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Abstract

Objective Sub-Saharan Africa produces less than 4% of global scientific output, despite significant health and
development challenges. This study evaluated the effectiveness of a pilot scientific writing workshop in Cameroon
aimed at building writing skills and publication readiness of early career researchers. We conducted two workshops'
sessions in Yaoundé, Cameroon, in April and November 2023. A mixed-methods approach was used. Quantitative data
were obtained via pre- and post-workshop questionnaires designed to capture participants’self-assessed knowledge,
skills, and confidence related to the workshop content. Qualitative data were gathered through in-depth interviews.
Descriptive and inferential statistics were applied to the survey data, and thematic content analysis was used to assess
qualitative responses.

Results A total of 86 participants completed both the pre- and post-workshop surveys (response rate: 86.9%).
The majority had never published scientific papers (62.8%) nor had they received formal writing training (61.6%).
The quantitative results showed statistically significant improvements in participants’ overall understanding of
scientific writing and publishing (mean difference=0.93, p <0.001) and confidence regarding writing skills (mean
difference=0.94, p <0.001). Thematic analysis of the interviews revealed high satisfaction with the learning
environment, perceived knowledge gains, and a strong demand for mentorship and sustained training opportunities.
Highlights

+  Most of the participants (61.6%) had never completed a scientific writing or publication course.

«Almost two thirds (62.8%) had never published a scientific paper before.

- Participants reported increased knowledge, skills and confidence in scientific communication.

«Junior researchers in Africa seek consistent mentorship and training opportunities.
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Introduction

Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) faces numerous pressing chal-
lenges; yet the region contributes less than 4% of global
scientific research output, revealing a significant gap
between the severity of its challenges and the volume of
locally produced evidence to address them [1-3]. Much
of the research conducted in Africa remains unpub-
lished or underutilized in policy and decision-making
processes, hindering sustainable development efforts [4].
Even when African-based studies are published, African
researchers are frequently underrepresented as first or
last authors, diminishing local ownership and visibility in
scientific discourse [5, 6]. Although research productiv-
ity has increased since 2004, meaningful gains across the
continent remain limited [7].

Peer-reviewed publications are widely used as the pri-
mary indicator of individual and institutional research
capacity and productivity [8]. Patterns of publication and
authorship therefore mirror local research capability and
leadership [9]. Consequently, African leadership of Afri-
can research is essential for developing context-appropri-
ate solutions and for ensuring their uptake in policy and
decision-making [9]. In addition, actively participating
in international scholarly communication can help sub-
Saharan Africa acquire the knowledge and information
needed to compete and thrive in the global economy [10].

Several factors have been implicated in Africa’s low
research output, including infrastructural deficits, lim-
ited institutional support, inadequate funding, and gaps
in research education and training [8]. A capacity assess-
ment of African universities and research institutions
highlighted poor academic writing skills as a significant
constraint, particularly in SSA [11]. In health research,
scholarly writing and publication are critical for driving
innovation, improving clinical practice, and fostering the
academic advancement of researchers [12]. However, for
many early career researchers in Sub-Saharan Africa,
the path to academic publication is fraught with chal-
lenges ranging from lack of training in scientific writing
to limited mentorship and language barriers, especially
when writing in a non-native language [13]. Effective
manuscript preparation requires a sound understanding
of scientific article structure, journal requirements, and
scholarly communication practices, areas where many
early career African researchers need substantive support
[14, 15]. Strengthening these skills and addressing the
broader barriers to their scientific productivity is critical
for sub-Saharan Africa’s development, since young schol-
ars are pivotal to research and innovation ecosystems in
today’s knowledge-driven economies [16].

Short-term training and targeted capacity-building
initiatives are a promising way to narrow early-career
researchers’ skills gaps in scientific writing and publish-
ing, and such interventions can boost publication output
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[17]. However, evidence on their effectiveness remains
limited in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs)
[17, 18]. In sub-Saharan Africa, notable programs such
as Rising Scholars (anciently AuthorAid) and the Train-
ing Centre in Communication (TCC Africa) have dem-
onstrated impact but still face constraints in institutional
and geographic reach; efforts across the region remain
fragmented and often undocumented [19]. As Busse et
al. (2022) argue, scientific writing and publishing inter-
ventions are an underused opportunity for strengthening
research capacity, and implementers should “share their
experiences by publishing detailed information about
the approach and effectiveness of the interventions”
[17]. Other authors likewise call for systematic docu-
mentation, evaluation, and publication of findings from
research capacity-building initiatives to generate lessons
and evidence that inform future programs and research
[18].

Evidence from prior studies shows that scientific
writing workshops can substantially improve partici-
pants’ writing competence and confidence, even when
their prior experience is limited [20, 21]. Building both
skills and confidence aligns with Cooke’s six principles
for research capacity building in healthcare evalua-
tion [22], and confidence itself is a key factor that can
increase interest and success in STEM research [23].
Targeting these two constructs, skills and confidence,
therefore offers a practical blueprint for designing effec-
tive writing and publishing interventions, particularly
in low-resource settings. Guided by this approach, we
implemented a pilot scientific and manuscript-writing
workshop in Cameroon.

Cameroon exemplifies many of the structural and
contextual challenges faced by early-career research-
ers across sub-Saharan Africa: limited access to fund-
ing opportunities and research support structures,
minimal mentorship, administrative hurdles, and
restricted opportunities for international collaboration
[24, 25]. As a bilingual country, it also presents unique
linguistic barriers to scientific publishing, particularly
for francophone researchers submitting in English [24].
Despite efforts to integrate research courses into formal
training, there remains a clear need for targeted interven-
tions that build skills, confidence, and mentorship espe-
cially as documented accounts of such interventions are
scarce [17]. Against this backdrop, this study examines
whether a structured scientific and manuscript-writing
workshop can improve the writing skills, confidence,
and publication readiness of early-career researchers in
Cameroon, with the broader aim of informing scalable
capacity-building models for similar African contexts.
Specifically, we assess participants’ perceptions of the
workshop’s structure, content, delivery, and facilitation;
evaluate their understanding of manuscript structure,
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journal selection, and submission processes; and measure
pre- to post-changes in self-reported writing confidence
and skills.

Methods

Study design

An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design was
used to evaluate the effectiveness of the workshops in
building scientific writing skills and to explore the par-
ticipants’ experiences. Quantitative data were collected
before and after each workshop using self-administered
questionnaires and qualitative insights were gathered
through in-depth interviews with selected participants.
Quantitative data from the survey were prioritized to
assess participants’ self-reported changes in writing
competence, confidence, and understanding of publica-
tion processes. Qualitative data from in-depth interviews
were collected subsequently and used to explain, contex-
tualize, and enrich the quantitative findings.

Course structure and content

Two independent hybrid (online and onsite) workshops
were conducted in April and November 2023 in Yaoundé,
Cameroon. Each workshop lasted two days, featured
identical content, and was delivered by the same facili-
tators. The training curriculum includes modules on the
fundamentals of scientific writing, manuscript prepa-
ration, referencing tools and systems, dissemination
strategies, publication ethics and publication process.
Each session allowed time for interactive discussion and
networking. The training included practical sessions
designed to reinforce key concepts shared during the
workshop such as referencing techniques, manuscript
structure, and journal selection. The workshops were
facilitated by multidisciplinary faculty of experts from
Cameroon and the United States. A complete outline
of the course modules is provided in Additional File 1
(Sect. 2). Participants who submitted draft manuscripts
during the registration process (an optional feature)
received individualized feedback from facilitators dur-
ing the workshop. Additionally, a WhatsApp forum was
created to foster ongoing peer support and informal
exchange, but no structured one-on-one mentorship was
provided after the training.

Course participants

The workshops were open to final-year medical students,
recent doctoral graduates, and early career researchers.
Registration was done online and there was no minimum
experience in scientific writing required for enrolment,
with participants accepted from all scientific disciplines.
To avoid duplication, participants from the first work-
shop were excluded from the second workshop.

Page 3 of 9

Study participants and sampling strategy

All registered participants to the workshops were invited
to participate in the quantitative survey. The pre-training
questionnaire was administered on the eve of the work-
shop, and the post training questionnaire was admin-
istered immediately after the workshop. A subset of
participants was selected for in-depth interviews to
obtain diverse perspectives on their training experience,
using a simple random sampling technique. A complete
list of participants from both workshops was compiled,
and individuals were assigned unique identification num-
bers. Using the “Sample” function of the R software (Ver-
sion R 4.4.2), a subset of 11 participants was selected to
ensure unbiased representation and diversity of perspec-
tives. The total number of interviewees was determined
conveniently based on logistical feasibility. When a
selected interviewee with a code n was not available, he/
she was replaced by the participant with code n+ 1.

Data collection tools

This study was framed by the Learning Environment,
Learning Processes, and Learning Outcomes (LEPO)
framework, as described by Phillips, McNaught, and
Kennedy (2010) [26] (Additional File 1, Sect. 1). Quan-
titative data were collected using pre- and post-training
self-administered questionnaires. The questionnaire
items were developed using a combination of sources
including relevant literature, the objectives of the work-
shop and inputs from experienced facilitators. The LEPO
framework was used to organize the domains of interest
(Additional File 1, Sect. 1). The pre-training question-
naire captured prior experience, learning expectations,
baseline knowledge and confidence and pre-course pro-
cess evaluation. The post-training questionnaire captured
participant’s assessment of the learning environment,
processes and outcomes (Additional File 1, Sect. 3).
Qualitative data were collected via in-depth interviews
conducted in English or French, guided by an interview
guide (Additional File 1, Sect. 4).

All data collection instruments were reviewed by a
panel of six researchers for face and content validity,
based on criteria including clarity, comprehensiveness,
and alignment with the study objectives. The instruments
were pilot tested with a sample of ten participants to
assess the clarity, relevance, and face validity of the ques-
tionnaire items before full deployment.

Data analysis

Quantitative data were analyzed using IBM SPSS version
25. Descriptive statistics are presented using frequen-
cies, means, and standard deviations. A five-point Likert
scale was used to measure the participants’ self-reported
understanding and confidence in scientific writing and
publication. Paired sample t-tests were used to compare
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pre- and post-training scores, with statistical significance
set at P<0.05.

Qualitative data were manually analyzed using the-
matic content analysis. Interviews were recorded and
transcribed verbatim. Transcripts were reviewed for
completeness and anonymized prior to analysis. Each
transcript was read repeatedly by two analysts to iden-
tify meaningful textual units (natural units), which were
color-coded and organized in Microsoft Excel. Discrep-
ancies were resolved through discussion to enhance
reliability and interpretive rigor. Codes were developed

Table 1 Demographics of study participants, Cameroon, 2023

(n=86)
Parameters Count Frequen-
(n) cy (%)
Age Mean +SD=30.01+6.25 years
Age group <30 47 54.7
(inyears) 30-39 32 37.2
40+ 7 8.1
Sex Female 44 512
Male 42 488
Country of Cameroon 77 89.5
origin Ethiopia 1 12
Chad 4 4.7
Zambia 2 22
DRC 1 1.2
Greece 1 12
Highest level of  Bachelor/HND 7 8.1
education Master's degree 64 744
PharmD 1 12
PhD 10 116
National diploma 4 47
Employment Graduate and unemployed 12 14.0
status Private sector or self employed 25 29.0
Public sector 13 15.1
Student and not working 36 419
Type of Private for-profit 6 7.0
organization Public sector organization 20 232
Private NGO 8 93
University or higher education 52 60.5
institution
Specialty Mathematical, Information & 3 35
Computing sciences
Engineering/Applied sciences 10 11.6
Medical & health sciences 40 46.5
Social sciences 23 26.7
Natural sciences 9 10.5
Arts & humanities 1 1.2
Years of experi-  0-2 48 55.8
enceinresearch 3_5 27 314
5-10 9 10.5
>10 2 23

SD Standard Deviation, DRC Democratic Republic of Congo, HND Higher
National Diploma, PharmD Doctor of Pharmacy, PhD Doctor of Philosophy, NGO
Non-Governmental Organization
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deductively using the LEPO framework and then refined
through iterative reading to ensure alignment with the
data. The interviewees were quoted verbatim to preserve
the authenticity of their responses.

Ethical approval

Ethical clearance for this study was waived by the Ethics
Committee of the Buea Regional Hospital. Participants
were briefed on the survey and its objectives. Atten-
dance was voluntary, and confidentiality as well as the
right to withdraw at any time without penalty was clearly
explained. Participation conferred no special advantages
during or after the workshop, and participants could
decline to answer any question they found uncomfort-
able. Written informed consent was obtained for the use
of survey responses in research. For interviews, verbal
consent was obtained prior to audio recording. Through-
out the study, participants’ confidentiality, anonymity,
and autonomy were respected. All methods were per-
formed in accordance with the relevant guidelines of the
Declaration of Helsinki.

Results

Of the 99 workshop attendees, 86 completed both pre-
and post-training questionnaires, yielding a response rate
of 86.9%. The majority were female (n=44, 51.2%), with
a mean age of 30.0+6.3 years. Eleven (11) participants
were selected for in-depth interviews to further explore
their perceptions of the learning environment, processes,
and outcomes. Most respondents had backgrounds in
the medical and health sciences (46.5%) and were early
career researchers with less than five years of research
experience, typically affiliated with academic or higher
education institutions (60.5%). Demographics of partici-
pants are described in Table 1.

A baseline assessment revealed that 62.8% of the par-
ticipants had never published a scientific paper, and
61.6% had never received formal training in scientific
writing. For many, the workshop represented their first
structured exposure to the principles of scientific writing.

When asked about their personal learning objectives,
participants most frequently identified the development
of critical thinking and writing skills (26.0%), conduct-
ing quantitative and data analysis (15.5%), and building a
strong research and professional network (13.5%). More
information on the pre-course assessment can be found
in Additional File 2 (Table 2).

The desire for writing skills, mentorship and continued
collaboration emerged as a recurrent theme.

“My aim is to get tips on how to write really practi-
cal articles because, having already written articles,
what I really needed was a good How can I improve
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Table 2 Participants'assessment of learning expectations
fulfillment, Cameroon (n=86)
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Table 3 Comparison of mean confidence and Understanding
scores before and after the workshop, Cameroon (n=86)

Evaluation scale Poor  Fair Good  Very Excel-
good lent
n (%)

Achievement of learning 2 (2.3) 11 31 37 5(5.8)
objectives (128)  (36.0) (43.0)
Improvements in the 2123) 12 36 31 5(5.8)
most challenging aspect (149 419 (36.0)

of scientific writing

Improvements in the 1(8.1) 20 31 27 7(1.2)
most challenging step of (233)  (36.0) (31.4)

the publication process

further in terms of quality in the approach to writing
different sections” (31 years, Male).

“I want to have somebody who would direct me on
writing my dissertation because I'm not sure that I
can do it on my own. Like I will need somebody to be
a guide to me” (23 years, Female).

“I think working with others can help a bit. So, if
you can create a platform where we can have those
exchanges, have free discussions on research, based
on the individuals research domain” (31 years,
Female).

Learning outcomes
More than two-thirds of participants reported achiev-
ing their learning objectives at a good or very good level.
Over half of the participants noted good or very good
improvements in the aspect they considered the most
challenging in both scientific writing and the publication
process (Table 2).

The interviewees consistently expressed high satisfac-
tion with their learning outcomes.

“The teaching I received, for example the method
that was explained during the training, it's a method
that I didn’t really master, I didn’t master it and
during this training, when it was explained, I under-
stood it well” (29 years, Male).

"Before the workshop I actually had no idea about
what a scientific paper is all about, the functions of
a scientific paper, the different parts of the scientific
paper and the implications of the implementing pro-
cess in which the scientific paper can be written. But
now, I feel more equipped in terms of knowledge and
skills” (21 years, Female).

For several participants, the workshop exceeded

expectations.

“l achieved even more than my objectives because
the training gave me the content 1 wanted, and I
went even further because there was a presentation

Parameter Before After Absolute p-
Mean + Standard difference value
deviation Mean

(95%ClI)

Overall understanding  23+09 32+09 09(0.7-12) <0.001

of scientific writing and

publication

Confidence level 22+09 31+£09 09(0.7-12) <0.001

regarding scientific

writing skills

Level of comfort 29+10 33+£10 03(0.0-0.7) 0.01

regarding scientific
writing and publication

on how to make presentations. That was the bonus.
The icing on the cake, I wasn’t expecting that, it was
really relevant, very relevant” (34 years, Male).

The quantitative data showed a statistically significant
increase in the mean scores of scientific writing and pub-
lication overall understanding and comfort level as well
as in the mean score of confidence regarding writing
skills after the workshop compared to the scores before
the workshop (Table 3).

Interview responses reinforced these findings, as
improvement in participants’ confidence in scientific
writing and publication was emphasized during the
interviews.

“Now I think I can start a few things [writing proj-
ects] without having to run after people for assis-
tance because sometimes at this moment I need to
call this person to help me write this part. But now
1 think I can write and ask for correction [feedback]
instead” (31 years, Female).

The participants also expressed strong intentions to
apply their new knowledge in academic and professional
settings.

“After this I will have to publish an article and
thanks to the workshop, I will know how to go about
this. But for now, the most important thing for me to
finish my dissertation and for me to write a scientific
article. That one I will not be having a problem since
they already covered it in the workshop and to pub-
lish an article for me next year” (23 years, Female).

Learning environment

The respondents generally rated the workshop’s struc-
ture as good or very good (30.2% and 47.7% respectively)
and the course outline as fair or good (26.7% and 40.7%
respectively). Participants’ evaluation of the course
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structure and outline are presented in Additional File 2,
Table 1.

The interview participants highlighted the accessibil-
ity, comfort, and organization of the venue as particu-
larly positive. However, the necessity to have appropriate
places to settle computers was also emphasized.

“For me the location, was very good, attractive,
clean and pleasant and it was also at the center of
Yaoundé and accessible” (34 years, Male).

“Maybe wed just underestimated the number of
people who were going to take part because, well, not
everyone had the opportunity to drop off comput-
ers when the sessions had to be practical” (29 years,
Male).

Apart from the physical location, the availability of bilin-
gual interpretation services in English and French was
widely appreciated, ensuring inclusivity and comprehen-
sion for all attendees.

Interpretation services offered were found beneficial,
as they allowed all participants to follow every session in
their first language.

“The course was bilingual. If I may say so, there were
many participants who didn’t have the opportunity
to understand the 2 languages. Fortunately, there
were teams who translated the discussions” (29
years, Male).

Learning processes

Participants’ evaluation of the learning process is sum-
marized in Additional File 2, Table 3. Participants were
generally satisfied with the course flow (50%), engage-
ment (61.6%), number of assessments (60.5%) and num-
ber of practical sessions (54.7%). It emerges from the
interviews that they appreciated the logical flow of ses-
sions, opportunities for hands-on learning, and practical
use of tools such as the Zotero citation manager.

“They [course organizers] were very organized in
such a way that they started from the beginning like
how to start your paper, going further and explain-
ing the details. For me it was very, very organized.
(25 years, Male).

“Everything was well organized, especially the prac-
tical sessions on manuscript writing and the use of
Zotero citation manager.” (33 years, Female).

Aside from the mainly reported satisfaction with the
practical sessions, 11.6% of participants were neutral and
10.5% unsatisfied with their number. Insights from the
interviews reveal unmet need for practical manuscript
preparation sessions and advanced content.
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“I was expecting there to be a subject that wed all
work on together and that wed gradually start with
the introduction, the methodology and so on, like
it’s a subject that's a practical case and then wed all
look at it together. But the steps from writing to writ-
ing an abstract” (24 years, Male).

“What I missed was the exchange on articles. For
the next one, if there can be moments of discussions.
Because when I saw the practical part in the pro-
gram, I was expecting that we would look at several
articles or a subject and have a discussion on it. I
think for the next one that can be added. Equally the
time to have those articles would have been much”
(33 years, Female).

“Though it was not much in details but at least just
a summary of what we have to know. yes it was not
bad” (23 years, Female).

Although 50,0% of participants reported being satis-
fied with the duration of the sessions, some reported
challenges with the pace of the training and the delay in
availability of training materials after the workshop. In
addition, some participants expressed the desire to see
more emphasis on interactions throughout the course.

“It wasn’t 100% because, given the time, it went
rather quickly and after the workshop, we didn’t
immediately receive either the audio or the power
points to enable us to sit down and listen” (34 years,
Male).

“I have just one suggestion during the training it
should be more of interaction, like compulsory inter-
action. like be obligatory.” (23 years, Female).

“I had the impression that we were just running and
there were also the salient points that, when we were
trying to get to them, we were running because there
wasn’t enough time, like when we had to talk about
the elements involved in the introductions and all
those things” (34 years, female).

Discussion

This study evaluated the effectiveness and participant
experience of a pilot two-day intensive scientific writing
workshop for early career researchers in Cameroon. Most
participants had little to no prior exposure to scientific
writing or the publication process and were attending
such training for the first time. They reported several bar-
riers to skill development in this area, including fear, lack
of confidence, limited knowledge, the absence of men-
torship, and inadequate training and financial resources.
The findings assessed demonstrated that the course con-
tent met participants’ expectations. Most participants
expressed satisfaction with the learning environment



Dabou et al. BMC Research Notes (2026) 19:82

and processes, and both quantitative assessments and in-
depth interviews confirmed perceived improvements in
writing skills and knowledge.

This study supports the effectiveness of short-format
scientific writing workshops in improving early-career
researchers’ perceived writing skills, understanding,
confidence, and readiness to publish. Although prior
literature has underscored the need for research capac-
ity-building in sub-Saharan Africa [19], relatively few
studies have systematically evaluated and reported out-
comes using mixed-methods designs [17, 18]. Our find-
ings add to the growing evidence for context-sensitive,
scalable research-support models [17-19], offer a repli-
cable approach for implementing and evaluating simi-
lar initiatives, and inform future efforts to strengthen
scientific output in under-resourced settings. The sig-
nificant increase in confidence and understanding of sci-
entific writing after the workshop is consistent with prior
research on short-term training programs in scientific
communication. Similar outcomes have been reported
in diverse global settings, including the United States,
Canada, Pakistan, India, and Tanzania, where workshops
led to measurable improvements in participants’ writing
competencies and confidence [20, 21, 27-29]. For exam-
ple, Bellicoso et al. (2022) found that scientific writing
workshops for clinicians in nursing and health disciplines
empowered practitioners to address gaps in practice-
based evidence [28]. These findings reinforce the value
of targeted capacity-building initiatives as a pathway for
increasing scientific output in underrepresented regions.
Our study supports this conclusion in an African context
and highlights the potential of such workshops to pro-
mote academic and professional development.

Participants in our study reported a marked shift in
self-perceived skills from below-average to above-average
levels following the workshop. This increase reflects both
low baseline exposure to scientific writing and the impact
of structured, context-relevant training. However, several
factors limited achievement of the learning objectives:
the workshop’s short duration of two days, the rapid pace,
and the absence of hands-on writing sessions. Although
the training delivered foundational knowledge and
increased participant confidence, it did not provide suffi-
cient time for in-depth practice, individualized feedback,
or sustained mentorship. Future programs should adopt
longer formats that better support manuscript develop-
ment and submission. While similar initiatives elsewhere
have benefited from established academic institutions
support with adequate human, material, and financial
resources [20, 21, 27, 29], such institutional support
remains limited in Cameroon and many parts of Africa.
This gap underscores the need for strategic investment
in locally led, capacity-building programs that prioritize
long-term sustainability and accessibility.
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Many participants cited a lack of targeted opportuni-
ties in their academic programs and limited access to
experienced mentors as key barriers to skill acquisi-
tion. The shortage of training opportunities for scientific
writing and publishing is a major obstacle for emerging
researchers across Africa. Specifically, in Cameroon, this
gap contributes to a broader environment that is not
conducive to scholarly productivity. Although scholars
have pointed to structural barriers, including inadequate
mentorship and institutional support, few local programs
focus specifically on writing and publishing, and even
fewer are sustained over time [30—34]. Insights from this
pilot workshop highlight the urgent need to institution-
alize regular discipline-sensitive training programs. Uni-
versities and research centers must play an active role in
scaling up these efforts to address foundational skill gaps
at early academic careers levels.

Study implications

Findings from this study underscore the value of scien-
tific writing workshops in strengthening research capac-
ity among early-career scholars in sub-Saharan Africa.
The observed improvements in participants’ perceived
skills and confidence suggest that even short-format
interventions can drive meaningful gains in confidence
and skills building. These results support the integration
of structured writing workshops into institutional train-
ing programs and highlight the need for policies that pro-
mote a sustainable research capacity building ecosystem
in the region. This includes investment in training and
mentorship models, multilingual resources, and follow-
up mechanisms to help participants translate learning
into publication outcomes. Examples of documented
successful training and mentorship models includes the
Emerging Voices for Global Health program, the CARTA
(Consortium for Advanced Research Training in Africa)
initiative, and the MooSciTIC training for West African
scientists [35-37].

Strengths and limitations

This study addresses a significant gap in the literature by
assessing and documenting the impact of a pilot scientific
writing workshop conducted in a setting in which such
training opportunities are scarce. The results provide
early evidence of the effectiveness of short-term inter-
ventions in improving confidence and perceived scien-
tific writing skills. These insights can help guide future
workshop development and support broader growth of
research capacity in Africa. This study benefited from a
high survey response rate, which enhances the reliability
of the quantitative findings and reduces the risk of non-
response bias. Additionally, the use of a mixed-methods
design allowed for data triangulation, strengthening the
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validity of the results by integrating numerical trends
with explanatory qualitative insights.

However, the study primarily assessed self-reported
outcomes on a small convenient sample and did not cap-
ture objective measures such as manuscript submissions
or publications. A longitudinal follow-up study could
provide a more comprehensive evaluation of the long-
term effects of the training. Plans are underway to moni-
tor participants’ progress through a mentorship platform,
with an eventual assessment of research output by track-
ing published articles in peer-reviewed journals. The
sample may not be representative of broader populations
of early-career researchers in Cameroon or sub-Saharan
Africa. The results should be interpreted with caution
and validated through larger-scale evaluations.

Conclusion

Early-career researchers in Cameroon demonstrate a
strong interest in scientific writing and publication but
continue to face significant barriers in accessing the nec-
essary training, knowledge, and mentorship. This study
suggests that targeted capacity-building workshops can
positively influence participants’ confidence, perceived
knowledge, and readiness to engage in scientific writing.
The positive outcomes reported by the participants sup-
port the value of short-term structured interventions in
addressing persistent gaps in research productivity across
the continent.

To sustain these gains and foster a culture of aca-
demic scholarship, regular scientific writing workshops
should be institutionalized across African universities
and research institutions. Such initiatives should also
prioritize the development of mentorship networks and
collaborative platforms to support early career research-
ers. Therefore, it is critical for governments to increase
research funding. Strengthening local capacity in sci-
entific communication is essential to increasing Africa’s
visibility in the global research landscape and advanc-
ing evidence-informed policies and practices on the
continent.
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