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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report sets out a review of the journal, Focus on Health Professional Education (FoHPE), commissioned by the 
Australian and New Zealand Association of Health Professional Educators (ANZAHPE), the owners of the journal. 
The terms of reference included an examination of the role and strategic function of the journal; its name and 
format; governance, roles and functions of production; its impact factor and production resources required. The 
review was based on discussions and interviews with key stakeholders and an ANZAHPE members’ survey.  

The strategic direction for FoHPE should embrace the core values of ANZAHPE. There should be a high degree of 
‘ownership’ of the journal by the leadership group and the members of ANZAHPE. There is a need to establish a 
unique niche for the journal, particularly one based on the cross fertilisation of ideas from across education in the 
health professions. Editorial policy should recognise the geographical location of the journal in the Australian/New 
Zealand/Western Pacific region without limiting international aspirations.  

There was not a high degree of interest expressed in changing the name of the journal. There were strong indictors 
of the need for an online presence for the journal either as online only or combined print and online. The current 
print only format received the least support.  

The current ‘cottage industry’ status of the journal is not sustainable in the long term. There is a heavy workload for 
the Editor and insufficient administrative support. The governance needs to be restructured to include more Deputy 
and Associate Editors, an Editorial Advisory Board and Quality and Standards Committee.  

It is important to increase the impact factor of the journal but this should not be an exclusive concern of editorial 
policy. ANZAHPE members should be encouraged to write papers for the journal, use it and quote from it. Indexing 
and listing in Pub Med is an urgent priority to enable searching capabilities beyond those of the current approach of 
making papers available in pdf format through the ANZAHPE website. 

There is a need to identify increased resources for the journal particularly for support for the Editor. Timeliness of 
the review process also needs to be improved through online handling of papers. The leadership of ANZAHPE will 
need to consider proposals to join a publication house for the future viability of the journal.     

FoHPE was established in 1999 and it has grown and flourished since then. Its continuation is important for the 
community of health professional educators. Nevertheless it is timely to question whether the cottage industry status 
of the journal can be sustained, particularly in the new online journal environment of academic work.   
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

1. That the leadership of ANZAHPE develops strategies to promote ownership of FoHPE by ANZAHPE 
members and ensures that the journal embodies the purpose and ethos of the organisation.   

2. That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE, the Editor and the Editorial Board establish and 
promote a clear niche for FoHPE as a journal which promotes cross fertilisation of educational ideas across 
the health professions. 

3. That the editorial policy of FoHPE recognises the journal’s location in the Australian, New Zealand and 
Western Pacific region but retains international aspirations.  

4. That the name Focus on Health Professional education be retained as the name of the journal for the time 
being. 

5. That FoHPE be moved to a full online format as a matter of urgency and a cost/value appraisal of retaining 
a print format alongside the online format be conducted.   

6. That the work of the Editor and Associate Editors be supported through full online processing of papers. 

7. That the governance of FoHPE be reviewed to expand the numbers and functions of Deputy and Associate 
Editors, to establish an independent Editorial Advisory Board and to create a Quality and Standards 
Committee. 

8. That the indexing and listing of FoHPE in Pub Med be implemented urgently as a way of increasing access 
to the journal, enabling citing of papers and facilitating search capacity.   

9. That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE review options for increasing revenue to the journal 

10. That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE consider a range of options for online processing of 
papers including joining an existing publication house and determine the appropriate option to be adopted. 

11. That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE draw up short and long term business plans for FoHPE 
to establish it as the premier high quality journal for education across the health professions.   

 

 



 5 

1 INTRODUCTION 

This report sets out the outcomes of a review of the journal Focus on Health Professional Education (FoHPE). The 
report is presented to the June 2012 Committee of Management (CoM) meeting of the Australian and New Zealand 
Association for Health Professional Educators (ANZAHPE), the organisation that owns the journal. The following 
sources of data were used to inform the review; 

• A face-to-face interview with the current Editor; 

• Face-to-face or telephone interviews with nine current or past members of the Editorial Board who 
undertook Associate or Deputy Editor roles; 

• Discussions with participants in workshops at the ANZAHPE 2011 Annual Conference in Alice Springs; 

• A survey of members of ANZAHPE. 

The members’ survey sought views on the importance of the journal to members, strategic directions of the journal, 
author and reviewer information, and name and format of the journal. The survey was distributed electronically. A 
total of 70 members responded which represents approximately one third of the membership. While this represents a 
low response rate the findings have been used in combination with other data in deriving the findings of the report.  

This report is organised according to the five main objectives of the review: 
 

• The role and strategic directions of FoHPE as the journal of ANZAHPE; 
 

• The name and format of the journal; 
 

• Improvements, where necessary, of the governance, roles and functions relating to the production of the 
journal; 

 
• How to improve the impact of the journal; 

 
• Resources used in the production of FoHPE. 

 
The first issue of FoHPE was published in June 1999. It is clear that the standing and status of the journal has 
increased as it has developed. The quality of the papers submitted and published has increased. The successive 
Editors, Editorial Board members and administrative staff are to be commended for their work. However it is timely 
to consider where the strategic directions of the journal should lead. FoHPE remains as essentially a ‘cottage 
industry’ journal reliant on the good will and voluntary contributions of members acting in editorial positions. The 
sponsors of similar journals have recognised that this is unsustainable particularly given the contemporary workload 
demands of academics and educators. Many of those journals have now been moved into large publishing houses 
with stipends for editorial staff. The current economic basis of FoHPE makes this difficult.  
 
The other major development since 1999 has been the ubiquity of electronic access to journals. Not only do many 
educators prefer to read journals online, the online format provides searching and indexing capacities now regarded 
as essential in academic work.  While there have been developments in providing online access to FoHPE it remains 
largely as a print-based journal.  

2 ROLE AND STRATEGIC DIRECTIONS OF FoHPE 

This review is timely in that it highlights the need for a clear, articulated vision and direction statement in taking the 
journal forward. There are least three issues in establishing the strategic direction; ownership of the journal by 
ANZAHPE and its members, the journal’s niche in the academic and health professional education community and 
its geographical focus.  
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2.1 ANZAHPE ownership of FoHPE 

Health professional educators in Australia and New Zealand form a comparatively small group without easy access 
to sympathetic or dedicated journals. It is important therefore that there is a high level of ownership of FoHPE 
within the ANZAHPE community before any considerations are made about its standing more widely. Only 28 
(40%) of the members surveyed rated FoHPE as very important or important to their work in item 1 of the 
questionnaire. Almost half of the respondents (31, 44%) gave a neutral response to that item. In item 2, 33 
respondents (47%) indicated that they read FoHPE very frequently or frequently.  

In terms of contribution to FoHPE. item 12 revealed that 35 (50%) of respondents claimed they had not submitted a 
paper to FoHPE as a sole or joint author while 33 (47%) claimed to have submitted 1-5 papers and 2 (3%) claimed 
to have submitted 6-10 papers.  In terms of actual acceptance 42 respondents (60%) reported that they had not had a 
paper accepted as a sole or joint author, 25 respondents (36%) had 1-5 papers accepted and 1 (1%) 6-10 papers 
accepted (item 13)1. For item 14, 40 respondents (57%) reported that they had not acted as a reviewer for FoHPE 
while 29 (41%) indicated that they had done this on 1-5 occasions or more. There was a greater use of the journal 
for referencing other papers. A total of 45 (64%) of respondents reported including a paper from FoHPE as 
reference work they had authored on 1-5 occasions, 7 (10%) on 6-10 occasions and 1 (1%) on 11-15 occasions. The 
remaining 17 respondents (24%) reported they had not done this (item 15).  

These figures reveal that, as a first step, ownership of FoHPE within the ANZAHPE community needs to be 
improved. While just under half of the members indicated they are very frequent or frequent readers exactly 50% 
reported no submission of papers to the journal. More than half reported that they had not acted as reviewers.  The 
use of FoHPE papers as references in other papers attracted more support with three quarters of respondents 
indicating that they had done this on 1-5 occasions.  

It was clear that the majority of respondents thought that FoHPE should embody the essential goals and values of 
ANZAHPE (item 5). In all 60 respondents (86%) indicated strong agreement or agreement with this statement. This 
was also supported by the majority of the Associate Editors interviewed. They argued that the journal should be 
promoted more strongly at annual conferences and there was some support, although not universal, for the 
leadership of ANZAHPE directly encouraging more members to use FoHPE papers as references in other papers.  
The Associate Editors favoured editorial independence of FoHPE from ANZAHPE but within an overall framework 
derived from ANZAHPE’s core values. There was not a clear preference for the independence of the editorial policy 
of FoHPE in the member’s survey in item 7.  In all 11 respondents (16%) used the strongly agree rating, 13 (19%) 
used the agree rating, 16 (23%) used the neutral rating and 26 (37%) and 3 (4%) respondents used the disagree and 
strongly disagree ratings respectively.   

ANZAHPE is a small but unique organisation embracing educators from across the health professions.  It has a 
relatively flat governance structure while high levels of participation are promoted at annual conferences. These 
characteristics should be embodied within the mission statement of the journal. ANZAHPE members need to 
develop a high degree of ownership of the journal. It should be made relevant to their work and they should be 
encouraged to publish, review and quote papers.  

Recommendation 1  

That the leadership of ANZAHPE develops strategies to promote ownership of FoHPE by ANZAHPE members and 
ensures that the journal embodies the purpose and ethos of the organisation.   

2.2 A niche for FoHPE 

There was a strong consensus among the Associate Editors that the profile of FoHPE should be raised. It was argued 
it should occupy a credible and recognisable niche among journals in the field but there was less agreement about 
what the niche should actually be. Some of the Associate Editors argued for an aspiration that FoHPE should 
resemble and be recognised alongside existing high quality journals, the most frequent exemplars being Medical 
Education and Medical Teacher. Others argued that this was neither feasible nor desirable. There was support for 
the idea that FoHPE should be recognised internationally for its own unique contribution to the field. It was claimed 
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that ANZAHPE itself had undergone a recent name change and renewed mission and this should be reflected in the 
journal.  

Item 4 of the member’s survey revealed some equivocation about an editorial policy which was directed exclusively 
towards the publication of high quality scientific papers. A total of 33 respondents (47%) indicated they strongly 
agreed or agreed with such a policy, 20 respondents (29%) indicated they strongly disagreed or disagreed while 17 
(24%) remained neutral.   There were similar patterns for item 6; the most important editorial policy for FoHPE is 
an increase in its impact factor. In all 32 respondents (46%) used the strongly agree and agree ratings, 20 
respondents (29%) used the strongly disagree and disagree ratings and 18 (26%) used the neutral rating.   

One of the ideas emerging from discussions with the Associate Editors was that FoHPE could be recognised as a 
journal for beginning authors and researchers in health professional education. It was recognised that health 
professional education is still in many respects an emerging research discipline. ANZAHPE with its encouraging 
ethos and ‘flat’ decision-making structure could provide a journal which would give a boost to new researchers in 
the field. This view was not shared by all Associate Editors nor by just over half of the members surveyed. For item 
9, 36 respondents (51%) indicated that they disagreed or strongly disagreed that FoHPE should be recognised as a 
journal for beginning authors and researchers in health professional education. A total of 19 respondents (27%) 
indicated that they strongly agreed or agreed with this direction while 14 respondents (20%) remained neutral.  

One distinct niche identified in the Associate Editor interviews was that FoHPE was the only journal that could 
effectively accommodate the interests of all health professional educators. Thus it could be a forum for cross 
fertilisation of ideas from the various health professions in contrast to the single discipline health professional 
education journals. Item 8 in the members’ survey revealed that the majority of respondents (43, 61%) either 
strongly disagreed or disagreed that the editorial policy of FoHPE should be directed towards publication of papers 
in the health professions as separate disciplines. Only 6 respondents (9%) strongly agreed or agreed with this and 19 
(27%) remained neutral.  There were some written comments that accompanied this item which indicated that its 
intent was not well understood. However, it does show that at least 61% of members did not support the ‘separation’ 
of the disciplines in health professional education.  

There was support for the establishment of FoHPE as a journal which is recognised for its leadership in 
interprofessional education. A total of 40 respondents (57%) indicated that they strongly agreed or agreed with this 
in item 10 with 12 respondents (17%) indicating that that they strongly disagreed or disagreed. A total of 16   
respondents (23%) remained neutral. There were comments by the Associate Editors and some written comments on 
the survey about the uncertainty and lack of evidence for the effectiveness of interprofessional education with thus 
some question about whether it should become a major direction for the journal.  

In his interview the Editor of FoHPE expressed a view that more ‘blue sky’ or speculative papers should be 
published in FoHPE , thus giving it a niche as a forum for leadership in ideas and innovation in health professional 
education. He received support from some of the Associate Editors in this. Just over half of the members surveyed 
(38, 54%) indicated strong agreement or agreement with this idea in item 11, only 8 (11%) members strongly 
disagreed or disagreed with 22 (31%) taking a neutral stance.   

The establishment and promotion of a clear niche for ANZAHPE is an urgent task for the CoM, Editor and Editorial 
Board with support of the membership of ANZAHPE.  While there not clear agreement about what the niche should 
be the idea which received most support was that FoHPE should be a journal which promoted education across the 
health professions but not as separate disciplines. Cross fertilisation between disciplines, blue sky leadership ideas 
and interprofessional education also gained some support although the latter would require a more evidence of its 
effectiveness. There was not strong support for FoHPE occupying a niche for beginning writers and researchers. 
Some of the more long standing Associate Editors acknowledged that they had taken on functions of assisting 
beginning writers and it would be in keeping with the goals and values of ANZAHPE to continue to do. While this 
has provided a useful service for health professional educators in the region it may not prove to be a strategic long 
term direction for the journal. There is a risk that FoHPE may be seen as a pale imitation of the larger prestigious 
single discipline journals or, in the words of one of the written comments in the survey, FoHPE may be seen as a 
journal for ‘last’ publication of papers not accepted elsewhere.   
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By occupying a cross disciplinary niche FoHPE would develop with different content than the single discipline 
journals. There should be no reason why there should not be an aspiration to achieve the same quality provided this 
did not work against cross fertilisation between the disciplines and the inclusion of blue sky papers. Indeed there 
was some equivocation among the members surveyed about the publication of high quality papers or increasing 
impact factor as exclusive concerns of editorial policy.  

Recommendation 2  

That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE, the Editor and the Editorial Board establish and promote a clear 
niche for FoHPE as a journal which promotes cross fertilisation of educational ideas across the health professions.  

2.3 The geographic location of FoHPE  

There was some debate among the Associate Editors about whether FoHPE should emphasise the work of health 
professional educators in the Australia/New Zealand/Western Pacific region or whether its emphasis should be 
international. In item 3 the majority of members surveyed (51, 72%) indicated that they strongly agreed or agreed 
that the editorial policy for FoHPE should be directed towards papers from Australia, New Zealand and the Western 
Pacific.  Given the association with ANZAHPE it is inevitable that most papers would emanate from the region and 
the promotion of the ‘ownership’ of the journal by the ANZAHPE leadership and members suggested above may 
well increase this.  

An editorial policy recognising the location of FoHPE in the Australian/New Zealand/Western Pacific region is not 
incompatible with international aspirations. They key will be to publish papers from the region that are not local and 
particularistic in content but which address issues of international significance. The ANZAHPE leadership and 
members should use their networks to encourage writers from other regions to publish in the journal. One successful 
model has been the journal Rural and Remote Health. It roots are in the Australian Rural Clinical School 
environment and it began with distinctive Australian and medical education roots. It now publishes papers across the 
health professions and attracts international authors and readers.  This has been achieved though maintaining an 
international view on local issues and accessing international networks of rural health educators. These are twin 
priorities for FoHPE 

Recommendation 3  

That the editorial policy of FoHPE recognises the journal’s location in the Australian, New Zealand and Western 
Pacific region but retains international aspirations.  

3 THE NAME AND FORMAT OF THE JOURNAL 

3.1 Name 

It is timely to consider the appropriateness of the name of the journal given that ANZAHPE has recently undergone 
a change in name and that the current name of the journal may not necessarily match new strategic directions for the 
journal that may arise out of this review. Most of the Associate Editors did not think a name change was an 
important priority although there was a minority view that it was time for a change.  The dominant view was that 
there were other priorities for the journal as summarised by one of the Associate Editors who claimed that  ‘the 
name is not the issue’. A total of 35 respondents to the member’s survey (50%) answered in the affirmative to item 
17; do you think Focus on Health Professional Education is an appropriate name for the journal?   Only 17 
members (24%) gave a negative response while 16 (23%) remained neutral.  

There were 18 suggestions in the members’ survey for a new name for the journal with 3 of these including 
Australia and New Zealand in the title.  The word Focus was a specific concern for a further 3 respondents. The 
remaining 12 suggestions all incorporated health professional education in the title without the use of Focus perhaps 
indicating further concerns with this word. 

There are advantages with a name change to one more closely associated with the new name of the organisation and 
to clearly signify a change or renewal of strategic direction if that is desired. There are also disadvantages with loss 
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of continuity and brand recognition at a time when these may be important for greater ownership and participation in 
the journal by ANZAHPE members and the health professional education community.  There does not appear to be 
a strong will to change the name by Associate Editors or members in general. There may be some concern about the 
term Focus. At this stage, however, greater energies should be devoted to defining and implementing a visible 
strategic direction for the journal. An assessment of the appropriateness of current name should follow.  

Recommendation 4 

That the name Focus on Health Professional education be retained as the name of the journal for the time being. 

3.2 Format 

One area where there was a strong consensus from the Associate Editors was that FoHPE could not remain as a print 
only journal despite any costs in moving to an online format. An online version of the journal was regarded as 
essential for indexing and listing of the journal in Pub Med. It was considered a key to FoHPE being used as a 
serious research journal with papers being used and referenced in the construction of other papers. The current 
approach with pdf documents accessed through the ANZAHPE website was not considered sufficient.  

In item 18 of the members’ survey 44 respondents (63%) indicated that their preferred method of access was online. 
In item 19 only 3 respondents (4%) indicated that their preferred format for the journal was print only. Online only 
was favoured by 26 respondents (37%) with 40 respondents (57%) indicating a preference for print and online. 
There were frequent written comments on this in the further suggestions section of the survey supporting an easily 
accessible online presence for the journal. The preference for both print and online was qualified by comments that 
print was useful for reading papers but online was essential for searching and using papers in research endeavours.  

Thus there is little support for FoHPE as a print only journal and taking the journal beyond its current limited online 
access is a key priority arising out of this review. There is some support for a dual format combining advantages of 
initial reading with further indexing and searching capacities.  Ultimately a decision of whether this can be achieved 
may rest on financial concerns and there is further discussion of this in subsequent sections of this report. While 
online only journals were once perceived to be inferior to print and print/online journals the indexing and searching 
advantage online are now generally perceived to outweigh any these inferiorities. Again the journal Rural and 
Remote Health which is similar in age and genesis to FoHPE can serve as a useful comparison. It began and has 
remained as online journal while consistently building its reputation in its constituency.  

Recommendation 5 

That FoHPE be moved to a full online format as a matter of urgency and a cost/value appraisal of retaining a print 
format alongside the online format be conducted.   

4 GOVERNANCE, ROLES AND FUNCTIONS 

Workloads in the constituencies of the ANZAHPE membership have increased considerably and it is very difficult 
for members to take on significant roles such as journal editing on top of existing workloads. This has been 
recognised by many of the journals in the field that have moved away from a ‘cottage industry’ approach to employ 
more professional staff and remunerate or provide funds for backfill for ‘volunteer’ staff.  This option is not 
available to FoHPE given its current and future resource base.   

While FoHPE may need to remain in the cottage industry mode for a while yet it is important to consider how the 
workload can be managed for those who take editorial positions. Importantly, none of the Associate Editors 
interviewed indicated they had a heavy workload but they all recognised that the Editor did have a significant load. 
There was confidence expressed in the work of the Editor but it was claimed that there was too much work for one 
person on a part-time basis with administrative support shared with other ANZAHPE functions.   

There strong indications that the Associate Editors task could be made much easier if the processing of papers was 
moved to a full online format.  There were particular concerns raised about the reviewer database which was 
currently organised as a spreadsheet. Associate Editors indicated that they mainly identified reviewers through their 
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own personal and professional networks. This took a considerable amount of time and did not tap the full range of 
expertise within the ANZAHPE membership.  It could be addressed through the development of a fully searchable 
database linked in with the online format for processing papers. There should be a simple method of recruiting new 
reviewers. ANZAHPE members’ ‘ownership’ of the journal could be fostered by recruiting them as reviewers with a 
focus on this activity at annual conferences.    

The other main issue raised by the Associate Editors was the lack of time for strategic thinking, development, 
discussion and meetings with the Editor. Some teleconferences of the editorial group had been held but meetings 
were not frequent. Most of their available time was spent in processing of papers.  

Thus there is an urgent need to address the balance of workload between the Editor and the Associate Editors. The 
key to addressing this will be to involve more people in the processing of papers through Associate Editor posts. 
More members of ANZAHPE should be encouraged to take these posts with this being seen as part of the linkage 
and the commitment of the organisation to its journal. A three tier structure for editorial posts is proposed as per 
Table 1.   

Table 1 Proposed Editorial Structure  

Position Roles 

Editor-in-Chief Strategic direction and planning                                                                     
Leadership of editorial team                                                                                         
Initial and final decisions on papers                                                                         
Editorials/commentaries/commissioning                                                               
Preparation of issues 

Senior Deputy Editor Editor-in-chief elect                                                                                            
Assistance with strategic direction and planning                                                        
Initial decisions on papers                                                                                       
Processing of papers                                             
Editorials/commentaries/commissioning                                                                                           
Preparation of some issues 

Deputy Editor Assistance with strategic direction and planning                                                        
Initial decisions on papers                                                                                       
Processing of papers                                              
Editorials/commentaries/commissioning                                                                                            
Preparation of some issues 

Associate Editors (5-10) Processing of papers                                                                       
Editorials/commentaries 

There is a need for a review of the governance structure to support this. In the current approach the Associate 
Editors comprise the Editorial Board. Most comparable journals retain an Editorial Advisory Board consisting of 
key stakeholders who have no day-to-day functions in the journal. The Board, through its Chair, acts as a strategic 
advisory and sounding forum for the editorial team. It is recommended that FoHPE move to that system with at least 
one meeting of the Board a year at the annual conference of ANZAHPE. It would be appropriate for the President of 
ANZAHPE to chair the Editorial Board, at least in the initial phase of its operation, to provide a strong link with the 
strategic directions of ANZAHPE. The creation of such a board will assist the editorial team in moving strategic 
directions and planning to a higher priority. 

The Editor-in-Chief, Deputy Editors and Associate Editors as outlined above would comprise the editorial team with 
direct reporting through the Editor-in-Chief to the President and CoM of ANZAHPE. They would be informed by 
the advice of the newly constructed Editorial Advisory Board. It will be important to produce clear role descriptions 
for the members of the editorial team particularly for new members.  
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There is also a need for a Quality and Standards Committee within the governance of the journal.  Such groups  are 
generally constituted to promote ethical standards of publishing and to provide a forum at ‘arms length’ from the 
Editor-in-Chief and the editorial team to consider specific instances of plagiarism, inappropriate attribution of 
authorship or repeated publication from a small data set. Given the nature of the work formal terms of reference 
would need to be established with reporting to the Editor-in-Chief and the President of ANZAHPE. Initially the 
group could be small with members selected for appropriate interest and expertise.  

Recommendation 6 

That the work of the Editor and Associate Editors be supported through full online processing of papers. 

Recommendation 7 

That the governance of FoHPE be reviewed to expand the numbers and functions of Deputy and Associate Editors, 
to establish an independent Editorial Advisory Board and to create a Quality and Standards Committee. 

 5 IMPACT OF THE JOURNAL 

The impact of the journal is crucial for a number of reasons. Current research activity formulae in higher education 
favour high impact factor journals. However, at least in the Excellence for Research in Australia (ERA) program 
FoHPE has a B rating which means it can be counted and, as indicated above, there was some equivocation among 
the members surveyed about increasing impact factor as being the most important editorial policy for FoHPE.   
Nevertheless research measurement formulae are subject to change and there were some written comments to 
accompany the questionnaire to indicate that journals other than FoHPE were selected for members’ papers because 
of the higher impact factors of the other journals.  The higher the impact the more likely it is that writers will want to 
publish their work in the journal. It is important for FoHPE to increase its impact factor, particularly if it is to 
become the niche journal for health professional educators in Australia and New Zealand.  There is a responsibility 
to Australian and New Zealand health professional educators to do that. 

It is encouraging that in response to item 15 that approximately three quarters of members surveyed indicated that 
they had included a reference to a paper published in FoHPE on 1-5 or more occasions in work they had authored.  
It is also important to encourage people not only to write high quality papers but to use and quote from the journal.  
In the words of one of the Associate Editors interviewed, ‘It should be the kind of journal that people will want to 
quote’.  This should again be part of the strong linkage between FoHPE and ANZAHPE. Articles should be quoted 
in official correspondence, papers and presentation at ANZAHPE meetings and other national and international 
events. Members of the CoM should exercise leadership in this but it should be seen as a responsibility of all 
ANZAHPE members to use and quote articles from their journal.  

Indexing and listing in Pub MEd is an important component of this. The Associate Editors indicated that this was a 
matter of some urgency.  The written comments accompanying questionnaire items 18 and 19 dealing with format 
and access to the journal emphasised the importance of indexing in searching and using papers from the journal in 
research. Currently FoHPE papers are available through the website but there is no search capacity and again it is a 
cottage industry approach which will not meet the needs of the journal in the future.  An increase in impact factor 
will follow from greater use and referencing of papers from FoHPE. In turn increasing the number of high quality 
papers in the journal will enhance the likelihood of papers being cited but they must be accessible. Thus indexing 
and listing of the journal should be high priority for ANZAHPE. 

Recommendation 8  

That the indexing and listing of FoHPE in Pub Med be implemented urgently as a way of increasing access to the 
journal, enabling citing of papers and facilitating search capacity.   

6 RESOURCES AND THE PRODUCTION OF THE JOURNAL 

The Editor of the journal carries a substantial workload. As this is a volunteer post it is usually taken on top of a full 
employment load in increasingly busy environments. The current Editor deserves substantial commendation for his 
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devotion to the work of the journal. There is little doubt that administrative support of two days per week at 
minimum is required for the efficient functioning of the journal at its current cottage industry status. Currently that 
is beyond the resources of FoHPE and ANZAHPE. Thus there is a need to increase revenue to the journal. There are 
a number of strategies for doing this such as increasing fees, accepting advertising, using ‘profits’ from annual 
conferences and increasing fees specifically for library or non-member subscriptions. A review of income to the 
journal is an urgent task for the ANZAHPE CoM. Labour and infrastructure costs are cheaper in New Zealand and 
that may be the appropriate location for journal support. Proof reading and checking services also need to be 
retained to relieve the Editor of such work. 

Timeliness of the review and publication process was a significant issue outlined by the Associate Editors. It is 
difficult to gauge the extent of concern about the publication process in item 16 of the members’ survey; how would 
you describe the process by which papers you have submitted to FoHPE have been assessed for publication, as 31 
respondents (44%) used the not applicable (NA) rating presumably because they had not submitted a paper to the 
journal.  Of the remaining respondents 16 (23%) used the very unsatisfactory (VU) and unsatisfactory (U) ratings,  
12 (17%) used the very satisfactory (VS) and satisfactory (S) ratings and 9 (13%) used the neutral (N) rating. The 
long time period between submission and publication was raised on 11 occasions in comments on the questionnaire. 
Thus there does appear to be concern about the time taken from initial submission through review and resubmission 
if necessary to publication decision and eventual publication. This could be addressed by increased administrative 
support but would be aided considerably by the full online processing of papers as part of the overall online 
presence of the journal discussed previously. Much of the business of the journal is currently done via internet but 
this needs to be integrated into an overall online presence.  

There are a number of options for the CoM to consider for online processing of papers. Other journals in the field 
successfully use Manuscript Central, or Editorial Manager but there are significant costs associated with their use 
which may be beyond current resources. There are plans to develop a home grown system for ANZAHPE. While 
this will not have significant cost implications it is a substantial exercise and developing a user friendly workable 
system may take some trialling and an extended time frame. A further option is to investigate joining a publication 
house’s stable of journals. It is understood that Sage publications has expressed some interest. The cross health 
professions brief of FoHPE would make it attractive to publishers and joining a publication house would solve the 
resources issue. It may come with some loss of independence and eventual ownership of the journal by ANZAHPE 
and its members. 

The CoM has an urgent task in drawing up a short and long term business plan for the journal. In the short term 
FoHPE may need to retain it cottage industry status but with increased revenue, more administrative support and a 
full online presence. The long term sustainability and development of FoHPE  as the premier high quality journal of 
education across the health professions will require more substantial funding and a potential engagement with a 
publication house. 

Recommendation 9  

That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE review options for increasing revenue to the journal 

Recommendation 10 

That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE consider a range of options for online processing of papers 
including joining an existing publication house and determine the appropriate option to be adopted. 

Recommendation 11 

That the Committee of Management of ANZAHPE draw up short and long term business plans for FoHPE to 
establish it as the premier high quality journal for education across the health professions.   

7 CONCLUSION 

FoHPE was established in 1999. Since then it has survived and improved in quality and there is a clear niche for a 
journal in focusing on education across the health professions. It is time now to question whether FoHPE’s cottage 
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industry status can survive in the current environment and there is an imperative to move the journal to a full online 
presence with appropriate indexing and searching capacities. The ANZAHPE leadership and membership will be 
important in this. The fate of the journal may eventually reside in the degree of ownership of the journal by the 
ANZAHPE community and by its embodiment of the ethos and values of the organisation.  
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APPENDIX 1 

Members’ survey results n=70 

1 How important is FoHPE in your work as a health professional educator? 

Very important Important Neutral Unimportant Very 
unimportant 

No response 

2 26 31 11 0 0 

2 How frequently do you read FoHPE? 

Very frequently Frequently Neutral Infrequently Very 
infrequently 

No response 

6 27 9 23 5 0 

3 The editorial policy for FoHPE should be directed towards publication of papers from the Australia/New 
Zealand/Western Pacific region. 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

14 37 10 8 1 0 

4 The editorial policy for FoHPE should be directed exclusively towards publication of high quality scientific 
papers.  

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

9 24 17 17 3 0 

5 The editorial policy for FoHPE should embody the essential goals and values of ANZAHPE. 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

23 37 7 3 0 0 

6 The most important editorial policy for FoHPE is an increase in its impact factor. 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

12 20 18 18 2 0 

7 The editorial policy for FoHPE should be independent of the views of ANZAHPE. 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

11 13 16 26 3 1 
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8 The editorial policy for FoHPE should be directed towards publication of papers on education in the health 
professions as separate disciplines. 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

1 5 19 33 10 2 

9 FoHPE should be established as a journal for beginning authors and researchers in health professional education. 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

5 14 14 33 3 1 

10 FoHPE should be established as a journal which is recognised for its leadership in interprofessional education.  

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

9 31 16 10 2 2 

11 More ‘blue sky’ or speculative papers should be published in FoHPE. 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

No response 

6 32 22 5 3 2 

12 How many papers where you are a sole or a joint author have you submitted for publication in FoHPE? 

0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16+ No response 

35 33 2 0 0 0 

13 How many papers where you are a sole or a joint author have been accepted for publication in FoHPE? 

0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16+ No response 

42 25 1 0 0 2 

14 How many times have you acted as a reviewer of a paper for FoHPE? 

0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16+ No response 

40 19 7 2 1 1 

15 How many times have you included a paper from FoHPE as a reference in a paper you have authored (sole or 
joint)? 

0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16+ No response 

17 45 7 1 0 0 
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16 How would you describe the process by which papers you have submitted to FoHPE have been assessed for 
publication? 

Very 
satisfactory 

Satisfactory Neutral Unsatisfactory Very 
unsatisfactory 

Not 
applicable 

No response 

3 9 9 11 5 31 2 

17 Do you think that Focus on Health Professional Education is an appropriate name for the journal? 

Yes Neutral No No response 

35 16 17 2 

18 What is your preferred method of access to FoHPE? 

Print Online No response 

26 44 0 

18 What is your preferred format for FoHPE? 

Print only Online only Print and online No response 

3 26 40 1 

 


