwood, WEAVER Warren. The mathematical theory of communica-
tion. Urbana, 1949, s. 5.
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Other models that fit into this paradigm are the first two models described by Duff (see 
figures 2 & 3.), Urquhart’s 1948 model and Judge’s 1967 model [15; 46; 23]. As Duff 
himself points out when speaking about Urquhart’s model, these traditional models 
are “orderly and hierarchical” [15, s. 180] and have been produced by experts in the 
field, speaking to other researchers. All three models assume a unidirectional flow of 
information from creator to user with intermediaries that collect and distribute the 
information itself or an abstracted version of the information. These models are based 
on the assumptions that “experts” will either know to whom to tranfer the information 
or will provide the information to users who know whom (and maybe even how) to ask. 
It is interesting to note the question marks in the middle of Urquhart’s model. These 
represent bottlenecks in the information chain. Both bottlenecks are system-centered, 
one dealing with the lack of publication of some information and the other dealing 
with the lack of a single, methodical distribution process [46].

Another way to represent the traditional model of information transfer is 
through the six components that Achleitner [1] points out are the standard compo-
nents describing information transfer: creation; dissemination; organization; indexing; 
storage; and, use. The characteristics of the traditional model, as set forth here can be 
thought of as the theory that defines the “existing paradigm” stage in Kuhnian terms.

Figure 2. Duff’s simplification of Urquhart’s Model

Source: URQUHART D. J. The organization of the distribution of scientific and technical infor-
mation. In The Royal Society Scientific Information Conference 21 June-2 July 1948: report and  
papers submitted. London, 1948, s. 526.
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Figure 3. Judge’s Model

Source: JUDGE P. J. User-system interface today: National and international information systems. 
In DEREUCK A., KNIGHT J. (red.). Communication in Science: Documentation and Automation. 
Boston, 1967, s. 44; DUFF A. S. Some post-war models of the information chain. Journal of 

Librarianship and Information Science. 1997, No. 4, s. 180.

Anomalies
 What are the changes in society and technology that are causing anomalies 
which cannot be explained or handled by the current information transfer models? 
These anomalies fall into three categories: sociological movements; definitions of in-
formation and documents; and technology.  

Sociological Movements.
 Because the development of theory in any one discipline is influenced by 
broader socio-cultural movements, it is important at this time to look at two ma-
jor sociological theories which have existed in Western society in the twentieth and 
twenty-first centuries, structuralism and poststructuralism. As we consider the devel-
opment of information transfer models, we will consider how their development fits 
within these broader social theories. Structuralism, as it developed during the mid-
twentieth century, posits that “cultural activity can be approached and analyzed ob-
jectively as a science” [22, s. 665] and that solutions to issues are found by under-
standing the underlying structure of those issues. In fact, structuralists would argue 
that, once the structure is understood, all can be explained within that structure. The 
human, in this picture, is “seen as being impelled, if not determined, by structures”  
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[41, s. 804]. Because of the importance of binary oppositions and the favoring of one over 
the other within these oppositions, structuralism also sees structure in terms of hierarchy  
[3; 32].
 Poststructuralism started with the critiques of structuralism in the mid- to late-
twentieth century and rejects rigid and over-reaching generalizations, absolute mean-
ings, and “monolithic structure” [35]. In its application to literary theory, it decentraliz-
es both an absolute subject and the author in favor of the meaning found by individual 
readers [3].
 Schwartz and Ogilvy [42], in their 1979 discussion of a major change in para-
digms used for “humanity’s image of reality and self”, define two paradigms, the domi-
nant and the emergent. In their definitions, it is easy to see the change from structural-
ism to poststructuralism. The societal qualities that they describe as being part of the 
dominant or emergent paradigms very much describe the movement from structural-
ism to poststructuralism (see figure 4). This change in world view, as viewed through 
the lens of structuralism and poststructuralism or through the Schwartz/Ogilvy lens, 
creates anomalies for the traditional model of information transfer. Rather than as-
suming that a perfect hierarchical structure can be found to transfer information from 
creator to user, a poststructuralist paradigm requires a more complex, socially-influ-
enced, user-centered paradigm.

Figure 4. Adapted from Schwartz & Ogilvy

Dominant Paradigm Emergent Paradigm

From: Toward:

Simple/probabilistic Complex and diverse

Hierarchy Heterarchy

Mechanical Holographic

Determinate Indeterminate

Linearly causal Mutually causal

Assembly Morphogenesis

Objective Perspective

Source: SCHWARTZ Peter, OGILVY James A. The emergent paradigm: changing patterns of 
thought and belief. Menlo Park, CA, 1979, s. 13.

 Certainly influenced by the move from structuralism to poststructuralism is 
the change in how society looks at authority. Nicholson, in an address entitled “The 
Changing Nature of Intellectual Authority”, notes how the rise of the individual and the 
“widespread ‘decline of deference’ to virtually all forms of traditional authority” com-
bined with the overwhelming growth of instant media and information production are 
changing the structures for determining intellectual authority [33, par. 10]. No longer 
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are the cultural hierarchies (peer review, publishing houses, elite consensus building) 
being looked to for their stamp of approval. Instead it is “individuals themselves who 
weigh the various authorities and come to their own conclusion” [33, par. 16]. This is in 
direct contrast to the traditional model that relies on a hierarchy of authority.

Definitions of Information and Documents
 In 1999, McCreadie and Rice reviewed the professional information science and 
communication literature in order to find what conceptualizations of “access to informa-
tion” were present in these disciplines [31]. As part of this effort, the authors found four 
conceptualizations of information (see figure 5). These conceptualizations prove to be 
especially applicable to an investigation of information transfer models because current 
models do not allow for all four conceptualizations of information that are currently present 
in the literature. The traditional information transfer model conceptualizes information as  
a “resource/commodity” or as “representation of knowledge” but it is unable to handle 
the “data in environment” and “part of process” conceptualizations that McCreadie 
and Rice found in the LIS literature [31].

Figure 5. Conceptualizations of Information

Conceptualization Description Assumptions

Resource Commodity A message, a commodity, some-
thing that can be produced, 
purchased, replicated, distributed, 
sold, traded, manipulated, passed 
along, controlled

Assumes sender  receiver; 
assumes receiver makes of 
message what sender intends

Data in environment Objects, artifacts, sounds, smells, 
events, visual and tactile phe-
nomena, activities, phenomena of 
nature

Accounts for unintentional 
communication

Representation 
of knowledge

Documents, books, periodicals, 
some visual and auditory rep-
resentations; abstractions of infor-
mation (e.g. citations)

Assumes printed document 
is primary representation of 
knowledge; assumes primacy 
of scientific technical knowl-
edge

Part of process 
of communication

Part of human behavior in process 
of moving through time/space to 
make sense of world

Assumes meanings are in 
people, not in words; assumes 
human behavior is basis of 
understanding the process

Source: MCCREADIE Maureen, RICE Ronald E. Trends in analyzing access to information. Part I: 
cross-disciplinary conceptualizations of access. Information Processing & Management. 1999,   
No. 1, s. 47.
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 As technology has developed, the definition of what a document is has also 
expanded. The variety of formats of digitally born objects continues to grow and this 
variety is already presenting unique challenges especially in relationship to long-term 
preservation and use. As Owen puts it “The digital library is based on information ob-
jects that could have any type of (often dynamic and distributed) formats” [34, s. 280]. 
These formats may include such items as raw data, software and conversations as well 
as more traditionally-formatted documents. In addition, there have been strong argu-
ments for expanding the definition of “document” to include such things as archaeo-
logical finds, works of art, educational games and more. (For a thorough discussion 
of this, see Buckland [6]). Finally, technological developments have allowed and per-
haps even encouraged the separation of whole documents into discrete parts that may 
never be united into a single entity for the user. Thus, the traditional model’s assump-
tion that the information to be transferred is in a single, discrete unit is no longer an  
assumption that holds.

Technology
 The nature and design of Web 2.0 technologies such as blogs, wikis, social me-
dia sites, and digital libraries, have brought about the largest anomalies in information 
transfer theory. These technological applications are reshaping and transforming our 
perception and understanding of the very nature and form of information, documents, 
and transfer. While there are numerous anomalies that have evolved from the rapid 
evolution of technologies, it is sufficient here to discuss three anomalies that impact 
key components of the traditional information transfer model.
 One of the major anomalies brought on by technology is the disintegration of 
clear lines between the roles and functions that are so clearly delineated in the tradi-
tional model [34]. No longer are authors only authors, aggregators only aggregators 
and users only users. Web 2.0+ technologies allow for the co-creation of information 
where co-creators may be both expert and novice, both creator and user. Institutional 
repositories and personal servers allow for creators to also be disseminators and the 
emphasis on making information available on the Web allows for disintermediation 
where users and creators can directly interact without any intermediaries. Combine 
this with the cultural shift towards distrust of hierarchies and a decline in deference to 
authority [33] and one is in the position where the end user is weighing the evidence 
directly and drawing his or her own conclusions about the authority of information, 
without the help of intermediaries.
 Another anomaly brought on by technology and related to the blurring of lines 
between functions and roles is the lack of unified organization and indexing authorities. 
Each application or site can organize and index content for their own needs and their 
own users with little or no uniformity even when organizing and indexing the same 
information. In addition, new technologies allow for users to participate in indexing 
through user-generated tags [12] and the semantic web and catalog implementation of 
FRBR (Functional Requirements for Bibliographic Records) are adding new dimensions 
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to indexing that rely more on the relationships between items indexed and the size of 
the known electronic “footprint” of that information.
 Other applications cause anomalies with the traditional transfer model. It is 
now possible for the details of how information is accessed and used to be collected in 
ways that are not only influencing decisions about the best way to make information 
available but also determining whether or not that information will be made avail-
able at all in the future [2]. The traditional end of the transfer process is now actually 
influencing the entire transfer process in a way unimaginable through the traditional 
model.

Normal Science
Just as Kuhn’s model suggests, information professionals have tried to adapt 

information transfer models during what he would call the “normal science” stage. 
These adaptations have been in response to some of the anomalies discussed here but 
they have been unsuccessful, thus far, in answering all of the anomalies. To illustrate 
how the new information transfer models have been adapted to answer some of the 
anomalies not covered by the traditional model, we will briefly look at three examples: 
four D’s model, diffusion, and social network analysis and information exchange.

Four D’s
As mentioned before, Reddy [37] developed a model of information transfer 

for agricultural information. His model developed out of an interest in seeing how the 
proliferation of digital information sources and the technologies behind them had im-
pacted agricultural information transfer. Reddy’s “Four D’s” model does acknowledge 
the two-way flow of information and that scientists are both authors and end-users. 
However his model emphasizes that technology’s major impact on transfer is one of 
making the traditional transfer faster and easier, not causing the entire transfer process 
to be reconceptualized. His model also still emphasizes the roles of intermediaries both 
in distribution and quality control. Finally, the model does recognize the two-way flow 
of information but does not allow for the co-creation of information.

Diffusion
Perhaps the most well-developed transfer theory is that of diffusion, first de-

veloped by Rogers in 1962. In his own words, diffusion “is the process in which an in-
novation is communicated through certain channels over time among the members of  
a social system” [40, s. 5]. As the theory has been developed since Rogers first proposed 
it, one can see researchers working within the theory to further define and refine it. 
One of the first refinements was to expand the theory to cover the transfer of informa-
tion to and throughout practitioner groups rather than the transference of information 
solely within research and scholarly communities. A very early example of this can be 
seen in Hoffer’s [21] paper on applying the diffusion model to practitioners in the social 
welfare field. More recent work takes this further by applying diffusion theory to the 
flow of everyday life information amongst the socio-economic poor [9]. Both examples 
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illustrate a broadening of the definitions of what content and what structures can be 
included in information transfer models.

At the same time as these more structuralist approaches within diffusion theo-
ry were being developed, the theory was also evolving to include other conceptualiza-
tions of information and poststructuralist thought. In 1982 Landau et al. were looking 
for an information transfer model that went beyond what they described as one that 
is only concerned with “the delivery of an information package” [28, s. 82]. They de-
cided to use the diffusion model because it acknowledged that the information pack-
age should be related to the user’s information need.

Three additional themes in diffusion research, willingness to innovate, champi-
ons, and contagion/emulation, are all examples of how diffusion research has further 
expanded and refined information transfer models and has incorporated the other two 
McCreadie and Rice conceptualizations of information into the theory. Definitions of 
information as “data in the environment” or “unintentional communication” and as  
“a process of communication” can all be found in these three themes.

Willingness to Innovate
A 1996 literature review on innovation and organizations points out that the 

literature in this area falls into two distinct groups, research that found context very in-
fluential and research that found community and the traits of the individuals involved 
very influential [14]. Chaves’ [10] work on the diffusion of the ordination of women 
also examined factors that influence the adoption of innovation. He found that political 
and institutional pressures, cultural norms within the denomination, network connec-
tions, and the characteristics of the internal organization all impact the willingness to 
innovate.

Champions
The definition and role of champions within DIM has been acknowledged by 

Rogers [40] himself. He points out that champions are often those “particularly adept 
at handling people, an individual skillful in persuasion and negotiation” [40, s. 415]. 
Further research shows that champions are frequently those in middle management 
who have strong communication skills and who understand the individual aspirations 
of those within the organization, thus acknowledging the importance of the individual 
and of the social context within the transfer process [17].

Contagion/Emulation
Contagion, defined as diffusion without the initiator or receiver being aware 

of the spread, and emulation, defined as diffusion with only the receiver being aware 
[13] not only acknowledges the social context as being very influential in DIM but also 
shows the impact of unintended communication, two of the McCreadie and Rice con-
ceptualizations.
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Social Network Analysis and Information Exchange
 In Dearing’s 2006 comments on diffusion, the contribution of social network 
analysis on diffusion studies can be seen. He comments that we learn of innovations 
through impersonal means “but only decide to adopt an innovation for ourselves later, 
after asking the opinion or observing the behavior of someone whom we know, trust, 
or consider to be expert” [13, s. 175]. One of the methods applied to studying informa-
tion transfer beginning in the 1990’s is Social Network Analysis (SNA) which is a method 
developed to study the exchange of items, ideas or resources among either individuals 
or groups/organizations (see [43]). Haythornthwaite [19] is an early proponent in the 
library science literature of using Social Network Analysis (SNA) to study information 
exchange although this idea of social networks and information transfer can be traced 
at least as far back as Cronin’s [11] 1982 work on invisible colleges.
 On first look, applying SNA to information transfer may not seem like  
a step forward. This method assumes an underlying structure and assumes that an un-
derstanding of this structure can provide useful information to the solution of transfer 
problems. However, there are important differences. First is the understanding that 
one type of content being passed between members of a network could be “collabora-
tive writing” [19, s. 326] which implies more than a sender-receiver relationship. And, 
second, is the understanding that social network structures are not universal but indi-
vidualistic. Haythornthwaite [19] points out that differences may arise from a variety 
of sources such as nationality or gender and Hersberger [20] notes that earlier SNA 
studies do not consider the overall environment or details about the population being 
studied and, therefore, are of limited use.
 Articles on using SNA to study information transfer tend to use the phrase “in-
formation exchange” and, in fact, many articles written in the early twenty-first century 
use an information exchange model to describe information transfer. However, when 
considering definitions of information like McCreadie’s and Rice’s, one can quickly see 
why the information exchange model differs little from diffusion. Remember that their 
definitions of information include the importance of socially-constructed information. 
When scanning the exchange literature, one does see an emphasis on information, as 
a resource/commodity, flowing in more than one direction, thereby overcoming the 
more traditional, hierarchical model (e.g. [20; 36]). However, there is very little, if any, 
mention made of how both the sender and receiver may interact with the message to 
construct something new. The closest that the exchange literature gets is the afore-
mentioned “collaborative writing” by Hersberger [20] and the brief mention by Kramer 
& Cole of how “interactive positive relationship building” [25, s. 56] impacts the trans-
fer of knowledge in the workplace.

Kuhn and the Current State of Information Transfer
 At this moment in time, information transfer theory may best be described 
as being in Kuhn’s stage four, that of crisis. In examining the development of informa-
tion transfer theory, it has been shown that researchers are recognizing the anomalies 
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and problems of current models. Organizational theorists have recognized the inability 
for a unifying structure to predict whether, when or how an organization will adopt  
a particular innovation; information scientists have noted how SNA studies frequently 
leave out social, cultural and individual details which limit the understanding of the 
full transfer picture; and, the medical field has documented the problems inherent 
in an exchange model which does not fully realize two-way dialogue and information 
construction and which privileges expert one-way flow over lay and interactive infor-
mation flow (e.g. [29]).
 Perhaps the most important anomaly that is bringing information transfer the-
ory to a crisis is the growing importance of the “data in environment” and the “process 
of communication” conceptualizations of information and the rise of a new concep-
tualization of information. With the rise of Web 2.0 technologies, the 24-hour news 
cycle, and the, some would say, over abundance of data, not only does information 
transfer theory need to incorporate all four of McCreadie’s and Rice’s conceptualiza-
tions of information but it also needs to incorporate a new conceptualization, that of 
“collective intelligence”. Bothos, et al. [5] takes Malone’s and Klein’s [30, s. 15-16] defi-
nition of collective intelligence, “the synergistic and cumulative channeling of the vast 
human and technical resources now available over the internet”, and adds “to enable 
emergent knowledge” [5, s. 27] to make up their definition of collective intelligence. 
As such, this is a fifth conceptualization of information, one not found within the four 
set forth by McCreadie and Rice. The growing importance of this conceptualization of 
information can be seen in discussions of information transfer and exchange in such 
widely disparate areas as how airlines and consumers can benefit from information 
distributed via passenger tweets [45], how to create systems to support collective 
intelligence in virtual stock markets [5], and how to evaluate e-government portals 
[16].
 Other research has also hinted at the need for a new conceptualization of in-
formation. As far back as 1996, Berman [4], in his study of internet-based social work 
discussion groups and information transfer, noted that one use of discussion groups 
was for a small group of individuals to construct new knowledge among themselves. 
More recently, Kuhlen [26] has noted the more collaborative nature of information 
transfer and exchange as he posited a changing paradigm in knowledge manage-
ment. He notes that “information is not just the result of a particular distribution or 
retrieval process […] but is also the result of communication processes” [26, s. 2]. 
He goes on to note that knowledge and information is not static and discrete but is  
a “continual process of exchange and communication” [26, s. 3] Van Dijck [47], in his 
thought-provoking article “After the Two Cultures”, would agree with Kuhlen’s assess-
ment. In his survey of more recent developments in journalism, medicine, and science, 
Van Dijck suggests new roles for traditional players in the information transfer model.  
He calls the media “actors” in the construction and dissemination of information and 
calls patients “coconstructors” of knowledge.
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New Model
 If information transfer theory is at the point of crisis, what will the revolution 
look like? A new information transfer model, to be a comprehensive theory, must be 
able to accommodate all four conceptualizations of information as described by Mc-
Creadie and Rice and a fifth conceptualization of information as “collective intelligence”. 
It must also recognize that individual and socio-cultural concepts play a role in what, 
how, where, and when transfer takes place. In addition, this model must recognize that 
transfer may be a one or two way street, needs to include active two-way participation 
in the creation of information and that the value or authority of the information is not 
necessarily determined by the status of the sender.
 Can a single model be that comprehensive? A poststructuralist would say no 
and this author would agree. In order for the theory of information transfer to be appli-
cable today it must throw out the idea of a single linear model that emphasizes struc-
tures of distribution and develop a template approach. This template would recognize 
all of the important roles within a transfer process but, being a template instead of  
a model, it would recognize that specifics within the template change based on the 
situation. A new template could look like figure 8. Important to note in this template 
is that the expert and the lay user are on equal footing, that the information included 
in this model could be any or all of the five conceptualizations of information, and 
that the distribution structures have been de-emphasized. This template is not seen as  
a monolithic structure to describe all transfer processes but, rather, a template rep-
resenting important “player types” in the transfer process which then are defined 
based on a specific situation. For example, this template may be transformed into fig-
ure 9 when looking at the transfer process surrounding a cancer patient’s information  
journey.

Figure 8. Information Transfer Template

Source: self-elaboration.
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Figure 9. Information Transfer Template - Cancer Patient

Source: self-elaboration.

Conclusion 
 The Kuhnian model of scientific revolutions, while developed to apply only to 
scientific progress, is applicable to the development of information transfer theory. 
While the traditional paradigm of information transfer was the “existing paradigm”, it 
has undergone refinements during what Kuhn would call the “normal science” stage. 
However, in a poststructuralist world, with the development of radically new technolo-
gies, major anomalies have been discovered which is forcing a crisis in information 
transfer theory, a crisis that only a revolution can solve.
 Theory and models are important to the practice of library and information sci-
ence. In order to develop tools and services that are relevant and useful in a world that 
has been turned upside down by rapidly changing technologies and new world views, 
it is essential for LIS professionals to lead this revolution. Recent models have further 
developed the traditional transfer model but have not been able to incorporate the 
anomalies that currently exist. By not incorporating these anomalies into an expanded 
and more flexible model of information transfer, the profession could be risking the 
same decline that the railroads experienced when they defined their business only in 
terms of railroads rather than transportation.
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