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Abstract
Context: The trajectory towards becoming a medical professional is strongly situated 
within the clinical workplace. Through participatory engagement, medical trainees 
learn to address complex health care issues through collaboration with the interpro-
fessional health care team. To help explain learning and teaching dynamics within the 
clinical workplace, many scholars have relied on socio-cultural learning theories. In 
the field of medical education, this research has largely adopted a limited interpre-
tation of a crucial dimension within socio-cultural learning theory: the expert who 
guides the trainee into the community is almost exclusively from the same profes-
sion. We contend that this narrow interpretation is not necessary. This limited focus 
is one we choose to maintain—be that choice intentional or implicit. In this cross-
cutting edge paper, we argue that choosing an interprofessional orientation towards 
workplace learning and guidance may better prepare medical trainees for their future 
role in health care practice.
Methods: By applying Communities of Practice and Landscapes of Practice , and sup-
ported by empirical examples, we demonstrate how medical trainees are not solely 
on a trajectory towards the Community of Physician Practice (CoPP) but also on a 
trajectory towards various Landscapes of Healthcare Practice (LoHCP). We discuss 
some of the barriers present within health care organisations and professions that 
have likely inhibited adoption of the broader LoHCP perspective. We suggest three 
perspectives that might help to deliberately and meaningfully incorporate the inter-
professional learning and teaching dynamic within the medical education continuum.
Conclusion: Systematically incorporating Landscapes of Competence, Assessment, 
and Guidance in workplace-based education—in addition to our current intrapro-
fessional approach—can better prepare medical trainees for their roles within the 
LoHCP. By advocating and researching this interprofessional perspective, we can 
embark on a journey towards fully harnessing and empowering the health care team 
within workplace-based education.
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1  | INTRODUC TION

Often attributed to the Cherokee nation of North 
America, the parable of the two wolves is related as a 
conversation between an elder and a boy.

Elder: There is a struggle taking place inside of me be-
tween two wolves. One is evil—he is rage, hate, greed, 
vengeance, regret, envy, arrogance, self-pity, guilt, lies, 
pride, and ego. The other is good—he is love, patience, 
generosity, forgiveness, empathy, peace, joy, humility, 
gratitude, truth, faith, and compassion.

Boy: Which one wins?

Elder: The one you feed.

The wolves in this allegory represent the internal struggle between 
an individual's evil and good nature. The individual determines the vic-
tor by nurturing one wolf over the other. This parable is more broadly 
relevant since it highlights a timeless point: the perspectives and prac-
tices we nurture thrive; those we ignore wither.

As health professions education (HPE) researchers who study 
clinical care and workplace-based education, we have come to con-
ceptualise these domains as spaces where some perspectives and 
practices are nourished, but others are starved. Specifically, we have 
identified two ways of conceiving and realising interprofessional col-
laboration and education—two wolves—that are vying for suprem-
acy in order to shape clinical care and workplace-based education 
practices.

One wolf is older, enjoys deep-rooted traditions and oversees 
respected expectations. This wolf is the intraprofessional concep-
tualisation of health care training in clinical contexts. In this long-
standing conceptualisation, the education of medical trainees falls 
solely under the purview of physician educators; nursing trainees 
are overseen strictly by nurse educators, pharmacy trainees by phar-
macist educators and so on. This orientation has given rise to many 
of the education structures, policies and practices that underpin the 
accreditation of the professions, the competency expectations of 
each profession and the daily practices of clinical work. This wolf has 
produced important and valuable outcomes: it has clarified profes-
sional boundaries; it has built professional communities, each with 
eager legitimate peripheral participants who strive to join in the pro-
fession; it has enabled health care to successfully incorporate the 
ever-growing body of clinical, biomedical and psychosocial insights 
which have enabled many of today's health care successes.

The other wolf is younger, has new ways of thinking and wants 
to change the status quo. This wolf is the interprofessional concep-
tualisation of health care training in clinical contexts. In this con-
ceptualisation, the education of medical, nursing, pharmacy and all 
other health care professions’ trainees is overseen by the entire in-
terprofessional health care team. This wolf seeks to fundamentally 
alter current health professions education structures, policies and 

practices. This wolf challenges accreditation practices, professional 
competency expectations, and clinical practices to embrace and har-
ness the power of the full interprofessional collaborative team. This 
wolf looks to produce new outcomes: it wants to destabilise pro-
fessional boundaries; it wants to forge stronger connections across 
professional communities and has peripheral participants join one of, 
but be facile in engaging across, these communities; and it wants to 
capitalise on robust interprofessional collaborations to achieve new 
health care successes that, to date, have only been hinted at.

We do not conceive as either intra- or interprofessional con-
ceptualisation options as evil. In fact, we acknowledge that both 
orientations have a role in health professions education and are cur-
rently present in clinical care contexts and workplace-based learn-
ing practices. For instance, the intraprofessional orientation enables 
residents to learn from attending physicians by watching them work 
with patients, listening to impromptu didactic sessions and engag-
ing in guided novice level clinical activities like order entry into the 
patient record. The interprofessional orientation encourages other 
care providers to support the medical students’ learning. It enables 
the medical student to learn from the entire health care team by 
watching occupational therapists work with patients, by listening 
to impromptu didactic sessions from the pharmacist and by having 
nurses guide them in completing order entry.

However, we note that each perspective is a product of specific 
ways of thinking about individual professions and about the bound-
aries impacting cross-profession engagement. We suggest that it is 
important to interrogate the ways of thinking that serve as the foun-
dation of health professions education to ensure that our practices 
evolve as care contexts, research and power dynamics in health care 
advance.

The questions we posit are these:

Which wolf can best support the future of health care 
practices?

How can we feed that wolf?

In other words, we ask the following:

Can the future of clinical education integrate intra-
professional and interprofessional education?

How can we bring that future to fruition?

We contend that the future of HPE needs to embrace an interpro-
fessional approach to education. In this manuscript, we share our rea-
soning and justifications for this position, and we suggest three ways 
in which medical education could begin transitioning to a more inter-
professional orientation. We argue that the absence1 of attention to 
the role of the entire health care team in medical trainees’ education 
is fuelled and maintained by the insidious influence of professional au-
tonomy and role boundaries,2 the pervasive impact of power and hier-
archy within the health care team,3 and the insufficiently challenged 
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notion that physicians have the sole prerogative and ability to train 
other physicians. These considerations are likely limiting our ability 
to capitalise on the opportunities made available via interprofessional 
workplace learning.

We propose that socio-cultural learning theory could address this 
absence because it foregrounds the role of all health care team mem-
bers in medical trainees’ education. We discuss the barriers that have 
hindered the adoption of the breadth of socio-cultural theory and 
describe how adopting this perspective might be the means through 
which to appreciate and enact interprofessional education of medical 
trainees. To illustrate the value of this perspective as it applies spe-
cifically to medical education, we apply our argument to the learning 
trajectories of medical trainees within the clinical workplace. Through 
these medical examples, we situate our argument and demonstrate 
how it holds for health care trainees’ workplace learning in general.

2  | CLINIC AL C ARE AND THE 
WORKPL ACE- BA SED EDUC ATION CONTE X T

When it comes to clinical care, research4 and policy statements5-7 
are aligned on one point: safe, effective and sustainable health care 
is supported by interprofessional collaboration. To achieve this re-
quirement—to become a successful health care provider—therefore 
necessitates that trainees collaborate with the entire interprofes-
sional team.8 Learning to safely practice patient care is a complex 
process that largely occurs within day-to-day medical practice, su-
pervision, teaching and assessment of health care's trainees during 
clinical activities; thus, predictably, workplace learning has received 
considerable research attention.9-14 However, this attention has 
typically focused on intraprofessional learning interactions—for ex-
ample, the attending physician-medical trainee dyad. This research, 
steeped in and developed from the intraprofessional tradition, has 
focused on issues such as professional competence and its assess-
ment and assessors,12,15 supervision and teaching,16,17 and the in-
traprofessional workplace curriculum and its learning dynamics 
and opportunities.18-20 These findings have informed practices that 
achieve intraprofessional oriented goals such as competency-based 
curricula for the medical professional,6,7 entrustable professional ac-
tivities,21 faculty development for attendings and residents develop-
ing their clinical teaching skills of medical trainees,22 and evaluation 
of the clinical teacher performance where medical trainees provide 
feedback to their more senior physician colleagues.23-25 Clearly, the 
current state of research into workplace learning has developed 
important insights and contributed to the construction of valuable 
education and patient care practices. However, an intraprofessional 
perspective has moulded this work. This concentration has created 
a contradiction: whereas interprofessional collaboration is lauded 
for its foundational value in patient care, the research and practices 
underpinning clinical care and workplace-based learning are soundly 
intraprofessional in focus.

There is, however, ample evidence that testifies to the presence 
and value of one profession's trainees being guided by the members 

of the interprofessional health care team. For instance, in a study of 
how residents found opportunities to practice technical skills on a 
paediatric emergency ward, Bannister et al26 described how senior 
nurses use their judgement of residents’ competence levels to pro-
vide or withhold learning opportunities. Similarly, the work of Olmos-
Vega et al27 showed that members of the interprofessional health 
care team judged residents’ intentions of practicing within a certain 
field. If residents on rotation were judged to be “passing through” 
a department,28 the health care team was far less interested in as-
sisting a resident's transition into the department than if they were 
judged to be on a direct trajectory into the community.27 As these 
and other studies29,30 highlight, in assessing competence and fitness 
to practice, members of the interprofessional health care team act as 
gatekeepers who can facilitate or obstruct residents’ learning trajec-
tories and learning opportunities. Clearly, the interprofessional team 
has impact on medical trainees’ educational development.

Interprofessional colleagues also add considerable value to med-
ical trainees’ progression. One study establishing this value inves-
tigated the roles of physician assistants (PAs) in residents’ learning. 
Polansky et al31 found that PAs fulfilled various roles within the res-
idents’ learning process—including the role of clinical teacher. PAs 
demonstrated clinical skills, modelled professional behaviour and 
demonstrated how to manage workflow within the department. 
This contribution to resident learning is not restricted to PAs. While 
looking at informal interprofessional workplace learning across pro-
fessions, Rees et al32 found various instances of interprofessional 
care team members directly teaching and giving feedback to train-
ees. Notably this feedback was sometimes direct and sometimes 
indirect, a finding also noted by Varpio et al33 In a study on the de-
velopment of junior doctors prescribing capabilities, Noble et al34 
found that pharmacists made an important contribution to this pro-
cess through direct guidance and feedback. Similarly, regarding the 
uptake of interprofessional collaboration skills, Martimianakis et al35 
highlighted the direct teaching of subspecialty residents by allied 
health professionals in a paediatric rheumatology setting. These 
papers and others11,36 also underscore the socialisation processes 
that the interprofessional team support for medical trainees, both by 
role modelling collaborative behaviour11 and by shaping the learning 
climate.36

Together, these studies represent a small selection of the em-
pirical evidence highlighting the essential role of the entire health 
care team in learning processes and trajectories of medical trainees. 
However, the overarching discourse on medical education still cham-
pions the intraprofessional perspective on assessment, learning and 
guidance. This perspective could change whether we attended more 
closely to the lessons from socio-cultural learning theories.

3  | NE W PERSPEC TIVES FROM SOCIO -
CULTUR AL LE ARNING THEORIES

Over the last two decades, socio-cultural learning theories have 
gained considerable traction in health professions education as 
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lenses through which to interpret and understand the complexities 
of learning and supervision in the clinical workplace.37-40 These the-
ories align with a learning through participation orientation41 wherein 
learning is framed as a process of becoming part of a community 
and teaching requires the educator to take on the role of an expert 
community participant who guides the apprentice during learning 
processes. These theories were introduced in medical education 
as a welcome addition to the field's historically strong focus on the 
more individually focused and cognitive approach to learning through 
acquisition.41-43 Interestingly, in its use of socio-cultural learning the-
ories the vast majority of research in medical education has adopted 
a limited interpretation of a crucial dimension of these theories: the 
expert who guides the trainee into the community is always from the 
same profession. We contend that this narrow interpretation is not a 
necessity; instead, it is a focus we choose to maintain. Therefore, we 
can choose differently.

3.1 | Practicing and learning in 
communities and landscapes

There are several different theories and orientations on the social 
aspect of learning residing under the socio-cultural learning the-
ory umbrella including, for example situated learning,44 Cultural 
Historical Activity Theory45 and Practices of Communities.46,47 
These socio-cultural learning theories emphasise the social and 
interactional nature of health professionals’ education. To date, 
the intraprofessional interpretation of the social and interactional 
nature of that learning has tended to dominate medical educa-
tion's discourse. Learning trajectories have been constructed for 
and targeted at the discipline-specific community of physicians. 
Guidance for medical trainees has been authorised for and pro-
vided primarily by more senior physicians. As shifting from this in-
traprofessional orientation to a more interprofessional orientation 
could be informed by many of a number of socio-cultural theories, 
we have selected the theories of Communities & Landscapes of 
Practice44,48,49 to foreground the importance of embracing inter-
professional guidance of trainees. We elected to use the theory 
of Communities of Practice (CoP) to ground our argument be-
cause it has been widely adopted in the research and practices 
informing medical education.50 It resonates with both theorists 
and practitioners as a way to typify the trajectory of a medical 
trainee as a legitimate peripheral participant to the centre of the 
community.44,49,51

Despite several critiques on the theory from various fields,46,52-54 
the use of CoP is still prominent in medical education50 and the the-
ory has been evolving. Recently, Wenger-Trayner et al introduced the 
theory of Landscapes of Practice (LoP) to describe learning through 
participation in the workplace. LoP widens the focus from single 
communities organised around an individual profession, to the land-
scape of communities brought together by a shared purpose. LoP 
acknowledges that trainees need to participate in and interact with 
various communities throughout their learning trajectories en route 

to becoming a competent professional. The potential of LoP for the 
field of medical education has been described by Hodson55 who spe-
cifically pointed to the learning opportunities residing in boundary 
crossing and boundary activities. The LoP evolution broadens the 
CoP theory's focus, moving away from an intraprofessional orienta-
tion of clinical work and health professions education, to a broader 
interprofessional emphasis that acknowledges how multiple profes-
sions collaborate to support patient care and trainee development.

Conceiving of clinical practice as both a physicians’ community of 
practice and as part of many professions’ landscapes of practice has 
significant ramifications for the education of the health professions. 
First, when considering the role of clinicians in the education of med-
ical trainees in the clinical workplace, the LoP orientation encour-
ages us to discuss which communities medical trainees need to be 
legitimate, peripheral participants within and, eventually, to become 
a part of. The use of CoP theory in medical education has predom-
inantly focused on medical trainees’ trajectory into the community 
of physician practice, reflecting an intraprofessional definition of the 
community the trainee is entering. This highlights how the final goal 
of residency training has been to earn belonging in the Community 
of Physician Practice (CoPP), graduation from residency signals that 
the trainee has become an equal to the masters of the profession's 
trade. However, LoP theory posits that learning to become a doctor 
simultaneously entails learning to be a part of the interprofessional 
health care teams and their practices.56 We therefore argue that, in 
addition to becoming a member of the CoPP, medical trainees are 
also becoming members of the Landscapes of Healthcare Practice 
(LoHCP). In the LoHCP, medical trainees are members of the inter-
professional health care community of practitioners who share the 
goal of providing safe and effective patient care. To this end, medi-
cal trainees must develop a shared understanding of the goals, rep-
ertoire of skills, common language and resources within the CoPP; 
moreover, medical trainees need to develop knowledgeability about 
the practices of the other CoPs represented within the LoHCP. 
Residents’ level of knowledgeability will determine to what extent 
they are considered a reliable source of information within the LoHCP 
and a legitimate peripheral participant of the LoHCP.

Wenger-Trayner et al make an important distinction between 
development of competence and development of knowledgeability. 
Development of competence would be what the field of medical ed-
ucation is typically studying and what competency frameworks6,7 
describe: characteristics of a competent physician. However, from 
the perspective of the LoHCP, what medical trainees equally need 
to develop is an understanding of what is required to be an effec-
tive physician member of health care teams.11,32,57,58 Developing the 
knowledgeability to be successful collaborators in LoHCP requires 
that medical trainees not only have the sanctioned opportunity to 
engage in these teams, but also have the formally sanctioned oppor-
tunity to engage in interprofessional education. There are important 
considerations that emerge from the formal approval of interprofes-
sional education of medical trainees—not the least of which being a 
broader appreciation for the skills required of a competent medical 
trainee.
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3.2 | Professional competence: requirements to be 
constructed by CoPP or by CoPP and LoHCP?

Several studies have reported that a competent medical trainee is 
perceived differently by different members of the health care team, 
and yet, the senior physicians’ perspectives often overshadow the 
perspectives of other stakeholders.59 For example, Graham et al60 
found how, when trying to define the competence of system-based 
practice for the ACGME framework, system-based practice and 
what it entails was interpreted differently by attending physicians 
as compared to members of other health professions. During nomi-
nal group processes aimed at defining the characteristics of the 
system-based practice competency, the dimension “resident as 
team collaborator” (p. 197)60 was exclusively endorsed by health 
personnel other than attending physicians. Similarly, Fiordelli 
et al61 described how expected and enacted roles of medical 
residents were perceived differently by head nurses versus sen-
ior doctors: nurses felt the residents should enact an apprentice 
role foregrounding their position as trainee, but senior doctors 
stressed the need for residents to take their responsibilities as a 
physician. These studies highlight that, when it comes to defining 
what can be considered characteristics of a competent physician, 
if the perspectives of all health care team members were incor-
porated, the expectations of physician competence would need to 
be broadened. In fact, if we take the lessons of LoHCP seriously, 
the definition of professional competence within the LoHCP might 
require co-creation. This is not to say that the medical profession 
should be prohibited from defining the competencies of their pro-
fession within their CoPP; instead, in addition to those intraprofes-
sion informed definitions, the competencies of a health professional 
should also be informed by input from other professions so that 
all clinicians are helping each profession—including physicians—to 
understand, appreciate and train to become a competent member 
of the CoPP and the LoHCP. In this light, including all members of 
the health care team in the discussion of an individual profession's 
competency criteria is not just beneficial, it is foundational for the 
effective functioning of clinical teams.

4  | FEEDING OF THE 
INTERPROFESSIONAL WOLF

Considerable empirical studies highlight the value of interprofes-
sionally informed definitions of competence for medical trainees.59-

61 Data abound testifying to the role of the interprofessional health 
care team in medical trainees’ workplace learning.26,27,32 And yet, 
a formal recognition of the interprofessional health care team's 
role within medical education and health care more generally is 
noticeably absent. This absence is likely maintained by several bar-
riers which are part of the fabric of medical training and the clini-
cal workplace: professional autonomy and role boundaries2; power 
and hierarchy within health care teams 3; and problems with mutual 
credibility.62 These barriers, already described as forces inhibiting 

successful interprofessional collaboration and education, are likely 
also inhibiting the acceptance interprofessional workplace learning 
dynamics.

Each profession's autonomy—and the principles that underpin 
that self-governance—has shaped the clinical training landscape: we 
teach our own. The historical and ingrained nature of this orienta-
tion has long hindered acceptance or even exploration of the notion 
that members of other professionals could be valuable teachers to 
medical trainees. Strengthened by the notion of role boundaries, 
education and training silos have persisted. Furthermore, epistemic 
and organisational boundaries have obstructed successful interpro-
fessional collaboration.63,64 Although boundary work and boundary 
crossing have been described as excellent learning opportunities,65 
to date those opportunities are rarely harnessed. Why is that? Why 
do we rarely explicitly support the crossing of professional boundar-
ies for interprofessional education in clinical contexts despite know-
ing that it can benefit trainees?

Within-professional autonomy and boundaries lie power. Power 
is inseparably linked to conceiving of learning as a social process. 
As stated by Wenger-Trayner, “learning as a social process always 
involves issues of power” (p15)—nothing could be more true for 
the health care contexts in which professionals from diverse fields 
aim to collaborate and learn together.3,66 The knowledge, skills 
and attitudes embedded in a profession's educational processes, 
expectations and policies—that is the profession's educational 
discourse—are products of power relations. As Foucault explained, 
power is productive through such discourses: “it [power] has the 
capacity to produce the cultural forms and social stratifications we 
have come to recognise as features of our society.” (p. 82).67 The 
dominance of the intraprofessional orientation to medical education 
is at least partially thanks to the effects of the power wielded by 
the medical profession via their educational discourse and the forms 
and social stratifications embedded therein. When power is con-
ceived of in these ways, we can understand why efforts to change 
the medical education discourse to embrace and act on an interpro-
fessional orientation have met with limited success. This partial and 
slow change is surely linked to power dynamics between the health 
care professions. This is not to suggest that such power is consis-
tently wielded intentionally towards specific ends, such as main-
taining an intraprofessional orientation to education. Power is more 
insidious than that. And yet, as Wenger-Trayner et al, explained, the 
dominance of a discourse within a landscape will be determined by 
its most powerful participants. In health care, physicians stand at 
the top of the professions’ hierarchical pyramid. Physicians hold 
much of the power to change the intraprofessional discourse to a 
interprofessional one.

Legitimacy of a discourse, a perspective, a profession or even 
an individual's voice has been explored in relation to the credibility 
of interprofessional feedback sources. Empirical studies demon-
strate how the legitimacy of a discourse shapes the work and 
attitudes of both a health care team and a medical trainee. For in-
stance, while studying informal intra- and interprofessional learn-
ing in the workplace, Varpio et al33 noted how nurses would use 
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discursive practices (eg modality) as a means of genuflecting to 
the power difference separating them from residents when giving 
advice. Highlighting the residents’ perspective, Van Schaik et al68 
show how the source of the feedback (ie physician vs nurse) influ-
enced the residents’ perception of the feedback's credibility and 
acceptance thereof. As these examples illustrate, the power that 
medicine—as a profession—wields over the other health profes-
sions maintains the intraprofessional status quo. The discourses 
that currently hold sway give evidence to that power. But that 
power can be redistributed.

If we acknowledge the ways in which interprofessional en-
gagement enhances medical trainees’ development; if we embrace 
physicians’ participation in a CoPP and a LoHCP; if we adopt an 
approach to self-regulation that sees professional autonomy as 
enhanced—and not threatened—by interprofessional engagement 
in the development of competency markers and in the education 
and training of medical trainees; if we can change the discourse 
of power then opportunities for innovative professional growth, 
expanded educational designs and perhaps even improved pa-
tient outcomes become the new horizon of interprofessional 
possibilities.

5  | USING A L ANDSC APE LENS TO CRE ATE 
OPPORTUNITIES

Perhaps the most daunting challenge is the number of “if” statements 
that need to be addressed. We do not pretend to harbour solutions 
for them all. They are deeply ingrained within the fabric of health 
care, and some—like role boundaries, profession-specific training 
programmes and regulatory bodies—have clear and valuable pur-
poses within the system. Medical education as a field does, however, 
needs to attend more purposefully to questions like: How do we cre-
ate productive intersections between the professional boundaries? 
And how do we capitalise on the qualities and values of both the 
CoPP and the LoHCP to create productive dynamics between them? 
In line with the suggestions made by Hodson55 and by Akkerman 
& Bakker,65 we would like to encourage deliberate, intentional and 
guided boundary crossing. We would like to embolden those who 
engage in activities within the LoHCP to move beyond, what Freeth 
and colleagues have described as “serendipitous interprofessional 
learning.”69,70 Training to become a health professional is a collec-
tive, interprofessional effort and should be recognised, supported 
and formalised as such. This adjustment would require simultane-
ous attention to further improving the qualities of the CoPP while 
also investing in and nurturing the LoHCP. From the perspective of 
medical education, creating space for interprofessional health care 
training within the clinical workplace will require a more integrative 
focus on educating future health care professionals and a broaden-
ing of the CoPP to the LoHCP. We suggest this might be achieved 
by creating a LoHCP discourse within the current medical education 
discourse that includes the landscapes of competence, assessment 
and guidance.

5.1 | Landscape of competence: a competent 
physician has knowledgeability and bridges gaps

Although the collaborator role is acknowledged in both the 
CanMEDS and ACGME competence frameworks, the description of 
what residents should be able to do when interacting with the inter-
professional health care team remains relatively broad and abstract. 
As elaborated upon earlier, becoming an effective member of the 
LoHCP requires knowledgeability about the landscapes, the commu-
nities therein and its practitioners. A LoHCP contains a vast body of 
social knowledge. One end goal of undergraduate and postgraduate 
medical training should be to possess an acceptable level of knowl-
edgeability about this body of knowledge. Schot et al71 suggest 
that effective interprofessional collaboration requires health care 
professionals to bridge gaps across professional, social and commu-
nicational divides. The requirements of knowledgeability and gap 
bridging within the landscape of competence will need further speci-
fication and definition of what is expected from medical trainees as 
physicians within health care teams. This could have implications for 
our definition of competences like communicator, collaborator and 
leader both in undergraduate and postgraduate curricula.6,7

5.2 | Landscape of assessment: an interprofessional 
perspective on performance

What is expected of a (junior) physician within a health care team dif-
fers depending on the perspective of the professional engaging in the 
assessment.59-61 Consequently, assessing whether an acceptable level 
of knowledgeability is attained should be constructed intraprofes-
sionally and interprofessionally. McMultry and colleagues72 provide 
several suggestions of what such specification could entail. For exam-
ple, these specifications could include assessing the extent to which 
residents are able to contribute to interprofessional collaboration, to 
engage in constructive interprofessional social interactions and to 
support the synthesis of a patient's health care plan. Furthermore, 
given the current demand on medical staff to complete assessments 
of Entrustable Professional Activities (EPAs) within the workplace,73 
the landscape of assessment perspective opens up the possibility of 
engaging multiple professionals to realise the assessment of medical 
trainees.74 Not only could this alleviate some of the burden on medical 
assessors, but it would also create a multi-faceted report of a trainee's 
performance. This change would require formalising of the interpro-
fessional health care team's role within the workplace curriculum and 
acknowledging the breadth of team's assessment capabilities in multi-
source feedback75 to include specific EPAs.

5.3 | Landscape of Guidance: supporting medical 
trainees is a collective effort

Although the role of the interprofessional health care team in 
providing feedback to medical trainees has received research 
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attention, we contend that the scope of this work has been too 
limited. If we acknowledge that residents are on a trajectory to 
become part of the CoPP and the LoHCP, then we must also rec-
ognise the role of the interprofessional health care team in provid-
ing guidance to medical trainees. When describing the role of a 
senior member of a community in the learning process of a medical 
trainee, several concepts have been used: supervisor,17 teacher,16 
preceptor,76 guide.77 Each of these concepts has a slightly differ-
ent meaning and highlights different aspects of the role. We would 
like to propose that the role of all members in the interprofessional 
health care team, in relation to medical trainees’ learning, is as 
guides of the learning process. This concept aligns with the descrip-
tion of learning as participation41 and of workplace pedagogy.77 It 
allows for “guidance” to be defined with different levels and types 
of deliberateness ingrained within it. Supported by empirical evi-
dence, the health care team deliberately guides medical trainees 
for purposes of patient safety26 and workflow.31 Furthermore, 
given their unique perspectives on medical trainees’ knowledge-
ability within the LoHCP, members of the health care team should 
be deliberately invited to share their perspectives and to create 
learning opportunities for individual trainees.
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Although there is a general agreement that interprofessional col-
laboration is the future of sustainable health care,5 the field of 
medical education has been deeply informed by an intraprofessional 
perspective that upholds a uni-professional orientation vis-à-vis the 
education, assessment and guidance of medical trainees. In other 
words, medical education has been nurturing an intraprofessional 
position. By perpetuating this perspective, we obstruct our trainees’ 
perspectives on the role and potential of other health care profes-
sionals in their learning and in their practice. There is another orien-
tation that could be nourished: an interprofessional position. Here, 
power would be distributed more evenly across the health profes-
sions, enabling deep and meaningful intraprofessional and inter-
professional collaborations. We contend that, as a field, we need to 
proactively contribute to foregrounding the role of the health care 
team in the learning trajectories of medical trainees. By truly capi-
talising on socio-cultural learning theories, we suggest that the from 
aspect of the IPE mantra of learning with, from and about other health 
care professionals can be better developed. By reframing our orien-
tations with concepts such as Landscapes of Healthcare Practice, 
Competence, Assessment and Guidance, we could create stronger 
roles for the interprofessional health care team in medical trainee 
learning.

In the spaces of clinical care and workplace-based learning, two 
wolves are present: one offers an intraprofessional orientation, the 
other brings an interprofessional orientation. We ask the following: 
“would it not be to the benefit of patient care to feed both these 
wolves?”.

ACKNOWLEDG EMENTS
RES would like to thank Dr Glenn Regehr for his mentorship and the 
discussions which helped to frame the ideas behind this research, 
and Dr Francisco Olmos-Vega for his feedback on an early draft of 
the manuscript.

CONFLIC T OF INTERE S T
None.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
Both authors contributed to the conception of the work, drafting 
and critically revising the content of the manuscript, approved the 
final version of the manuscript and are accountable for all aspects 
of the work.

DISCL AIMER
The views expressed in this manuscript are solely those of the au-
thors and do not necessarily reflect those of the Uniformed Services 
University or the United States Department of Defense.

ORCID
Renée E. Stalmeijer   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8690-5326 
Lara Varpio   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1412-4341 

R E FE R E N C E S
	 1.	 Paton M, Kuper A, Paradis E, Feilchenfeld Z, Whitehead CR. 

Tackling the void: the importance of addressing absences in the 
field of health professions education research. Adv Health Sci Educ. 
2021;26(1):5-18.

	 2.	 Freidson E. Profession of Medicine: A Study of the Sociology of Applied 
Knowledge. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press; 1988.

	 3.	 Paradis E, Whitehead CR. Louder than words: power and conflict 
in interprofessional education articles, 1954–2013. Med Educ. 
2015;49(4):399-407.

	 4.	 Pomare C, Long JC, Churruca K, Ellis LA, Braithwaite J. 
Interprofessional collaboration in hospitals: a critical, broad-based 
review of the literature. J Interprof Care. 2020;34(4):509-519.

	 5.	 WHO. Framework for Action on Interprofessional Education and 
Collaborative Practice. Geneva: World Health Organization; 2010.

	 6.	 Edgar L, McLean S, Hogan SO, Hamstra S, Holmboe ES. The 
Milestones Guidebook. Chicago, IL: Accreditation Council for 
Graduate Medical Education (ACGME); 2020. https://www.acgme.
org/Porta​ls/0/Miles​tones​Guide​book.pdf. Accessed March 8, 2021.

	 7.	 Frank JR, Snell L, Sherbino J. CanMEDS 2015 Physician Competency 
Framework. Ottawa: Royal College of Physicians and Surgeons of 
Canada; 2015.

	 8.	 Panel IECE. Core Competencies for Interprofessional Collaborative 
Practice: Report of an Expert Panel. Washington, DC: Interprofessional 
Education Collaborative; 2011. https://www.aacom.org/docs/
defau​lt-sourc​e/insid​eome/ccrpt​05-10-11.pdf?sfvrs​n=77937​f97_2. 
Accessed March 8, 2021.

	 9.	 Teunissen PW, Scheele F, Scherpbier AJ, et al. How residents learn: 
qualitative evidence for the pivotal role of clinical activities. Med 
Educ. 2007;41(8):763-770.

	10.	 Kennedy TJ, Lingard L, Baker GR, Kitchen L, Regehr G. Clinical over-
sight: conceptualizing the relationship between supervision and 
safety. J Gen Intern Med. 2007;22(8):1080-1085.

	11.	 Stalmeijer RE, Dolmans DH, Snellen-Balendong HA, van Santen-
Hoeufft M, Wolfhagen IH, Scherpbier AJ. Clinical teaching based 

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8690-5326
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8690-5326
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1412-4341
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1412-4341
https://www.acgme.org/Portals/0/MilestonesGuidebook.pdf
https://www.acgme.org/Portals/0/MilestonesGuidebook.pdf
https://www.aacom.org/docs/default-source/insideome/ccrpt05-10-11.pdf?sfvrsn=77937f97_2
https://www.aacom.org/docs/default-source/insideome/ccrpt05-10-11.pdf?sfvrsn=77937f97_2


     |  901STALMEIJER and VARPIO

on principles of cognitive apprenticeship: views of experienced clin-
ical teachers. Acad Med. 2013;88(6):861-865.

	12.	 Govaerts M. Workplace-based assessment and assessment for 
learning: threats to validity. J Grad Med Educ. 2015;7(2):265-267.

	13.	 Ginsburg S, van der Vleuten CP, Eva KW, Lingard L. Cracking the 
code: residents' interpretations of written assessment comments. 
Med Educ. 2017;51(4):401-410.

	14.	 Watling CJ, Ginsburg S. Assessment, feedback and the alchemy of 
learning. Med Educ. 2019;53(1):76-85.

	15.	 Pelgrim EA, Kramer AW, Mokkink HG, van der Vleuten CP. The 
process of feedback in workplace-based assessment: organisation, 
delivery, continuity. Med Educ. 2012;46(6):604-612.

	16.	 Irby DM. Clinical teaching and the clinical teacher. J Med Educ. 
1986;61(9 Pt 2):35-45.

	17.	 Kilminster SM, Jolly BC. Effective supervision in clinical practice 
settings: a literature review. Med Educ. 2000;34(10):827-840.

	18.	 Teunissen PW. Experience, trajectories, and reifications: an emerg-
ing framework of practice-based learning in healthcare workplaces. 
Adv Health Sci Educ Theory Pract. 2015;20(4):843-856.

	19.	 Hill E, Bowman K, Stalmeijer R, Hart J. You've got to know the rules 
to play the game: how medical students negotiate the hidden cur-
riculum of surgical careers. Med Educ. 2014;48(9):884-894.

	20.	 Hafler JP, Ownby AR, Thompson BM, et al. Decoding the learning 
environment of medical education: a hidden curriculum perspective 
for faculty development. Acad Med. 2011;86(4):440-444.

	21.	 Ten Cate O, Chen HC, Hoff RG, Peters H, Bok H, van der Schaaf 
M. Curriculum development for the workplace using Entrustable 
Professional Activities (EPAs): AMEE Guide No. 99. Med Teach. 
2015;37(11):983-1002.

	22.	 Ramani S, Leinster S. AMEE Guide no. 34: teaching in the clinical 
environment. Med Teach. 2008;30(4):347-364.

	23.	 Stalmeijer RE, Dolmans DHJM, Wolfhagen IHAP, Muijtjens AMM, 
Scherpbier AJJA. The Maastricht Clinical Teaching Questionnaire 
(MCTQ) as a valid and reliable instrument for the evaluation of clin-
ical teachers. Acad Med. 2010;85(11):1732-1738.

	24.	 Fluit CR, Bolhuis S, Grol R, Laan R, Wensing M. Assessing the qual-
ity of clinical teachers: a systematic review of content and quality 
of questionnaires for assessing clinical teachers. J Gen Intern Med. 
2010;25(12):1337-1345.

	25.	 Lombarts KM, Ferguson A, Hollmann MW, Malling B, Collaborators 
S, Arah OA. Redesign of the system for evaluation of teach-
ing qualities in anesthesiology residency training (SETQ Smart). 
Anesthesiology. 2016;125(5):1056-1065.

	26.	 Bannister SL, Dolson MS, Lingard L, Keegan DA. Not just trust: 
factors influencing learners' attempts to perform technical skills on 
real patients. Med Educ. 2018;52(6):605-619.

	27.	 Olmos-Vega FM, Dolmans D, Guzman-Quintero C, Echeverri-
Rodriguez C, Teunnissen PW, Stalmeijer RE. Disentangling res-
idents' engagement with communities of clinical practice in the 
workplace. Adv Health Sci Educ Theory Pract. 2019;24(3):459-475.

	28.	 Fenton-O’Creevey M, Brigham L, Jones S, Smith A. Students at 
the academic-workplace boundary. In: Wenger-Trayner E, Fenton-
O’Creevey M, Hutchinson S, Kubiak C, Wenger-Trayner B, eds. Learning 
in Landscapes of Practice. Boundaries, Identity, and Knowledgeability in 
Practice-Based Learning. Abingdon: Routledge; 2015:43-63.

	29.	 van den Eertwegh V, van Dalen J, van Dulmen S, van der Vleuten C, 
Scherpbier A. Residents’ perceived barriers to communication skills 
learning: comparing two medical working contexts in postgraduate 
training. Patient Educ Couns. 2014;95(1):91-97.

	30.	 Vesel TP, O'Brien BC, Henry DM, van Schaik SM. Useful but differ-
ent: resident physician perceptions of interprofessional feedback. 
Teach Learn Med. 2016;28(2):125-134.

	31.	 Polansky MN, Govaerts MJB, Stalmeijer RE, Eid A, Bodurka DC, 
Dolmans D. Exploring the effect of PAs on physician trainee learn-
ing: An interview study. JAAPA. 2019;32(5):47-53.

	32.	 Rees CE, Crampton P, Kent F, et al. Understanding students' and cli-
nicians' experiences of informal interprofessional workplace learn-
ing: an Australian qualitative study. BMJ Open. 2018;8(4):e021238.

	33.	 Varpio L, Bidlake E, Casimiro L, et al. Resident experiences of infor-
mal education: how often, from whom, about what and how. Med 
Educ. 2014;48(12):1220-1234.

	34.	 Noble C, Brazil V, Teasdale T, Forbes M, Billett S. Developing ju-
nior doctors' prescribing practices through collaborative practice: 
Sustaining and transforming the practice of communities. J Interprof 
Care. 2017;31(2):263-272.

	35.	 Martimianakis MAT, Fernando O, Schneider R, Tse S, Mylopoulos 
M. "It's not just about getting along": exploring learning through the 
discourse and practice of interprofessional collaboration. Acad Med. 
2020;95(11S):S73-S80.

	36.	 Jansen I, Stalmeijer RE, Silkens MEWM, Lombarts KMJMH. An act 
of performance: exploring residents’ decision-making processes to 
seek help. Med Educ. 2021. https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.14465

	37.	 Yardley S, Teunissen PW, Dornan T. Experiential learning: trans-
forming theory into practice. Med Teach. 2012;34(2):161-164.

	38.	 Dornan T, Conn R, Monaghan H, Kearney G, Gillespie H, Bennett D. 
Experience Based Learning (ExBL): clinical teaching for the twenty-
first century. Med Teach. 2019;41(10):1098-1105.

	39.	 O'Brien BC, Battista A. Situated learning theory in health profes-
sions education research: a scoping review. Adv Health Sci Educ 
Theory Pract. 2020;25(2):483-509.

	40.	 Kahlke R, Bates J, Nimmon L. When I say … sociocultural learning 
theory. Med Educ. 2019;53(2):117-118.

	41.	 Sfard A. On two metaphors for learning and the dangers of choos-
ing just one. Educ Res. 1998;27(2):4-13.

	42.	 Bleakley A. Broadening conceptions of learning in medical education: 
the message from teamworking. Med Educ. 2006;40(2):150-157.

	43.	 Bleakley A. Embracing the collective through medical education. 
Adv Health Sci Educ. 2020;25(5):1177-1189.

	44.	 Lave J, Wenger E. Situated Learning: Legitimate Peripheral 
Participation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press; 1991.

	45.	 Engestrom Y, Pyorala E. Using activity theory to transform medical 
work and learning. Med Teach. 2021;43(1):7-13.

	46.	 Gherardi S. Community of practice or practices of a community. In: 
Armstrong SJ, Fukami CV, eds. The Sage Handbook of Management 
Learning, Education, and Development. London: SAGE Publications 
Ltd; 2009:514-530.

	47.	 Noble C, Billett S. Sustaining and transforming the practice of com-
munities: developing professionals’ working practices. In: Billett 
S, Dymock D, Choy S, eds. Supporting Learning Across Working 
Life: Models, Processes and Practices. Cham: Springer International 
Publishing; 2016:147-167.

	48.	 Wenger E. Communities of Practice: Learning, Meaning, and Identity. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 1999.

	49.	 Wenger-Trayner E, Wenger-Trayner B. Learning in a landscape of 
practice. In: Wenger-Trayner E, Fenton-O'Creevey M, Hutchinson 
S, Kubiak C, Wenger-Trayner B, eds. Learning in Landscapes of 
Practice. Boundaries, Identity, and Knowledgeability in Practice-Based 
Learning. Abingdon: Routledge; 2015:14–29.

	50.	 McGrath C, Liljedahl M, Palmgren PJ. You say it, we say it, but how 
do we use it? Communities of practice: a critical analysis. Med Educ. 
2020;54(3):188-195.

	51.	 Buckley H, Steinert Y, Regehr G, Nimmon L. When I say … commu-
nity of practice. Med Educ. 2019;53(8):763-765.

	52.	 Hodges DC. Participation as dis-identification with/in a community 
of practice. Mind Culture Activity. 1998;5(4):272-290.

	53.	 Roberts J. Limits to communities of practice. J Manage Stud. 
2006;43(3):623-639.

	54.	 Storberg-Walker J. Wenger's communities of practice revisited: a 
(failed?) Exercise in applied communities of practice theory-building 
research. Adv Dev Hum Resour. 2008;10(4):555-577.

https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.14465


902  |     STALMEIJER and VARPIO

	55.	 Hodson N. Landscapes of practice in medical education. Med Educ. 
2020;54(6):504-509.

	56.	 Jaye C, Egan T, Smith-Han K, Thompson-Fawcett M. Teaching and 
learning in the hospital ward. N Z Med J. 2009;122(1304):13-22.

	57.	 Stalmeijer RE. Teaching in the clinical workplace: looking beyond 
the power of 'the one'. Perspect Med Educ. 2015;4(3):103-104.

	58.	 Varpio L, Teunissen P. Leadership in interprofessional healthcare 
teams: empowering knotworking with followership. Med Teach. 
2021;43(1):32-37.

	59.	 Lundsgaard KS, Tolsgaard MG, Mortensen OS, Mylopoulos M, 
Ostergaard D. Embracing multiple stakeholder perspectives in de-
fining trainee competence. Acad Med. 2019;94(6):838-846.

	60.	 Graham MJ, Naqvi Z, Encandela JA, et al. What indicates compe-
tency in systems based practice? An analysis of perspective consis-
tency among healthcare team members. Adv Health Sci Educ Theory 
Pract. 2009;14(2):187-203.

	61.	 Fiordelli M, Schulz PJ, Caiata Zufferey M. Dissonant role percep-
tion and paradoxical adjustments: an exploratory study on Medical 
Residents' collaboration with Senior Doctors and Head Nurses. Adv 
Health Sci Educ Theory Pract. 2014;19(3):311-327.

	62.	 Hall P. Interprofessional teamwork: professional cultures as barri-
ers. J Interprof Care. 2005;19(Suppl 1):188-196.

	63.	 Caronia L, Saglietti M, Chieregato A. Challenging the interprofes-
sional epistemic boundaries: the practices of informing in nurse-
physician interaction. Soc Sci Med. 2020;246:112732.

	64.	 Miller DW, Paradis E. Making it real: the institutionalization of collabo-
ration through formal structure. J Interprof Care. 2020;34(4):528-536.

	65.	 Akkerman SF, Bakker A. Boundary crossing and boundary objects. 
Rev Educ Res. 2011;81(2):132-169.

	66.	 Paradis E, Whitehead CR. Beyond the lamppost: a proposal 
for a fourth wave of education for collaboration. Acad Med. 
2018;93(10):1457-1463.

	67.	 McHoul A, Grace W. A Foucault Primer: Discourse, Power, and the 
Subject. New York, NY: New York University Press; 1997.

	68.	 van Schaik SM, O'Sullivan PS, Eva KW, Irby DM, Regehr G. Does 
source matter? Nurses' and physicians' perceptions of interprofes-
sional feedback. Med Educ. 2016;50(2):181-188.

	69.	 Freeth DS, Hammick M, Reeves S, Koppel I, Barr H. Effective 
Interprofessional Education: Development, Delivery, and Evaluation. 
Oxford: Blackwell Publishing Ltd; 2005.

	70.	 Nisbet G, Lincoln M, Dunn S. Informal interprofessional learning: 
an untapped opportunity for learning and change within the work-
place. J Interprof Care. 2013;27(6):469-475.

	71.	 Schot E, Tummers L, Noordegraaf M. Working on working to-
gether. A systematic review on how healthcare professionals 
contribute to interprofessional collaboration. J Interprof Care. 
2020;34(3):332-342.

	72.	 McMurtry A, Rohse S, Kilgour KN. Socio-material perspectives 
on interprofessional team and collaborative learning. Med Educ. 
2016;50(2):169-180.

	73.	 Hawkins RE, Welcher CM, Holmboe ES, et al. Implementation of 
competency-based medical education: are we addressing the con-
cerns and challenges? Med Educ. 2015;49(11):1086-1102.

	74.	 Miles A, Ginsburg S, Sibbald M, Tavares W, Watling C, Stroud L. 
Feedback from health professionals in postgraduate medical ed-
ucation: influence of interprofessional relationship, identity and 
power. Med Educ. 2021; 55(4):518–529

	75.	 Sargeant J, Mann K, Sinclair D, van der Vleuten C, Metsemakers J. 
Challenges in multisource feedback: intended and unintended out-
comes. Med Educ. 2007;41(6):583-591.

	76.	 Teherani A, O'Sullivan PS, Aagaard EM, Morrison EH, Irby DM. 
Student perceptions of the one minute preceptor and traditional 
preceptor models. Med Teach. 2007;29(4):323-327.

	77.	 Billett S. Toward a workplace pedagogy: guidance, participation, 
and engagement. Adult Educ Quart. 2002;53(1):27-43.

How to cite this article: Stalmeijer RE, Varpio L. The wolf you 
feed: Challenging intraprofessional workplace-based education 
norms. Med Educ. 2021;55:894–902. https://doi.org/10.1111/
medu.14520

https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.14520
https://doi.org/10.1111/medu.14520

