
 

    

Teaching  in Higher Education 

 

  
Vol. 16, No. 5, October 2011, 529−540 

 

Transfer of knowledge between university and work 

James Garraway
a
*, Terence Volbrecht

a
, Merrill Wicht

b 
and Bhekumusa Ximba

b
 

 
aFundani Centre for Higher Education, Cape Peninsula University of Technology, Bellville, 
Cape Town, South Africa; bDepartment of Chemistry, Cape Peninsula University of Technology, 
Bellville, Cape Town, South Africa 

(Received 30 September 2010; final version received 5 January   2011) 

 
The paper examines Science intern students’ perceptions of knowledge transfer 
from university to work. Compared with research on learning at work, the field of 
transfer between university and workplaces is less well explored. Students were 
briefed on transfer at their workplaces then asked to submit an account of their 
own experiences of knowledge transfer. The briefing sessions and the accounts 
were then examined for emergent trends that may shed light on the extent to 
which students perceived transfer to be occurring. In short, students may 
recognize some transfer of knowledge and procedures with limited learning or 
they may extend and develop more general learning into specific learning at work, 
often providing original, innovative contributions to work practice. Contributions 
to work were seen as ideal transfer tools or boundary objects. 
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Introduction 

Transfer of learning from university to work may be broadly defined as learning to 

use knowledge which was learnt at the university in a different setting, that of the 

workplace (Eraut 2004, 212; Mestre 2002, 4). Although much has been written about 

newcomers’ learning while in the workplace, less has been written about transfer of 

learning between university and work (Pare  ́ and Le Maistre  2006). 

In professional/vocational courses the ability to transfer knowledge learnt at 

university to work practice is generally seen as a desirable graduate attribute. After 

all, the very reason for being of such courses is their focus on preparing students in 

one way or another for work. In many universities the process of transfer is assumed 

to happen naturally as codified knowledge learnt in the university is selected and 

applied to the new context of work. There is, however, scant acknowledgement in 

university practices that universities and workplaces are different sites of learning 

and that transfer must involve movement of knowledge from one to another quite 

different context, with all the complexities and changes inherent in such movement 

(Eraut 2004; Heggen 2008; Konkola et al. 2007; Le Maistre and Paré  2004; Paré  and 

Le Maistre 2006; Smith et al. 2007; Tuomi-Grö hn and Engeströ m 2003). 

The research reports on an intervention to promote transfer between university and 

work in internships in a science field, Chemistry, and attempts to contribute more  

generally  to  the  transfer  debate.  Information  as  to  whether or  not transfer 
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occurred, and in what form, is derived mainly from students’ structured reflective 

essays done while at work. Student perceptions of transfer were then mapped onto 

current theory, and some of the challenges of understanding and enabling transfer 

outlined. 

Thus, the thrust of this investigation is on how situated learning at work may relate 

to knowledge and practices previously acquired through the university curriculum. 

The question of transfer becomes very pertinent in South African universities where 

educational transformation is a priority. Although transformation remains a contested 

term at least one aspect of it concerns breaking with the limited high skills base of 

the past towards expanding the base to include all South Africans. The resultant 

increase in skilled workers of all races entering the economy would, it is argued, 

benefit the economy and go some way to reversing the inequities and 

underdevelopment characterized by apartheid rule (Cloete and Bunting   2000). 

The aim of the paper is to provide tools for reflection on how learning at work may 

be enhanced and better integrated with learning in the university curriculum. Thus, 

the intended audience is lecturing staff and work supervisors interested in the extent 

to which intellectual resources in workplaces can be better articulated with the 

curriculum. 

 
 

Theory on transfer 

Theories of transfer can be divided into different ‘moments’ which reflect changes in 

thinking about cognition in general. As is described by Tuomi-Grö hn and Engeströ m 

(2003), these include early behaviourist theories, cognitive theories, theories of 

socially situated learning and hybrid theories involving an interplay between both 

cognitive and situated learning theory. More hybrid theories offer the most promise 

for research on transfer as we are dealing with complex learning environments in 

which both knowledge and community play a   part. 

Constructivist theories of transfer involve the interaction between what is already 

known to the individual and the environment, such that new or adjusted knowledge 

forms may arise. Such interactions are stimulated and mediated by other, often more 

expert individuals (Moll 2002). Constructivist theories also accentuate the impor- 

tance of recognizing similarities and differences across situations, as a stimulus for 

further learning. Metacognitive ability is important here in reflecting on what has 

previously been learnt and what the new situation   requires. 

For Schö n (1995, 34), also coming from a constructivist position, what is learnt at 

university, its theories, fact and practices, are important but what is of equal 

importance is that they are learnt as ‘prototypes’ which can be expanded on in new 

contexts  through  ‘reflective  transfer’.  Schö n  furthermore  suggests  that  this  sort  of 

metacognitive reflective ability should form the new epistemology of universities, 

particularly in professional  education. 

Beach (2003) argues that too much focus on the knowledge/skill being transferred 

has obscured the significant role played by new sets of social relations in the new 

context. Through becoming embedded in the culture of the workplace, students learn 

what counts as useful knowledge and performance. They do not learn so much about 

work, for example at university, which they then transfer, but rather learn from being 

in work (Fenwick 2001). There has thus been a shift towards more situated theories 

with transfer occurring through participation in communities of    practice. 
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Wenger (1998, 73) with his colleague Jean Lave coined the term ‘community of 

practice’ (CoP) to represent different workplace communities. Such a community is 

bonded together by having shared meanings, significations and typical ways of doing 

things, in other words there is a shared repertoire of knowledge, and boundaries 

between it and other  communities. 

Knowledge shared by the community may be explicit, often in codified form, or is 

tacit, circulates and is open to change. Learning within the community is situated in 

that it occurs within the contexts and cultures of the workplace and is social in that it 

involves interactions with other members. Learning is simultaneously about 

belonging to the workplace discourse and about synthesising one’s own identity 

within the community (Gherardi and Nicolini 2000; Wenger   1998). 

The development of communities of practice relies not only on the circulation 

and tacit development of knowledge as new problems arise and are dealt with, but 

also in the induction of new members in the zone of peripheral participation (Lave 

and Wenger 1991). It is here that the process of outsiders becoming insiders occurs, 

as they gain access to the formalised structures of the workplace and learn about 

their community. The tensions which arise as outsiders and insiders interact are 

caused by the outsiders attempting to gain legitimacy, and of their potential to 

introduce innovation and change within the CoP. 

Criticisms of entry to CoPs through peripheral participation are that the ‘what’ and 

‘how’ of learning is not spelt out and that personal motivation to learn and  access to 

learning, for example through affordances offered by the workplace, are 

underemphasized but important contributors to learning (Billet 1994; Hatano and 

Greeno 1999). Further criticism of CoP theory has centred around its focus on 

‘process ontology’ (Sawyer 2002); in other words that knowledge arises predomi- 

nantly  through interaction  rather than having  an  independent existence. 

Guile and Young (2003, 68) distinguish between different types of knowledge which 

may occur in different degrees in both workplaces and learning institutions. There is 

firstly tacit and situated knowledge involved in performance in a particular context. 

Tacit knowledge, which may involve visual and sensory perceptions, intuition and so 

forth, is not readily amenable to verbalization (Von Krogh, Ichijo, and Nonanka 

2000, 6) whereas situated knowledge can be verbalized, or even written and codified, 

so that it is transferrable both within a situation (for example, between experts and 

novices) or even across like contexts. Tacit knowledge, if it can be learnt at all, and 

non-codified situated knowledge is typically learnt through participation  in 

communities of practice whereas codified knowledge can be learnt without 

participation. Other forms of codified knowledge may refer to workplace organiza- 

tional knowledge, research-based knowledge (both inside and outside universities) 

and curriculum knowledge which typifies the university  curriculum. 

At universities knowledge is generally in the form of codified curriculum 

knowledge, or subjects, and is acquired through pedagogic interactions. In science 

subjects such interactions tend  to  a  vertical  developmental  structure  in  which  

the acquisition of earlier, less sophisticated concepts and procedures enables the 

acquisition of subsequent more complex forms. On the other hand, knowledge at  

work is mostly situated and, where it is codified, may not necessarily exhibit the 

vertical structure of science subjects. 

Thus, transfer between university and work is not just one of transfer to a new 

context (as is the case, for example, of transfer between workplaces) but of   transfer 
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which involves different knowledge types and modes of acquisition. Situated learning 

theory is thus insufficient on its own as an explanation for transfer (Guile and Young 

2003, 66). 

Eraut (2004, 212) describes an idealized model for transfer as beginning with the 

individual extracting relevant data from the context in which it was originally 

acquired. This is followed by its transformation to suit the needs of the new context 

and its integration with other relevant prior learning. Transformation of knowledge 

would, furthermore, involve some measure of recognition of difference between what 

had been previously learnt and how this would need to be changed or developed to 

match to the new situation. These first steps can be equated to what type of 

knowledge the student brings with them, and with more constructivist theories of 

learning. But this transformation can only successfully occur if the student 

understands the new social situation, which is most likely to come from an 

understanding of how things are typically done at that workplace, which is often 

acquired informally and tacitly. The ability to transfer knowledge would also likely 

be influenced by the students’ disposition to learn more (Eraut 2004, 203; 2010, 3).  

Thus, transfer may involve interaction between communities and an individual’s 

constructed knowledge and dispositions. Eraut’s modeling of transfer represents 

something of a hybrid model between constructivist and situated theories of transfer, 

 as does activity  theory. 

Activity approaches to transfer, like situated theories, focus on boundary between 

different systems of learning at university and work. From this perspective, students 

moving into work internships are moving between two different activity systems. 

Unlike in more situated theories, each activity system can be described by detailed 

analysis of its inner workings (who does what, with what tools and under what 

constraints, for example) and how these focus on the achievement of, usually, 

different objects (Engeströ m 2001). In a broad sense the object of university study 

could be achieving subject knowledge and practical proficiency, and that of work of 

doing things more economically and better (Eraut 2004). However, some objects 

which arise in work practice may be such that they can, if managed properly by both 

work and university practitioners, be shared by both activity systems. They may thus 

constitute boundary objects (Star and Griesemer 1989) in that they serve to bring 

together different knowledge and practices across boundaries and articulate them 

towards  a particular focus. 

Students working with these boundary objects are thus potentially in a 

developmental zone in which what was previously learnt must be now re-constructed 

to meet the needs of the new   community. 

van Oers’ (1998) theorization of transfer (he refers to it as recontextualisation), also 

working within an activity theory framework, involves a focus on the role of context 

and the ways in which it can encourage limited or more expansive transfer. van 

Oers’ work focused on the school mathematics classroom but his ideas can provide 

useful insights about different forms of transfer between university and work activity 

systems. 

Both the university and the workplace are contexts that give meaning and coherence 

to learning. Some elements of work contexts can be perceived by students to be very 

like university contexts; students may perceive themselves to be horizontally 

transferring more or less the same knowledge in largely unchanged  form into a 

different setting. This situation may even be ideal as far as lecturers   and 
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students are concerned; the curriculum is preparing students well and students are 

easily applying what they have learnt. However, opportunities for learning more 

through spotting anomalies between the two activity systems of university and work 

are not necessarily activated. In more individual cognitive paradigms this sort of 

transfer would be referred to as ‘near transfer’ as the prior learning and target 

application are quite close to one another (Barnett and Ceci 2002, 615). 

On the other hand, students may be aware that the workplace situation is quite 

different although not totally unrelated to what was learnt at university. The student 

would need to engage in some sort of reflective process in order to query what is 

happening at work and why it is being done in that way and not another. The student 

would be essentially abstracting or theorizing the workplace situation, what Schö n 

(1995) refers to as ‘reflective transfer’. At this point it would be possible to identify 

what they already know about the work situation from university learning, and to 

identify what this may contribute to work and also what the gap is between work and 

university. Developing the gap would involve further learning in both building on 

university learning and in expanding the work situation in more theoretical ways. 

This can be called vertical transfer (van Oers 1998), to distinguish it from horizontal 

transfer. In cognitive terms such transfer is akin to what is known as ‘far transfer’ 

(Barnett and Ceci 2002, 615). 

In terms of contribution to work activity systems, students often bring new ways of 

doing and fresh perspectives on old practices to workplaces (Le Maistre and Paré  

2004). These contributions can promote rethinking and have the potential for 

promoting change in the work activity system (Konkola et al. 2007; Tuomi-Grö hn 

and Engeströ m 2003). 

In looking at transfer in internships we are conscious of the need for a curriculum 

that ‘looks both ways’ (Barnett, 2006), both back into general university teaching 

and forward into the specificities and complexities of work situations. Activity 

theory, through providing us with tools to examine the purposes and structures of 

activity systems, highlights boundaries and gaps between systems. Rather than 

viewing boundaries as unchangeable, proponents of activity theory understand them 

as potential stimuli for new developments which can both connect and develop the 

interacting  activity  systems  (Engeströ m  2001;  van  Oers,  1998).  We  thus  believe 

activity theory to be a useful means to examine transfer and ‘both ways’ curricula, 

although reference is necessarily made to related theoretical elements drawn from 

both constructivist  and situated theories  of transfer. 

 
 

Context 

Chemistry students are employed in a variety of industries, such as paint and fuel 

companies, beverage and food manufacturers, health product manufacture, water 

treatment, recycling, paper manufacturing, pharmaceutical, industrial chemicals and 

mining companies, amongst others. The subject knowledge and related laboratory 

practice learnt at the university covers many areas of Chemistry as well as the basics 

of Physics and Mathematics. The coverage is necessarily general and associated with 

the main guiding theories in the field; not all the specialities which students may 

encounter during their internships can be accommodated. Similarly, students will not 

have access to all equipment they will be likely to encounter, but the general 

principles of most equipment will be taught. Moving from university to work thus 
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involves a move from more general practices and theories in the curriculum, what Le 

Maistre and Paré  (2004, 50) refer to as ‘principled foundations’, to specific practices. 

As with most professional university knowledge, the assumption is that students will 

be capable of transferring their learning at university to a variety of different 

workplaces, even though transfer research has highlighted that this is a complex 

process. 

Students at the university are required to complete a year at work before they can 

qualify for their 3 years diploma in Chemistry. During their internship students are 

expected to complete several set tasks and record evidence of completion in a 

logbook. This is done under the supervision of the workplace supervisor. In addition, 

in the second half of their work experience, they have to conduct and report on an 

investigation carried out at the workplace. The report is in the form of a written 

assignment submitted to the university lecturers, accompanied by an oral presenta- 

tion. The investigation is typically something the workplace needs to have done, but 

has neither the time nor personnel to do it. The investigation, rather than the whole 

experiential period, provided the raw data for    research into knowledge transfer. 

 
 

Methodology 

As with other studies of student perceptions of learning at work, for example Clegg 

et al. (2004) and Smith et al. (2007), the research was small scale and exploratory, in 

that we wished to track perceptions of transfer from the point of view of students at 

work, and hence identify and comment on some of the challenges involved with 

knowledge transfer. Each students’ experience constituted a case. Case study research 

has been used extensively as a method in higher education (Hammersley and Gomm 

2000). The problem, as Tight (2003, 9186) outlines, is that almost any higher 

education research can ‘in some sense’ be termed case study research. 

The main data collection source was an intervention involving internship students 

in compiling two to three page reflective essays on learning and transfer while 

conducting their work investigations. The investigation formed the focus of the 

research as it provided a more bounded and researchable space (Cresswell 2007) than 

the whole year’s experiences. Although conducted at work the investigative task had 

to meet certain university requirements and thus formed something of a ‘boundary 

object’ between university and work practices. This was particularly so for the 

reflective essay, whose focus was on the alignment of university and work knowledge. 

Eighteen reflective essays in all were evaluated and the main transfer themes 

identified. 

Additional data was collected from one to two hour briefing sessions with work 

supervisors and students in their respective workplaces before they embarked on the 

investigation. The purpose of the briefing was to get the supervisors on board, and to 

brief the students as to what was required from    them. 

The brief for the reflective essays was in three parts, each illustrated with an 

example from actual practice: reflection on what knowledge and skills learnt at 

university was being used in the investigation and whether there were any knowledge 

gaps that needed to be developed; reflection on how the company works in terms of 

how it may/may not help their learning during the investigation; and reflection on 

their contribution to the workplace. The topics for reflection  derive  from  the  

earlier theoretical models proposed that transfer involves interaction    between prior 
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knowledge and context, and that transfer may involve change to  the workplace 

(Eraut 2004; Konkola et al.  2007). 

The data gathered was further selected to represent the main themes and variations 

which emerged in all the cases across the different industries in which the students 

were placed. 

 

 
Discussion of findings 

During the briefings, not all supervisors commented on the reflective and 

contributive part of the investigation. Where they did we found the comments to     

be overwhelmingly supportive of the project, for  example: 

 
I think it [reflective and contributive aspects of the investigation] is a brilliant idea. We 
are talking about the need to empower students to such a degree that we no longer look 
at them as in-service students. Maybe they have this false sense of knowing everything 
when they graduate but the learning curve is still significant. They will need help here as 
they [only] learnt the principle. We are talking about the need to empower the students, 
to give them the skills and to give them responsibility to better   themselves. 

 
An aspect of the supervisors support for reflection on the investigation was also that, 

through focusing on contribution to work, the students were potentially seeing 

themselves as part of the regular workforce, albeit peripherally (Lave and Wenger 

1991). 

Students’ perceptions of how the company works and how this may relate to their 

investigation and their learning at work differed, with half the students indicating  

that support was adequate. Adequacy can be captured in this comment: 

 
One has to report to the lab supervisor and the machine man to account for  any 
problems during analysis especially when results are out of specification, so that they 
can fix any potential problems immediately. The  same  is  true  for doing  a project,  
help from other people is needed and one can ask for help when encountering 
difficulties. 

 
Access to expertise within the company has already been noted as an important 

contributor to transfer (Hatano and Greeno 1999). In at least three reports students 

felt that they were not getting much help from their coworkers or supervisors in  

doing their investigations: 
 

The problems I faced while trying to do the project was gathering information from 
different sources because most people who were supposed to help me were busy so I 
struggled to compile it. 

 
In the following comment help from colleagues was again not readily available, but 

for different reasons: 
 

The work that we do here is routine, I was unhappy because I wanted a program that 
will focus on how to improve our learning and connect different types of work. For 
information about the project we are told to go to the company website but there is 
nothing there. Then there is the technical procedures book but here they only focus on 
how to perform a test, it is not giving the theory. But we are looking for the theory 
behind the test, why it is done here and not there. I have been asking a lot of people, 
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walking up and down, I asked an old guy and he sent me back to someone else. So I said 
I wanted to do some problem solving on the chemicals they use in the test because I have 
done something like this at school. So I find someone tell me but they don’t know why 
they are adding chemicals to this one and not another. Even with the supervisors you 
have a problem. 

 
Despite the student’s strong disposition to learning (Eraut 2010) her attempts to 

extend her university knowledge, and even to contribute to work, are thwarted by the 

apparent lack of knowledge about practice at work. Her comments highlight a major 

difference between workplace and university practices; work is centred around doing/ 

production and university around learning (Eraut 2004). How the staff operate seems 

to be largely tacit and unreflective whereas this particular student is keen to examine 

and intervene more theoretically with these practices; she is attempting to 

recontextualise what she knows to interrogate or perhaps improve work practice, a 

form of vertical transfer (van Oers 1998). In a sense the workplace is losing out on 

‘fresh’ ideas the student may bring (Konkola et al. 2007), or at that particular time is 

not so interested in  change. 

In most cases students were able to comment on their learning at university in 

relation to their work investigation and three trends emerged. Firstly there is the 

perception that what was being done at work was much the same as what was done 

previously at university: 

 
Viscosity was the first test that I was trained in when I came to industry. Since I learnt it 
at school I didn’t panic. I remember at school they used to tell us that we must be extra 
careful because it is expensive instrument so I did as I was told at work. I learnt there 
are other methods but the old way I learnt is still used and trusted so that is perfect so I 
continued using my knowledge. 

 
This trend can be classified as near or horizontal transfer with limited opportunity  

for further learning (Barnett and Ceci 2002, 622). In the second trend students 

recognize a difference and this is typically in terms of extending what has been done 

at university to more specific functions in particular workplaces, or general to 

specific learning (Le Maistre and Paré  2004). In this particular comment the student, 

although recognizing similarity and difference between university and work, 

experiences some difficulty in linking the two types of  knowledge: 

I learnt how to do fractional distillation in organic, and this gave me a background on 
distillation in general. The gap is we use more important equipment and analyser 
products. Comparing the things we did at university and the petroleum industry they are 
totally different because we did general experiments. The knowledge gap is too much 
because we did not do experiments which related to   petroleum. 

 
In the following comment the student also recognizes difference as involving moving 

from general knowledge learnt at university to more specific knowledge and practices 

at work. Furthermore, the student is engaging in more far or vertical transfer in that, 

unlike in the previous examples, she is able to extend and transform codified 

curriculum knowledge to situated learning at work. In social constructivist terms 

difference is acting as a stimulus for further learning (Engeströ m 2001; Moll 2002) as 

she engages in ‘reflective transfer’ (Schö n 1995): 



Teaching  in Higher Education    537 
 

 

My project is about determining the amount of vitamin B2 in health products. I had to 
work out the best proportions of sodium hydroxide and acetic acid that can be used in 
the analysis. At university I learnt about naming and structures of chemical compounds 
and how to prepare solutions. The knowledge from university helped a lot because I  had 
to know the structure of vitamin B2 in order to know how it reacts with the other 
chemicals and to think which one needs to be more. Even though there was not enough 
time and instruments at university, we have been taught how to use most instruments. 

 
A step beyond extending university learning to better perform the work investigation 

is the creation of a new way of approaching a problem, or contribution to work 

knowledge. In the curriculum the student has learnt that some vitamins are light- 

sensitive. She tests the vitamins at work for their light sensitivity, and then adapts the 

work procedure accordingly: 
 

One of the problems encountered in my investigation is that vitamins are very sensitive 
to light therefore even though I had to prepare many samples I could not do them all at 
once and run them on the UV instrument. I had to prepare one sample at a time 
otherwise the absorbance would be very low and give much lower result. I also 
developed [the idea] that if I kept the samples in a dark place at least the vitamins would 
last longer; I cannot keep my samples for more than six    hours. 

 
Here the student is engaging more fully in vertical transfer and is also contributing to 

a new way of performing work (situated learning). In activity theory terms the 

student is both undergoing change as she enters the new activity system (she is 

extending and focusing her prior curriculum learning within the workplace) and at 

the same time changing the activity system by bringing in new practices (Engeströ m 

2001; Konkola et al.  2007). 

Approximately half the students perceived that they were contributing to changing 

work practices. In four of these perceptions the  contribution  was  not about the 

investigation but of a more general nature, for example: 

 
When there is a paper break I leave my work station and help others in pulling away the 
broken paper. This is easy for me as when there is a break there are no samples to 
analyse. Some employees would just sit there. As I started to help I realized that more 
and more people started to help with the break which made things easier and the 
machine restarted quicker. This means I influenced people’s way of thinking like ‘I won’t 
help, I am not paid for that, I will stick to what I am paid for’. 

 
Here there is a perception of changing work practice although it is not necessarily 

tied to some form of knowledge development from the university, except in the more 

general sense of extending the concept of  teamwork. 

 

 
Conclusions 

 
Two factors are crucial for the learning potential of placements: The support from those 
who work with them; and the challenges of the work they are asked or permitted to do 
(Eraut 2010, 8). 

 
The complexities of workplaces may militate against transfer and development of 

students’ knowledge. Supervisors and work colleagues may simply be too busy in  
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ensuring ‘production’ to spend time with students. Or what they know may be tacit 

or, if codified, procedural rather than theoretical and so difficult to relate to students’ 

prior, more theoretical knowledge. Whatever the reasons for less than ideal 

interaction between students and work colleagues, responsibility for knowledge 

transfer cannot be left primarily to the work supervisor. Lecturers need to 

collaborate, to reach back into the workplace to work with students on transfer  

which will necessarily involve work supervisors also, if issues that are important to 

work are to be identified (Konkola et al.   2007). 

In activity theory much importance is attached to the task students are set at work. 

Where the task works well it can act as a boundary object between the different 

activity systems of university and work. Such an object articulates university 

knowledge with work practice. The characteristics of such tasks are,  firstly,  that  

they serve some important purpose in the workplace. Secondly, the task would need 

to have some relationship with university knowledge. The task, as a boundary object, 

would have shared and important meaning for both university and work. Designing 

such tasks would involve at least discussion between work supervisors, lecturers and 

students. 

‘Contribution’ or the idea that the investigative task involves students in contributing 

to the workplace in some way  may  help to promote transfer,  and act  as an ideal 

boundary object. In contributing to work students would first need to grasp how 

things are typically done at work, what is important and what may need changing or 

improving. There is both engagement with and responsibility to work, as well as a 

sense of the student exerting influence over work. Contribution is not just about 

participation in the community through knowing how it works and potentially 

changing it, it is also about knowledge development. By highlighting knowledge gaps 

between the theory learnt at university and the problem to be dealt with at work, the 

task is potentially articulating tacit or codified situated knowledge with codified 

curriculum knowledge, and enabling its development. Through a focus on contribu- 

tion there is an acknowledgement that students can bring fresh ideas to the 

workplace precisely because they are not locked into set procedures or work 

dynamics (Tuomi-Grö hn and Engeströ m 2003). 

  Understanding boundary between work and university knowledge, and    that 

boundary-crossing requires cooperative effort in the design of mutually meaningful 

tasks, are some of the ways in which participants can examine and potentially 

enhance transfer. Reflecting on how such tasks may be developmental and 

contributory, rather than just promoting horizontal learning,  provides  a  further  

tool for enhancing  transfer. 

 
 
 

 


