
Teaching and Learning in Medicine
An International Journal

ISSN: (Print) (Online) Journal homepage: www.tandfonline.com/journals/htlm20

Do We Need to Close the Door on Threshold Concepts?

Megan E. L. Brown, Paul Whybrow & Gabrielle M. Finn

To cite this article: Megan E. L. Brown, Paul Whybrow & Gabrielle M. Finn (2022) Do We Need
to Close the Door on Threshold Concepts?, Teaching and Learning in Medicine, 34:3, 301-312,
DOI: 10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598

To link to this article:  https://doi.org/10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598

© 2021 The Author(s). Published with
license by Taylor & Francis Group, LLC.

Published online: 26 Mar 2021.

Submit your article to this journal 

Article views: 4503

View related articles 

View Crossmark data

Citing articles: 6 View citing articles 

Full Terms & Conditions of access and use can be found at
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=htlm20

https://www.tandfonline.com/journals/htlm20?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/showCitFormats?doi=10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598
https://doi.org/10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=htlm20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/authorSubmission?journalCode=htlm20&show=instructions&src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/mlt/10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598?src=pdf
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598&domain=pdf&date_stamp=26%20Mar%202021
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598&domain=pdf&date_stamp=26%20Mar%202021
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/citedby/10.1080/10401334.2021.1897598?src=pdf
https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=htlm20


Teaching and Learning in Medicine
2022, VOL. 34, nO. 3, 301–312

Do We Need to Close the Door on Threshold Concepts?

Megan E. L. Browna , Paul Whybrowb, and Gabrielle M. Finna,c 
ahealth Professions education Unit, hull York Medical School, University of York, York, UK; bacademy for Primary care, hull York 
Medical School, University of hull, hull, UK; cdivision of Medical education, School of Medical Sciences, Faculty of Biology, Medicine 
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ABSTRACT
Issue:  Threshold Concepts are increasingly used and researched within health professions 
education. First proposed by Meyer and Land in 2003, they can be defined as ways of 
knowing central to the mastery of a subject. They are framed as profoundly transformative, 
impacting the identity of those who encounter them through irreversible shifts in an 
individual’s outlook. Although Threshold Concepts have been identified in a multitude of 
educational settings across the continuum of health professions education, there has been 
little critique of Threshold Concepts as a theory of health professions education. Within 
adjacent fields critical discourse is also underdeveloped, perhaps given the educational 
resonance of the theory, or the way in which the theory encourages subject specialists to 
discuss their area of interest in depth. This commentary critically examines how Threshold 
Concepts have been used and researched within health professions education, applying 
critiques from other educational fields, to assist scholars in thinking critically regarding their 
application. Evidence: Three significant critiques are outlined: 1) ‘The floating signifier problem’; 
2) ‘The body of knowledge problem’; and 3) ‘The professional identity problem.’ Critique 1, the 
floating signifier problem, outlines how Threshold Concept theory lacks articulation and has 
been inconsistently operationalized. Critique 2, the body of knowledge problem, outlines 
the issues associated with attempting to identify a singular body of knowledge, particularly 
in regard to the reinforcement of entrenched power dynamics. Critique 3, the professional 
identity problem, argues that the way in which Threshold Concepts conceptualize identity 
formation is problematic, inadequately grounded in wider academic debate, and at odds 
with increasingly constructionist conceptualizations of identity within health professions 
education. Implications: These critiques have implications for both educators and researchers. 
Educators using Threshold Concepts theory must think carefully about the tacit messages 
their use communicates, consider how the use of Threshold Concepts could reinforce 
entrenched power dynamics, and reflect on how their use may make material less accessible 
to some learners. Further, given that Threshold Concept theory lacks articulation, using the 
theory to structure curricula or educational sessions is problematic. Threshold Concepts are 
not synonymous with course learning outcomes and so, While considering Threshold Concepts 
may enable pedagogical discussion, the theory cannot help educators decide which concepts 
it applies to; this requires careful planning which extends beyond the bounds of this theory. 
For researchers, there are issues too with power and inconsistent theoretical operationalization, 
but also with the way in which Threshold Concepts theory conceptualizes identity formation, 
which cast doubt on its use as a theory of identity development. On balance, we believe 
Threshold Concept theory suffers a number of fundamental flaws that necessitate a shift 
from the positioning of Threshold Concepts as a theory, toward the use of Threshold Concepts 
as a less prescriptive reflective prompt to stimulate pedagogical discussion.

What are threshold concepts?
Threshold Concepts (TCs) were first proposed by 
Meyer and Land in 2003,1 and their popularity has 
grown steadily since. Referred to as “jewels of the 
curriculum,” a framing proposed by the seminal 
authors2(p.195) to highlight their educational relevance,3 

the Open University highlighted TCs as one of 10 
new pedagogies with the potential to provoke major 
shift within UK higher education in 2014.4 Publications 
regarding TCs have grown, and continued use is evi-
dent in both Science, Technology, Engineering, and 
Mathematics (STEM) disciplines3 and the humanities.5 
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TCs are also gaining popularity within health profes-
sions education6 with one of TC’s seminal authors, 
Professor Ray Land, delivering a keynote at the 
‘Association for Medical Education’ (AMEE)’s confer-
ence in 2019,7 and health education publications 
increasingly evident within University College London’s 
extensive online TC bibliography.8 As well as repre-
senting a research topic of interest within health pro-
fessions education, TCs are increasingly operationalized 
within health professions education curricula, where 
they have been used to structure and plan educational 
content.9 Given their rising popularity and use, an 
examination and critique of how TCs are used and 
researched within health professions education is pru-
dent to assist researchers and educators to think crit-
ically regarding their application.

TCs are described as ways of knowing central to 
the mastery of a subject10 that, once understood, 
change an individual’s way of thinking about a topic.1 
They are proposed by Land as profoundly transfor-
mative; during acquisition of concept understanding, 
individuals enter an uncertain “liminal space” 
between encountering a new concept and compre-
hending it, where transformative, personal change 
occurs.11 As individuals cross this threshold, they 
must envision and accept an alternative version of 
themselves that incorporates the new, originally 
“troublesome,” knowledge they have encountered 
within any given TC. 1,11,12

Liminality is a concept applied by Land to TCs, but 
first proposed by van Gennep in 1960, and developed 
by Turner during the following decade.13–15 When used 
by its originators, liminality describes the subjective 
state of being “between two different existential posi-
tions.”13 This is the state that any proposed TC must 
claim to bring individuals to. To be liminal involves 
work on one’s identity, as this very experience throws 
an individual’s “sense of self or place” within their 
social environment into disarray.16(p.31-32) When indi-
viduals are confronted with a TC’s “troublesome knowl-
edge” that challenges their view of the world, they cross 
a threshold into a portal of liminality.17 It is within 
this liminal space that integration and discarding of 
knowledge occurs, ultimately leading to “epistemolog-
ical” and “ontological shifts”17(p.11)—shifts in how indi-
viduals conceptualize the nature of knowledge or the 
nature of reality.18 Epistemological and ontological shifts 
represent changes in how individuals view the world 
around them; within health professions education, pro-
fessional identity development can be conceptualized 
as the internalization of the profession’s values as “hab-
its of mind and heart,”19(p.701) causing individuals to 
“think, act and feel” like physicians20(p.718)—i.e., the lens 

through which they view the world has shifted. 
Subsequently, learners move into a post-liminal phase 
characterized by irreversible transformation and cumu-
lating in an ontological shift.17

For something to be considered a TC, Meyer and 
Land outline criteria it should meet. TCs are described 
as bounded, discursive, integrative, irreversible, recon-
stitutive, transformative, troublesome, and liminal. A 
description of each of these domains, using quotes from 
Meyer and Land’s various works on TCs,1,2,11,17,21–23 are 
outlined in Table 1.

Threshold concepts in health professions 
education

TCs have been identified in a multitude of health 
professions educational settings including among med-
ical students,6,24–26 nursing students,27–30 physiotherapy 
students,31 and within dental education.9,32 At a post-
graduate level, TCs have been identified among doc-
tors,33–37 nurses,29,30 pharmacists,38 and occupational 
therapists.39–41 Within these contexts, TCs have been 
referenced as knowledge one must acquire,40,42 
skills,43,44 or as part of professional identity develop-
ment.45,46 Specific TCs identified include, but are not 
limited to, “uncertainty within medicine,”22,45,46 “car-
ing,”47 “documentation as essential practice,”34 “profes-
sional touch,”48 “one concept [polarity] of 
electroencephalography,”44 and “recovery.”29,30 Some 
studies identify TCs in regard to their “transformative” 
and/or “troublesome” nature37,49–51 or other character-
istics,34,44,52 but few have screened for all proposed 
components.53 Meyer and Land themselves, when ana-
lyzing surgical education, only identified TCs on the 
basis of whether or not they were transformative,22 
paying only “passing reference” to liminality and 
troublesome-ness.54(p.8) Papers that do screen for all 
TC criteria often openly admit the concepts they iden-
tify do not qualify in every domain.24,46 Therefore, 
although TCs have been applied to numerous educa-
tional fields, little attention has been paid to consistent 
application of the characteristics identified by Meyer 
and Land.

Although variously operationalized, TCs are fre-
quently framed as concepts affecting identity in 
some way.6,13,24 In fact, Randall et  al. claim that TCs 
are essential in acquiring the professional identity 
of a doctor.55 Given the importance of professional 
identity formation within healthcare students,56 
research has also focused on interventions to improve 
TC acquisition. For example, Levett-Jones et  al. dis-
cuss the use of digital patient stories57 and Hyde 
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et  al comment on the value of reflective practice 
for TC acquisition.52 Khatri et  al suggest that 
“explicit diagnostic reasoning” helps students acquire 
the “diagnosis in psychiatry” TC.26 TCs have also 
been operationalized within curricula planning. 
Within dental education, Kobus mapped TCs within 
one dental curriculum as a possible model to inform 
curriculum design,9 while Kinchin et  al. recommend 
structuring curricula around TCs.32 Few studies have 
appraised TC use within curricula; Barradell and 
Peseta’s 2016 review of TC use within health sciences 
identified only one study that appraised TC’s use in 
any way54: Rodger et  al.’s largely positive evaluation 
of  TCs within one occupational  therapy 
curriculum.41

A concept, theory, framework, or something else?

It is important to consider whether TCs represent an 
educational concept, an educational theory, or a frame-
work. Definitions of ‘concept,’ ‘theory,’ ‘educational 
framework,’ and ‘research framework’ are provided in 
Table 2. Meyer and Land do not clearly indicate 
whether TCs represent an educational concept, theory, 
or framework,28,61 though Land has latterly described 
TCs as theory,62 as a framework,21,63 and recom-
mended a shift away from discussions regarding the 
term ‘concept’ toward ‘learning thresholds’ as a prac-
tice.64 Although Schwartzman questioned the theoret-
ical foundation of TCs over ten years ago,59 there has 
been little progress in this regard; Salwén posits that 
“it is noteworthy that leading advocators…have not 
addressed…definitional problems.”65(p.8) The multitude 
of ways in which authors have referred to TCs—as a 
concept, theory, framework, etc.—demonstrates ongo-
ing confusion regarding appropriate use. The term 
“framework” has sprung forth from the critique of 
TCs as a concept,65,66 and as a theory,42,65,67 yet there 
are also issues with TC’s fit with the term “frame-
work.” There seems to be no one way of positioning 
TCs that is wholly unproblematic. An overview of the 
main issues with positioning TCs as a concept, theory, 
educational or research framework is given in Table 2.

In practice, and as Barradell notes,67 TCs have 
been treated most frequently as a theory, even if 
assigned another term. Land’s most recent definition 
of TCs as “ways of doing” that may also be referred 
to as “learning thresholds” seems to position TCs as 
a theory which explains how learning and identity 
development occur through participation.64 Given the 
ongoing debate regarding their status as a concept, 
theory, framework, or something else, this work will 
critique TCs on the basis of the way in which they 
have been most commonly employed. In our review, 
we found that TCs are most frequently used as a tool 
for describing or developing health curricula. This 
operationalization of TCs (which is sometimes used 
to generate specific educational frameworks, and 
sometimes not) stems from their framing as a 
middle-range theory (see Table 2) that makes explan-
atory claims about the relationship between education 
and identity change, an attractive outcome for those 
involved in curriculum planning to target. Davis and 
Green’s 2020 study which explored the relevance of 
TCs in addressing the academic and personal needs 
of students within Widening Participation (WP) uni-
versity programs highlights the use of TCs in this 
way.68 Davis and Green seemed interested in TCs as 
a theory that may encourage the personal or identity 

Table 1. Summary of the characteristics of a threshold con-
cept. adapted from reeping, 2019.3

Quality description

Bounded ‘Possibly often [though not necessarily always] 
bounded in that any conceptual space will have 
terminal frontiers.’ 
i.e., May only have a specific purpose in a 
discipline.

Discursive ‘We would argue further that as students acquire 
Threshold Concepts, and extend their use of 
langue in relation to these concepts, there also 
occurs a shift in the learner’s subjectivity…’ 
i.e., can involve an extended or enhanced use of 
language.

Integrative ‘They may be… integrative [exposing the 
previously hidden interrelatedness of 
something].’ 
i.e., May bring together several disparate 
concepts, perhaps in an unexpected way.

Irreversible ‘Probably irreversible’. 
‘Unlikely to be forgotten, or only unlearned 
through considerable effort’. 
i.e., a student’s new way of thinking, or new 
perspective, is unlikely to revert to its prior state.

Reconstitutive ‘… the engagement by the learner with an 
unfamiliar knowledge terrain and the ensuing 
reconceptualization may involve a 
reconstitution of, or shift within, the learner’s 
subjectivity, and perhaps identity’. 
i.e., May cause a shift in the student’s 
subjectivity

Transformative ‘They may be transformative [occasioning a 
significant shift in the perception of a subject].’ 
i.e., Potential changes to how a student sees/
thinks about a discipline

Troublesome ‘Potentially, and possibly inherently, troublesome’. 
‘[Threshold Concepts] may also be troublesome 
and/or they may lead to troublesome 
knowledge’. 
i.e., Likely to be an issue for students to learn, 
may be counterintuitive

Liminal ‘Difficulty in understanding Threshold Concepts 
may leave the learner in a state of  ‘liminality’, a 
suspended state of partial understanding, or 
‘stuck place’, in which understanding 
approximates to a kind of ‘mimicry’…’   
i.e., Tcs involve a state of ‘in-betweenness’ 
through which students oscillate between 
troublesome knowledge and understanding, 
trialing inauthentic behavior
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development of WP students. They concluded that 
TCs were adequate for encouraging content-based 
knowledge transformation, but not for “affective 
domain transformative experiences” that fostered 
identity development.68(p.11) Although a negative out-
come, TC theory was used in this instance to explore 
the impact of discussing TCs on identity development 
in academically marginalized students, and so 
employed as a middle-range explanatory theory to 
connect identity change with learning (though it 
failed to do so).

The issues with threshold concepts in health 
professions education

There has been little critique of TCs as a theory of 
health professions education. An exception is Mac 
Suibhne, who critiques the use of TCs within psy-
chiatry education. He highlights a lack of conceptual 
clarity in defining and identifying TCs,42 resonating 
with points made by Crookes within nursing.69 In 
response, Barradell suggested consensus methodol-
ogies (such as Delphi) to identify a discipline’s 
TCs.67 However, there are issues with distilling dis-
cipline knowledge in such a reductionist way; as 
Mac Suibhne says, “assuming all students will find 
the same ideas…Threshold Concepts…is mislead-
ing.”42(p.134) Despite his critique, Mac Suibhne ulti-
mately argues in favor of TCs, suggesting they hold 
merit when “conceptualizing approaches to teaching” 
(though he is vague regarding what this may 
entail).42(p.134) This is a commonly highlighted benefit 
of TC theory, and several health professions scholars 
echo this sentiment24,30,40,54 commenting on the value 
of TC theory in increasing educator recognition of 
“how and where students get stuck.”24(p.100)

Perhaps given their educational resonance, or a pop-
ularity among academics resulting from the way TCs 
encourage subject specialists to discuss their area of 
interest in depth,70 there is paucity of TC critiques 
within health professions education and elsewhere. This 
dearth likely means critical discourse is underdevel-
oped.71 The purpose of this commentary is to move 
critical discourse forward by summarizing three prob-
lems of TCs within health professions education: 1) 
‘The floating signifier problem’; 2) ‘The body of knowl-
edge problem’; and 3)’The professional identity problem.’

‘The floating signifier problem’
Words or concepts can act as floating signifiers if 
“they mean different things to different people,” if 
they could “mean whatever their interpreters want 

them to mean.”72(p.29) As discussed, there is no con-
sensus regarding just what constitutes a TC in health 
professions education and how these should be iden-
tified. This lack of conceptual clarity is inherent in 
the hedging language Meyer and Land used to describe 
TCs, which Rowbottom, O’Donnell, and Salwén all 
refer to as “weak” in some way.65,66,73,74 Meyer and 
Land’s definition as “likely to be…. probably irrevers-
ible… possible often (though not necessarily) 
bounded… potentially (and possibly inherently) trou-
blesome”1,21 have become defining theoretical charac-
teristics. This indefinite language leaves considerable 
room for interpretation of what constitutes a TC and 
contributes to the inconsistent operationalization of 
the theory.

Unfortunately, this lack of conceptual clarity affects 
health professions education research,42 and confusion 
is evident.26 Quinlan et  al. note authors using TCs 
often do not justify why they have selected certain 
definitional criteria over others,75 and this observation 
holds true within health professions publications. 
Further, it is difficult to comprehend how “one con-
cept (polarity) of electroencephalograph,”44 which is 
principally a matter of cognitive understanding, and 
“caring,”39 understood within medical professional 
identity formation to be a high-level “ethic” that stu-
dents develop over time to guide their moral reason-
ing,19 could have the same characteristics in regard 
to learning and student identity to both warrant clas-
sification as TCs. In an attempt to account for such 
differences, Reeping draws a distinction between TCs 
that are “rare as diamonds” and those that are “plen-
tiful as cubic zirconia.”3 He suggests that plentiful TCs 
(arguably such as one concept (polarity) of electro-
encephalograph within the above example) are not 
the “jewels in the curriculum” Land et  al. envisioned, 
which are rare high-level abstract concepts (arguably 
the concept of ‘caring’ from our previous example).3 
While an interesting response to wanting conceptual 
clarity, identifying TCs which are “rare as diamonds” 
appears to be no clearer a process, and purely a matter 
of individual judgment. There is a risk with Reeping’s 
approach, that ‘rare as diamonds Threshold Concept’ 
will become a new floating signifier, affecting little 
real change in conceptual clarity as the characteristics 
used to define TCs remain as uncertain as ever. Given 
this ongoing lack of conceptual clarity, TC theory 
within health professions education continues to be 
used in a way consistent with a ‘floating signifier’ 
status, where TCs are highly variable in meaning.

It could be argued that a clearer definition of TC 
theory, particularly of what constitutes a TC, would 
overcome the issue of TCs being used as a ‘floating 



306 M. E. L. BROWN ET AL.

signifier.’ This is a stance adopted by Hill, who dis-
tinguishes between “troublesome knowledge” which 
involves conceptual transformation, and TCs, which 
they claim involve both conceptual and ontological 
transformation.76 Hill posits three TC criteria should 
be definitional: troublesomeness, integrativeness, and 
ontological transformation.77 Chen and Rattray argue 
Baillie et  al.’s Threshold Capability Integrated 
Theoretical Framework (TCITF) provides a clearer 
empirical link between TCs and how new professional 
capabilities develop (threshold capabilities),76 while 
Thompson comments the TCITF offers a tangible way 
of analyzing theoretical learning.78 Within the TCITF, 
threshold capabilities are facilitated through encoun-
tering variation in new, unfamiliar circumstances, and 
open the door to professional learning and TC acqui-
sition.76,79 These definitions of TC theory have not 
been widely adopted within health professions edu-
cation. Further, despite such efforts to advance think-
ing in the field, outlining a process of TC identification 
and operationalization leads to another issue: ‘the body 
of knowledge problem.’

‘The body of knowledge problem’
Medicine as a field is broad, encompassing many ways 
of knowing.80 There has been a recent move within 
health professions education to conceptualize under-
standing as something formed intersubjectively 
between individuals, a “dynamic web” in which 
“meaning-making” is “embedded in the experiential 
flux of the world.”81(p.2) This shift in conceptualization 
parallels movement from the once-dominant scientific 
paradigm of positivism (which maintains the existence 
of an objective reality, promoting ‘understanding’ as 
a pursuit of definite truth) toward a paradigm of 
constructionism (in which it is held knowledge is 
formed subjectively through social interaction).82 If 
understanding and meaning-making are understood 
as inherently subjective, situated, and subject to 
change, can we really distill ‘what must be understood’ 
within a field into a set of TCs? As health professions 
education moves from essentialist notions of knowl-
edge to focus on learning as an embodied, relational 
journey, does the idea of TCs lose explanatory value 
or usefulness?

O’Donnell in 200974 and, subsequently, Roessger in 
2010 83 raise concerns about the ways in which TCs 
have been used and institutional power. O’Donnell 
argues that reducing a discipline to a set of TCs “typ-
ically reflects the view that a discipline has only one 
reputable school of thought.”74(p.9) Other approaches 
to curricula design are less problematic. Structuring 

curricula around Entrustable Professional Activities 
(EPAs)—defined as “a unit of professional practice 
that can be fully entrusted to a trainee, as soon as 
[they have] demonstrated the necessary competence 
to execute this unsupervised” 84(p.1)—for example, does 
not infer one way of knowing or one body of knowl-
edge; it is more concerned with competency to prac-
tice, something determined in relevance to patient 
and societal needs, and which can shift.85 As such, 
EPAs do not signpost the existence of a unified body 
of knowledge in the same way that TCs do when used 
within curricula.

Although some have argued TCs should not be 
reduced to a singular list of objectives to master,3 
this arguably does not go far enough to address such 
issues of power. Roessger suggests “the very nature 
of Threshold Concepts impl[ies] a power imbal-
ance… the status quo determining what constitutes 
essential knowledge.”83(p.287) Put simply, so long as 
TCs are identified and implemented by those in posi-
tions of authority—researchers and educators—stu-
dents are subjected to the power of the dominant 
educational class in deciding what is troublesome 
and what is not. This does not fit with a construc-
tionist approach to ‘understanding’ as subjective and 
socially situated. Quinlan et  al. highlight this point, 
commenting that identification of TCs is “ultimately 
unproductive…a form of disciplinary essentialism 
and positivim.”75(p.598) Furthermore, such practice may 
perpetuate dominant social structures and stifle the 
disciplary development that comes from student par-
ticipation and engagement.

Although Meyer and Land suggest “in arriving at 
an agreed-upon definition [of a TC], the personal 
views associated with the concept by members of the 
discipline will have been jettisoned,”17(p.97) from a 
social constructionist perspective it is not possible to 
remove the influence of an individual, or collective’s, 
experience from such definitions.84 Playing devil’s 
advocate, it could be argued that the very identifi-
cation and subsequent analysis of TCs can help to 
expose implicit power relations (e.g., around gender). 
In practice, however, it is more likely that the lan-
guage of TCs naturalizes the status quo of a discipline 
and stifles opportunities for change as those “explor-
ing new conceptual territory may find it difficult to 
challenge accepted [threshold] concepts.”86(p.20) In 
short, the current framing and much of the use of 
TCs within health professions education normalizes 
power inequity between learners and educators, and 
could act to stifle progressions in thinking as to how 
a discipline could evolve and develop as society shifts 
in time.
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We forsee two ways in which the issues of power 
regarding TCs we have outlined could be addressed. 
Both necessitate a change in the dominant way in 
which TCs have been used within health professions 
education. A shift is necessary away from applying TCs 
prescriptively to describe and develop health curricula, 
and toward the use of TCs as an approach to reflection, 
as a looser and more fluid starting point for pedagog-
ical discussions with students and faculty that generate 
insight as to how to support students’ learning.

Reframing TCs as an approach to reflection may 
mean empowering students to identify TCs them-
selves. Although Felton acknowledged the need for a 
“partnering” with students when it comes to TC iden-
tification over four years ago,87 TC research within 
health professions education has only infrequently 
shifted focus to students.10,88 Khatri et  al.’s recent study 
of TCs in psychiatry involved both educator interviews 
and student surveys to triangulate data on what con-
stitutes a TC.26 Although Khatri et  al. recognize that 
students may identify different thereshold concepts, 
they still suggest the three TCs they identify are trans-
ferrable to other contexts.26 There is a break in logic 
here: if, as Khatri et  al suggest, “there is interindivid-
ual variation in students’ experiences of difficul-
ties,”26(p.8) such an approach is likely to produce a set 
of TCs unique to each individual, highlighting the 
subjective nature of understanding and restricting 
transferability. However, Khatri et  al. are not alone in 
their logic; other scholars include students in the iden-
tification of TCs to verify TCs,44 ensuring they are 
‘true.’ This is problematic when knowledge is consid-
ered as subjective; there cannot be verification of a 
TC’s ‘truth,’ only individual resonance.

Operationalization of TCs then becomes difficult 
and again invokes issues of power; which student’s 
TCs will you apply, and which will you ignore? Used 
as a purely reflective activity, we envision student-led 
identification of TCs could hold merit in promoting 
critical evaluation of one’s own learning and progress. 
Hyde et  al. propose reflection as a tool to acquire 
TCs within dentistry curricula.52 However, they used 
a faculty-identified list of TCs to structure student 
reflections, which would likely still invoke power 
dynamics and send tacit cultural messages regarding 
the existence of one body of disciplinary knowledge. 
Shifting the focus to students, empowering them to 
identify their own TCs free from evaluation against 
external classifications, and scrutinizing the impact of 
such reflection is an unexplored area of TC research 
and, to the authors’ best knowledge from examination 
of peer-reviewed descriptions of educational innova-
tions, practice.

TCs may also be of value as a prompt for faculty 
reflection regarding their own beliefs as to the core 
concepts within a discipline and their experiences 
with students. Lucas and Mladenovic frame TCs as a 
“catalyst” that “demands and promotes forms of dia-
logue about educational research that might not oth-
erwise be taking place.”70(p.238) This is an important 
consideration. If TCs are treated not as a theory but 
as a reflective prompt to enable reflexive educator 
discussions on how best to support students with 
difficult learning, we foresee they may have value as 
a catalyst for pedagogical discussion without reinforc-
ing entrenched power dynamics. When TCs are not 
applied prescriptively within curricula design and 
delivery or research, and claims are not made as to 
which TCs it is necessary to acquire, power inequities 
between students and staff are likely reduced. If TCs 
are taken as a less prescriptive ‘reflective prompt’ 
within pedagogical discussions, they no longer imply 
an essentialist conceptualization of knowledge and can 
instead be used by educators within a constructivist 
approach to education as a tool to open up a dialogue 
between educators and students about difficult edu-
cational material or experiences. We believe this dia-
logue holds the potential to generate recommendations 
as to how student learning can best be supported.

In sum, if TCs are used to prescriptively describe 
and design curricula, power inequities between stu-
dents and staff are likely heightened due to the way 
in which the use of TCs prescriptively implies the 
existence of one ‘body of knowledge.’ We call upon 
health professions educators to cease and desist the 
use of TCs in this way, considering them instead as 
a looser, non-prescriptive approach to reflective dis-
cussions with and between students and faculty. 
Reforming the use of TCs within health professions 
education in this way may preserve some of the ped-
agogical benefits of TCs, while circumventing the 
issues they raise in regard to essentialism and power.

‘The professional identity problem’
Although no consensus definition of professional iden-
tity exists, as its conceptulization can change depend-
ing on an author’s philosophical leanings, one popular 
social constructionist parceling maintains that it is 
“who we are and who we are seen to be…it is some-
thing that one does.”56(p.41) Medical students, therefore, 
“construct… and co-construct…” their identities as 
they move through clinical and academic settings.56(p.41) 
It is a dynamic process involving “the trying on of 
possible selves” 89(p.425) that is constantly shifting; as 
Scott summarizes: “we may think we know who we 
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are, but these ideas are constantly changing, shaped 
by our experiences, relationships, and interactions.”90(p.1) 
Where, then, do TCs fit within this conceptualization 
of identity? Land proposes TCs affect identity change 
through transformation; a learner encounters trouble-
some knowledge that does not fit with what they 
already know, becomes liminal—a “betwixt and 
between” state, stuck in sort of academic limbo 
between confusion and understanding—then grasps 
the concept, passing into a brave new world of com-
prehension.1,17,21 Through this process, Meyer and 
Land suggest learners are fundamentally changed, 
different people now than once they were.1 There are 
several issues with this conceptualization of identity.

First, the proposed impact of Meyer and Land’s 
TCs on student professional identity is fundamentally 
cognitive; a shift in knowledge in that student’s mind 
is enough to change “who they are” or “who they are 
seen to be.” Identity has been conceptualized this way 
in the past, and it is a popular framing within the 
field of cognitive psychology.89 Why, then, could this 
conceptualization prove difficult for contemporary 
health education researchers? As the dominant para-
digm of health professions education shifts toward 
constructionist understandings of the world, and of 
knowledge, this conceptualization of TCs no longer 
‘fits.’ Researchers wishing to use TCs must make their 
understanding regarding the nature of knowledge clear 
or risk their use of TC theory seeming at odds with 
dominant discourse. Problem solved, one may think, 
yet even if one accepts TCs as operating within a 
cognitive conceptualization of identity and is satisfied 
in adopting this approach, there are issues with how 
TC theorists conceptualize identity cognitively. As 
previously demonstrated, the nature of identified TCs 
varies wildly; it is difficult to imagine a scenario in 
which a concept such as ‘hormone control’ could 
change a student’s conception or portrayal of “who 
they are.” It has been argued by Savin-Baden that 
operationalization of TCs in the form “generalisable 
concepts…embedded in curriculum structure… implies 
that Threshold Concepts are dislocated from learner 
identities.”91(p.75) We agree; reducing student difficulties 
to a list of TCs removed from context and widely 
applied within curricula removes the possibility for 
these concepts to influence identity in any meaningful 
way. Savin-Baden subsequently suggests TCs may be 
better conceptualized as part of “transitional learning” 
or “liquid learning,” suggesting a move away from TC 
terminology.91 Yet this call remains unheeded, with 
Savin-Baden themselves subsequently manifesting their 
uncertainty by publishing work positively using TCs.12

Several scholars have noted the similarities between 
TC theory and Mezirow’s Transformative Learning. 
Illeris has recently sought to expand Mezirow’s theory, 
as it has become “too cognitively orientated”92(p.148) 
suggesting the target of transformative learning, where 
individuals come to shift their worldview in response 
to “disorientating dilemmas,”93 should be identity 
change.92,93 Although still a cognitive approach to iden-
tity conceptualization, Illeris’ theory is more firmly 
grounded in transformative learning literature than 
TC theory. It is unclear how Meyer and Land would 
differentiate TCs from theories of transformative learn-
ing, as they fail to earnestly investigate the similarities 
and differences. As Hodge states: “interestingly, the 
authors draw attention… to ‘correspondences’ between 
their theory and Mezirow’s, although they do not pur-
sue parallels beyond an acknowledgment.”94(p.6) There 
is a large scholarly base concerning transformative 
learning within higher education. If one is seeking a 
cognitive conception of identity formation, and finds 
the concept of transformation attractive, one is likely 
better served by aligning their research and practice 
with transformative learning as opposed to TCs, which 
lack clarity and grounding within wider discourse.

Conclusion

In this commentary, we have discussed the widely 
used Threshold Concept theory. Despite its popularity, 
the theory lacks articulation, has been inconsistently 
operationalized, and its use to describe and structure 
curricula invokes issues of power. We have outlined 
three key criticisms of the theory: 1) ‘The floating 
signifier problem’; 2) ‘The body of knowledge problem’; 
and 3) ‘The professional identity problem.’ As a 
middle-range theory, there are many issues with TCs 
that we do not believe can be easily addressed within 
our field. Given the issues outlined within this cri-
tique, one may ask what we should ‘do’ with TCs 
within health professions education. On balance, we 
believe issues with the definitional criteria of TCs and 
the way in which, when used prescriptively, they imply 
the existence of one body of knowledge, necessitate 
an urgent move away from the use of TCs as a tool 
to structure curricula. Further, we argue that TCs 
should not be considered a theory of identity change 
or development due to a lack of theoretical articula-
tion as to how shifts in learner identity occur and 
how TCs differ from approaches to conceptualizing 
identity within the theory of transformative learning. 
Indeed, we do not believe that TCs should be con-
sidered a theory at all; theories are supposed to 
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explain the relationships between concepts95 and, in 
outlining the lack of clarity inherent to TC source 
material and the issues they face in conceptualizing 
identity, we suggest that TCs are unable to fulfill this 
basic premise to warrant classification as a theory.

Yet, we do see a way forward for TCs that we 
believe preserves the benefits they can yield in 
regard to enabling pedagogical discussion. We join 
with Lucas and Mladenovic in advocating for the 
use of TCs as a ‘catalyst’ for discussion,70 as a 
reflective prompt for students and educators. This 
negates definitional concerns and issues with power 
as TCs are not prescriptively applied, and it situates 
TCs as being concerned with learning, rather than 
with identity. This potential use of TCs is under-
explored, and we encourage interested educators 
and researchers to shift their focus toward the 
investigation of TCs within reflective settings. 
Further, although we have outlined issues regarding 
TCs’ classification as a theory and surmized they 
should not be afforded this label, we offer this with 
the proviso: they should not be afforded this label 
currently. Scrutiny of theoretical correspondences 
between TCs and established health professions the-
ories (as scholars such as Hill have started to 
explore77) may help develop TCs into a theory that 
can offer a unique contemporary perspective regard-
ing identity development.

While these conversations occur, transformative 
learning theory may offer an alternative approach for 
those invested in this theory, though we recommend 
researchers shift their focus even further and explore 
student sense-making as co-constructed within social 
interactions, befitting the evolving constructionist con-
ceptualization of identity within health professions 
education. The title of this paper asks whether we 
need to close the door on TCs. Our answer is yes, 
and no. Yes, we need to close the door on TCs as a 
prescriptive way of structuring curricula and in ref-
erence to them as a theory of identity development; 
but no, the door may stay open, so long as TCs are 
explored in a new way: as a reflective prompt to 
explore ‘how and where students get stuck.’24

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

ORCID

Megan E. L. Brown  http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9334-0922
Gabrielle M. Finn  http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0419-694X

References

 1. Meyer J, Land R. Threshold concepts and troublesome 
knowledge: Linkages to ways of thinking and practis-
ing within the disciplines. In: Enhancing 
Teaching-Learning Environments in Undergraduate 
Courses Project. Occassional Paper. Edinburgh: 
University of Edinburgh; 2003.

 2. Land R, Cousin G, Meyer J, Davies P. Conclusion: 
Implications of threshold concepts for course design 
and evaluation. In: Land R, Meyer J, eds. Overcoming 
Barriers to Student Understanding: Threshold Concepts 
and Troublesome Knowledge. London: Routledge; 
2006:195–206.

 3. Reeping D. Threshold concepts as ‘jewels of the curric-
ulum’: rare as diamonds or plentiful as cubic zirco-
nia?Int J Acad Devel. 2020;25(1):58–70. doi:10.1080/1
360144X.2019.1694934.

 4. Sharples M, Adams A, Ferguson R, et  al. Innovating 
pedagogy 2014: exploring new forms of teaching, 
learning and assessment, to guide educators and pol-
icy makers. Open university innovation report. The 
Open University. 2014.

 5. Adsit J. The writer and meta-knowledge about writing: 
threshold concepts in creative writing. New Writing. 
2017;14(3):304–315. doi:10.1080/14790726.2017.12997
64.

 6. Neve H, Wearn A, Collett T. What are threshold con-
cepts and how can they inform medical education?Med 
Teach. 2016;38(8):850–853. doi:10.3109/014215
9X.2015.1112889.

 7. Land R. Plenary 1: Threshold Concepts and Troublesome 
Knowledge: a transformational approach to learning. 
Association for Medical Education [AMEE] conference 
2019; 2019. Austria Center, Vienna.

 8. Flanagan M. 2011. Threshold concepts: Undergraduate 
teaching, postgraduate training and professional devel-
opment: A short introduction and bibliography. http://
www.ee.ucl.ac.uk/~mflanaga/thresholds.html. Accessed 
August 19, 2020.

 9. Kobus M. Mapping threshold concepts within the den-
tal curriculum. Higher Educ Res Network J. 2011;2:45–53.

 10. Cousin G. An introduction to threshold concepts. 
Planet. 2006;17(1):4–5. doi:10.11120/plan.2006.00170004.

 11. Land R, Rattray J, Vivian P. Learning in the liminal 
space: A semiotic approach to threshold concepts. High 
E d u c .  2 0 1 4 ; 6 7 ( 2 ) : 1 9 9 – 2 1 7 .  d o i : 1 0 . 1 0 0 7 /
s10734-013-9705-x.

 12. Fredholm A, Henningsohn L, Savin-Baden M, Silén C. 
The practice of thresholds: autonomy in clinical edu-
cation explored through variation theory and the 
threshold concepts framework. Teaching in Higher 
Educ. 2020;25(3):305–320. doi:10.1080/13562517.2019.
1567486.

 13. Ybema S, Beech N, Ellis N. Transitional and perpetual 
liminality: An identity practice perspective. Anthropol 
Southern Africa. 2011;34(1–2):21–29. doi:10.1080/233
23256.2011.11500005.

 14. Van Gennep A. The Rites of Passage. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press; 2019.

 15. Turner V. The Ritual Process. Ithaca, NY: Cornell 
University Press; 1977[1969].

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-9334-0922
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0419-694X
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2019.1694934
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2019.1694934
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790726.2017.1299764
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790726.2017.1299764
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2015.1112889
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2015.1112889
http://www.ee.ucl.ac.uk/∼mflanaga/thresholds.html
http://www.ee.ucl.ac.uk/∼mflanaga/thresholds.html
https://doi.org/10.11120/plan.2006.00170004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-013-9705-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-013-9705-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2019.1567486
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2019.1567486
https://doi.org/10.1080/23323256.2011.11500005
https://doi.org/10.1080/23323256.2011.11500005


310 M. E. L. BROWN ET AL.

 16. Timmermans J, Meyer J. A framework for working with 
university teachers to create and embed ‘Integrated 
Threshold Concept Knowledge’[ITCK] in their practice. 
Int J Acad Devel. 2019;24(4):354–368. doi:10.1080/136
0144X.2017.1388241.

 17. Land R, Meyer J, Baillie C. Editors’ preface: Threshold 
concepts and transformational learning. In: Land R, 
Meyer JHF, Baillie C, eds. Threshold Concepts and 
Transformational Learning. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers; 
2010:9–42.

 18. Brown M, Dueñas A. A medical science educator’s guide 
to selecting a research paradigm: Building a basis for 
better research. MedSciEduc. 2020;30(1):545–549. 
doi:10.1007/s40670-019-00898-9.

 19. Wald H. Professional identity (trans)formation in med-
ical education: reflection, relationship, resilience. Acad 
Me d .  2 0 1 5 ; 9 0 ( 6 ) : 7 0 1 – 7 0 6 .  d o i : 1 0 . 1 0 9 7 /
ACM.0000000000000731.

 20. Cruess RL, Cruess SR, Boudreau JD, Snell L, Steinert 
Y. A schematic representation of the professional iden-
tity formation and socialization of medical students 
and residents: a guide for medical educators. Acad Med. 
2 0 1 5 ; 9 0 ( 6 ) : 7 1 8 – 7 2 5 .  d o i : 1 0 . 1 0 9 7 / A C M . 
0000000000000700.

 21. Meyer J, Land R. Threshold concepts and troublesome 
knowledge [2]: Epistemological considerations and a 
conceptual framework for teaching and learning. High 
Educ. 2005;49(3):373–388. doi:10.1007/s10734-004- 
6779-5.

 22. Land R, Meyer J. The scalpel and the ‘mask’: threshold 
concepts and surgical education. In: Fry H, Kneebone 
R, ed(s). Surgical Education: Theorising an Emerging 
Domain. London: Springer; 2011:91–106.

 23. Land R. Threshold concepts and troublesome knowledge. 
Keynote Plenary. In: Threshold Concepts Symposium. 
Vol. 27. Cork, Ireland; 2011.

 24. Collett T, Neve H, Stephen N. Using audio diaries to 
identify threshold concepts in ‘softer’ disciplines: a 
focus on medical education. Practice and Evidence of 
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Higher 
Education: Special Issue: Threshold Concepts and 
Conceptual Difficulty. 2017;12(2):99–117.

 25. Neve H, Hothersall E, Rodrigues V. Exploring threshold 
concepts in population health. Clin Teach . 
2020;17(3):292–297. doi:10.1111/tct.13087.

 26. Khatri R, Knight J, Wilkinson I. Threshold concepts: A 
portal into new ways of thinking and practising in 
psychiatry. Med Teach. 2020;42(2):178–186. doi:10.108
0/0142159X.2019.1670338.

 27. Corbally M, Kirwan A, O’Neill C, Kelly M, Dublin City 
University, Ireland. Simulating troublesome contexts: 
how multiple roles within ward-based simulations pro-
mote professional nursing competence. IJPBLHSC. 
2018;6(1):18–23. doi:10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.422.

 28. Martindale L. Threshold concepts in research and 
evidence-based practice: Investigating troublesome 
learning for undergraduate nursing students [disserta-
tion]. Durham University: 2017.

 29. Watson F. Recovery as a Troublesome Concept: A 
Phenomenographic Study of Mental Health Nursing 
Students’ Learning Experiences [dissertation]. Durham 
University; 2019.

 30. Stacey G, Stickley T. Recovery as a threshold concept 
in mental health nurse education. Nurse Educ Today. 
2012;32(5):534–539. doi:10.1016/j.nedt.2012.01.013.

 31. Barradell S, Peseta T, La Trobe University, Australia. 
Integrating threshold concepts and ways of thinking 
and practising: Supporting physiotherapy students to 
develop a holistic view of the profession through con-
cept mapping. IJPBLHSC. 2018;6(1):24–37. doi:10.18552/
ijpblhsc.v6i1.419.

 32. Kinchin I, Cabot L, Kobus M, Woolford M. Threshold 
concepts in dental education. Eur J Dent Educ. 
2011;15(4):210–215. doi:10.1111/j.1600-0579.2010.00660.x.

 33. Wilkinson I, Consultant Geriatrician, Surrey and Sussex 
Healthcare NHS Trust, United Kingdom. Nurturing and 
complexity–threshold concepts in geriatric medicine. 
IJPBLHSC. 2018;6(1):64–77. doi:10.18552/ijpblhsc.
v6i1.420.

 34. Bhat C, Burm S, Mohan T, Chahine S, Goldszmidt M. 
What trainees grapple with: a study of threshold con-
cepts on the medicine ward. Med Educ. 2018;52(6):620–
631. doi:10.1111/medu.13526.

 35. Wearn A, O’Callaghan A, Barrow M. Becoming a dif-
ferent doctor: identifying threshold concepts: when 
doctors in training spend six months with a hospital 
palliative care team. In: Land R, Meyer J, Flanagan M, 
eds. Threshold Concepts in Practice. Rotterdam: Sense 
Publishers; 2016:223–238.

 36. Barry D, Littlewood K. Threshold concepts for anesthe-
siologists. Anesth Analg. 2017;125(4):1386–1393. 
doi:10.1213/ANE.0000000000002130.

 37. Smith J, Blackburn S, Nestel D, Monash University, 
Australia. Challenges in the commencement of con-
sultant surgical practice: A study of threshold concepts 
in junior cardiothoracic surgeons. IJPBLHSC. 
2018;6(1):78–95. doi:10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.435.

 38. Kolar C. Across the Patient Care Practitioner Threshold: 
Identifying Threshold Concepts and Evaluating the 
Teaching of the Pharmacists’ Patient Care Process. [dis-
sertation]. University of Minnesota; 2017.

 39. Nicola‐Richmond K, Pépin G, Larkin H. Transformation 
from student to occupational therapist: Using the 
Delphi technique to identify the threshold concepts of 
occupational therapy. Aust Occup Ther J. 2016;63(2):95–
104. doi:10.1111/1440-1630.12252.

 40. Tanner B. Threshold concepts in practice education: 
Perceptions of practice educators. Br J Occup Ther. 
2011;74(9):427–434. doi:10.4276/030802211X131 
53015305592.

 41. Rodger S, Turpin M, O’Brien M. Experiences of aca-
demic staff in using threshold concepts within a re-
formed curriculum. Studies in Higher Education. 
2015;40(4):545–560. doi:10.1080/03075079.2013.830832.

 42. Mac Suibhne S. Threshold concepts and teaching 
psychiatry: key to the kingdom or Emperor’s New 
Clothes?Ir J Psychol Med. 2012;29(2):132–134. 
doi:10.1017/S0790966700017456.

 43. Pinnock R, Anakin M, Jouart M. Clinical reasoning as 
a threshold skill. Med Teach. 2019;41(6):683–689. doi
:10.1080/0142159X.2019.1569754.

 44. Moeller J, Fawns T . Insights into teaching a complex 
skill: Threshold concepts and troublesome knowledge 
in electroencephalography (EEG). Med Teach. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2017.1388241
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360144X.2017.1388241
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40670-019-00898-9
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000731
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000731
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-004-
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-004-
https://doi.org/10.1111/tct.13087
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2019.1670338
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2019.1670338
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.422
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nedt.2012.01.013
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.419
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.419
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0579.2010.00660.x
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.420
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.420
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.13526
https://doi.org/10.1213/ANE.0000000000002130
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.435
https://doi.org/10.1111/1440-1630.12252
https://doi.org/10.4276/030802211X13153015305592
https://doi.org/10.4276/030802211X13153015305592
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2013.830832
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0790966700017456
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2019.1569754


TEAChING ANd LEARNING IN MEdICINE 311

2018;40(4):387–394. ]. doi:10.1080/0142159X.2017. 
1408902.

 45. Neve H. Learning to become a primary care profession-
al: insights from threshold concept theory. Educ Prim 
Care. 2019;30(1):5–8. doi:10.1080/14739879.2018.153339
0.

 46. Neve H, Lloyd H, Collett T. Understanding students’ 
experiences of professionalism learning: a ‘threshold’ 
approach. Teach High Educ. 2017;22(1):92–108. doi:10
.1080/13562517.2016.1221810.

 47. Clouder L. Caring as a ‘threshold concept’: transform-
ing students in higher education into health[care] pro-
fessionals. Teach High Educ. 2005;10(4):505–517. 
doi:10.1080/13562510500239141.

 48. Wearn A, Clouder L, Barradell S, Neve H. A qualitative 
research synthesis exploring professional touch in 
healthcare practice using the threshold concept frame-
work. Adv in Health Sci Educ. 2020;25(3):731. 
doi:10.1007/s10459-019-09901-9.

 49. Blackburn S, Nestel D. Troublesome knowledge in pe-
diatric surgical trainees: A qualitative study. J Surg 
Educ. 2014;71(5):756–761. doi:10.1016/j.jsurg.2014. 
03.004.

 50. Evgeniou E, Tsironi M, Riley D. Improving fellowship 
training in microsurgery: a threshold concepts per-
spective on the curricula of fellowship programs. J 
R e c on s t r  Mi c ro sur g .  2 0 1 5 ; 3 1 ( 8 ) : 5 7 9 – 5 8 9 . 
doi:10.1055/s-0035-1558461.

 51. Bowman M . The transition to self-regulated learning 
for first-year dental students: threshold concepts . Eur 
J Dent Educ. 2017;21(3):142–150. doi:10.1111/eje.12193.

 52. Hyde S, Flatau A, Wilson D . Integrating threshold 
concepts with reflective practice: Discussing a 
theory-based approach for curriculum refinement in 
dental education. Eur J Dent Educ. 2018;22(4):e687–
e697. doi:10.1111/eje.12380.

 53. Amin A. A trend or a need’threshold concepts in med-
icine and surgery; A qualitative synthesis. J Med Educ. 
2020;18(3):e105691–e105695. doi:10.22037/jme.v18i3. 
24147.

 54. Barradell S, Peseta T. Putting threshold concepts to work 
in health sciences: insights for curriculum design from 
a qualitative research synthesis. Teach High Educ. 
2017;22(3):329–372.

 55. Randall V, Brooks R, Montgomery A, McNally L. 
Threshold concepts in medical education. MedEdPublish. 
2018;7(3):1–5. doi:10.15694/mep.2018.0000176.1.

 56. Monrouxe LV. Identity, identification and medical edu-
cation: why should we care?Med Educ. 2010;44(1):40–
49. doi:10.1111/j.1365-2923.2009.03440.x.

 57. Levett-Jones T, Bowen L, Morris A . Enhancing nursing 
students’ understanding of threshold concepts through 
the use of digital stories and a virtual community 
called ‘Wiimali’. Nurse Educ Pract. 2015;15(2):91–96. 
doi:10.1016/j.nepr.2014.11.014.

 58. Khurshid F, Bashir S, Noushad B. Prescription writing 
through the lens of the threshold concept framework: 
a narrative review. Res Dev Med Educ. 2020;9(1):11–11. 
doi:10.34172/rdme.2020.011.

 59. Schwartzman L. Transcending disciplinary boundaries: 
A proposed theoretical foundation for threshold con-
cepts. In: Threshold Concepts and Transformational 

Learning. Rotterdam, The Netherlands: Brill Sense; 
2010:21–44.

 60. Howden S, University of Dundee, United Kingdom. Are 
there threshold concepts associated with learning to 
become ‘interprofessional’ and what are the implica-
tions for exploring practice-based learning?IJPBLHSC. 
2018;6(1):38–44. doi:10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.418.

 61. Ahmad F. Civilian to Officer: Threshold Concepts in 
Military Officers’ Education [dissertation]. Durham 
University; 2016.

 62. Land R, Neve H, Martindale L, Durham University, 
United Kingdom. Threshold concepts, action poetry 
and the health professions: An interview with Ray 
Land. IJPBLHSC. 2018;6(1):45–52. doi:10.18552/ijpblh-
sc.v6i1.517.

 63. Land R, Meyer JH. Threshold concepts and troublesome 
knowledge (5): Dynamics of assessment. In: Threshold 
Concepts and Transformational Learning. Rotterdam, 
The Netherlands: Brill Sense; 2010:61–79.

 64. Rhem J. Thresholds are troublesome. National Teaching 
and Learning Forum Newsletter. 2013;22(4):1–2.

 65. Salwén H. Threshold concepts, obstacles or scientific 
dead ends?Teach Higher Educ. 2021;26(1):36–34. doi:1
0.1080/13562517.2019.1632828.

 66. Wilkinson L. The problem with threshold concepts. 
Sense and Reference: a philosophical libary blog. 2014. 
[Internet]. [Cited 11 May 2020]. https://senseandref-
erence.wordpress.com/2014/06/19/the-problem- 
with-threshold-concepts/.

 67. Barradell S. The identification of threshold concepts: A 
review of theoretical complexities and methodological 
challenges. High Educ. 2013;65(2):265–276. doi:10.1007/
s10734-012-9542-3.

 68. Davis C, Green JH. Threshold concepts and ‘trouble-
some’ students: the uneasy application of threshold 
concepts to marginalised students. Teach Higher Educ. 
2020;30:1–5.

 69. Crookes P, Lewis P, Else F, Crookes K. Current issues 
with the identification of threshold concepts in nurs-
ing. Nurse Educ Pract. 2020;42:102682. doi:10.1016/j.
nepr.2019.102682.

 70. Lucas U, Mladenovic R. The potential of threshold con-
cepts: an emerging framework for educational research 
and practice. London Rev Educ. 2007;5(3):237–248.

 71. Barradell S, Fortune T. Bounded–The neglected thresh-
old concept characteristic. Innov Educ Teach Int. 
2020;57(3):296–304. doi:10.1080/14703297.2019.16570
34.

 72. Moraes S. Global citizenship as a floating signifier: 
Lessons from UK Universities. Int J Develop Educ 
Gobal Learn. 2014;6(2):27–42. doi:10.18546/IJDEGL. 
06.2.03.

 73. Rowbottom D. Demystifying threshold concepts. J 
P h i l o s o p h y  E d u c .  2 0 0 7 ; 4 1 ( 2 ) : 2 6 3 – 2 7 0 . 
doi:10.1111/j.1467-9752.2007.00554.x.

 74. O’Donnell R. Threshold Concepts and Their Relevance 
to Economics. ATEC 2009: 14th Annual Australasian 
Teaching Economics Conference [pp 190-200]. Brisbane, 
Queensland: School of Economics and Finance, 
Queensland University of Technology; 2009.

 75. Quinlan KM, Male S, Baillie C, Stamboulis A, Fill J, 
Jaffer Z. Methodological challenges in researching 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2017.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.2017.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14739879.2018.1533390
https://doi.org/10.1080/14739879.2018.1533390
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2016.1221810
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2016.1221810
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562510500239141
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10459-019-09901-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsurg.2014.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsurg.2014.
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0035-1558461
https://doi.org/10.1111/eje.12193
https://doi.org/10.1111/eje.12380
https://doi.org/10.22037/jme.v18i3.
https://doi.org/10.22037/jme.v18i3.
https://doi.org/10.15694/mep.2018.0000176.1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2923.2009.03440.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nepr.2014.11.014
https://doi.org/10.34172/rdme.2020.011
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.418
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.517
https://doi.org/10.18552/ijpblhsc.v6i1.517
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2019.1632828
https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2019.1632828
https://senseandreference.wordpress.com/2014/06/19/the-problem-with-threshold-concepts/
https://senseandreference.wordpress.com/2014/06/19/the-problem-with-threshold-concepts/
https://senseandreference.wordpress.com/2014/06/19/the-problem-with-threshold-concepts/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9542-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9542-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nepr.2019.102682
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nepr.2019.102682
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2019.1657034
https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2019.1657034
https://doi.org/10.18546/IJDEGL.
https://doi.org/10.18546/IJDEGL.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9752.2007.00554.x


312 M. E. L. BROWN ET AL.

threshold concepts: a comparative analysis of three 
projects. High Educ. 2013;66(5):585–601. doi:10.1007/
s10734-013-9623-y.

 76. Chen DL, Rattray J. Transforming thinking through 
problem-based learning in the news media literacy 
class: Critical thinking as a threshold concept towards 
threshold capabilities. Pract Evid Scholarship Teach 
Learn High Educ. 2017;12(2):272–293.

 77. Hill S. The difference between troublesome knowledge 
and threshold concepts. Stud High Educ. 2020;45(3):665–
676. doi:10.1080/03075079.2019.1619679.

 78. Thompson R. A Vygotskian Exploration of Medical 
Students’ Critical Thinking Within Threshold Concept 
Liminal Spaces [dissertation]. University of New South 
Wales; 2019.

 79. Baillie C, Bowden JA, Meyer JH. Threshold capabilities: 
threshold concepts and knowledge capability linked 
through variation theory. High Educ. 2013;65(2):227–
246. doi:10.1007/s10734-012-9540-5.

 80. Kumagai A. From competencies to human interests: 
ways of knowing and understanding in medical edu-
cation. Acad Med. 2014;89(7):978–983. doi:10.1097/
ACM.0000000000000234.

 81. Kelly M, Dornan T, Ruparell T . When I say … un-
derstand. Med Educ. 2018;52(12):1223–1224. doi:10.1111/
medu.13632.

 82. Rees C, Crampton P, Monrouxe L. Re-visioning aca-
demic medicine through a constructionist lens. Acad 
Med. 2020;95:846–850.

 83. Roessger K. Book review: Threshold concepts and trans-
formational learning, Rotterdam. J Transform Educ. 
2010;8(4):286–288. doi:10.1177/1541344611428505.

 84. Ten Cate O, Chen HC, Hoff RG, Peters H, Bok H, van 
der Schaaf M. Curriculum development for the work-
place using entrustable professional activities (EPAs): 
AMEE guide no. 99. Med Teach. 2015;37(11):983–1002. 
doi:10.3109/0142159X.2015.1060308.

 85. Frank J, Mungroo R, Ahmad Y, Wang M, De Rossi S, 
Horsley T. Toward a definition of competency-based 

education in medicine: A systematic review of pub-
lished definitions. Med Teach. 2010;32(8):631–637. 
 doi:10.3109/0142159X.2010.500898.

 86. Basgier C, Simpson A. Reflecting on the past, recon-
structing the future: Faculty members’ threshold con-
cepts for teaching writing in the disciplines 1. Across 
the Disciplines. 2020;17(1–2):6–25. doi:10.37514/
ATD-J.2020.17.1-2.02.

 87. Felten P. On the threshold with students. In: Land R, 
Meyer J, Flanagan M, eds. Threshold Concepts in 
Practice. Rotterdam: Sense Publishers; 2016:1–9.

 88. Loertscher J, Green D, Lewis J, Lin S, Minderhout V. 
Identification of threshold concepts for biochemistry. 
CBE Life Sci Educ. 2014;13(3):516–528. doi:10.1187/
cbe.14-04-0066.

 89. Monrouxe L, Poole G. An onion? Conceptualising and 
researching identity. Med Educ. 2013;47(4):425–429. 
doi:10.1111/medu.12123.

 90. Scott S. Negotiating Identity: Symbolic Interactionist 
Approaches to Social Identity. Cambridge, MA: John 
Wiley & Sons; 2016.

 91. Savin-Baden M. Liquid learning and troublesome spac-
es: Journeys from the threshold? In: Threshold Concepts 
within the Disciplines. Rotterdam, The Netherlands: 
Brill Sense; 2008: 75–88.

 92. Illeris K. Transformative learning and identity. 
J Transform Educ. 2014;12(2):148–163. doi:10.1177/1541 
344614548423.

 93. Illeris K. Transformative learning re-defined: as chang-
es in elements of the identity. Int J Lifelong Educ. 
2014;33(5):573–586. doi:10.1080/02601370.2014.917128.

 94. Hodge S. Transformative learning for knowledge: From 
meaning perspectives to threshold concepts. J Transform 
Educ. 2019;17(2):133–153. doi:10.1177/1541344618770030.

 95. Krimsky S, Golding D. Social Theories of Risk. 
Connecticut: Praeger Publishers; 1992.

 96. Mezirow J. An overview on transformative learning. In: 
Crowther J, Sutherland P, eds. Lifelong Learning: 
Concepts and Contexts. London: Routledge; 2005:40–54.

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-013-9623-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-013-9623-y
https://doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2019.1619679
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-012-9540-5
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000234
https://doi.org/10.1097/ACM.0000000000000234
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.13632
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.13632
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541344611428505
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2015.1060308
https://doi.org/10.3109/0142159X.2010.500898
https://doi.org/10.37514/ATD-J.2020.17.1-2.02
https://doi.org/10.37514/ATD-J.2020.17.1-2.02
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.14-04-0066
https://doi.org/10.1187/cbe.14-04-0066
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.12123
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541
https://doi.org/10.1080/02601370.2014.917128
https://doi.org/10.1177/1541344618770030

	Do We Need to Close the Door on Threshold Concepts?
	ABSTRACT
	What are threshold concepts?
	Threshold concepts in health professions education
	A concept, theory, framework, or something else?
	The issues with threshold concepts in health professions education
	The floating signifier problem
	The body of knowledge problem
	The professional identity problem


	Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References



