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Software isn’t a creditable 
research activity



1. Find some way to fit software into 
current (paper/book-centric) 
system. 

2. Evolve beyond one-dimensional 
credit model.

How to better 
recognize 
software 

contributions?



What if we just wrote 
papers about software? 



Software 
papers

Gives us something easy to cite 👍  

No changes required to existing 
infrastructure 👌  

Publishing in existing journals raises 
profile of software within a community 🤘  



Software 
papers

Writing another paper can be a ton of 
work 😅 

Many journals don’t accept software 
papers 🤬 

For long-lived software packages, static 
authorship presents major issues 😕 

Many papers about the same software 
may lead to citation dilution 👊



What if we made it as easy as 
possible to write and publish a 

software paper? 

Embracing the hack



A developer friendly journal* for research software packages. 

Paper preparation (and submission) for well-documented 
software should take hours not days. 

The primary purpose of a JOSS paper is to enable citation 
credit to be given to authors of research software 

But also makes your work FAIR…
* Other venues exist for publishing papers about software (e.g., JORS, Software Impacts, domain-specific venues)



Findable: Software, and its associated metadata, is easy for both humans and 
machines to find 

Accessible: Software, and its metadata, is retrievable via standardised protocols 

Interoperable: Software interoperates with other software by exchanging data 
and/or metadata, and/or through interaction via application programming 
interfaces (APIs), described through standards. 

Reusable: Software is both usable (can be executed) and reusable (can be 
understood, modified, built upon, or incorporated into other software)

* Barker et al. Scientific Data 9:622 (2022) “Introducing the FAIR Principles for research software” DOI: 10.1038/s41597-022-01710-x

FAIR Principles* adapted to software



Findable: JOSS publishes a citable paper tied to a software repository, giving 
the project a stable scholarly record that helps others discover it. 

Accessible: JOSS requires the software to be openly available in a public 
repository with an OSI-approved license, so both the code and its metadata can 
be retrieved. 

Interoperable: JOSS does not enforce interoperability directly, but it rewards 
clear design thinking, use of existing ecosystems, and explicit explanation of 
interfaces, architecture, and standards. 

Reusable: Review emphasizes documentation, tests, installation guidance, 
contribution pathways, maintenance practices, and open development history, 
all of which make software easier to understand, execute, modify, and build on. 



JOSS submission and review process
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https://joss.readthedocs.io/en/latest/index.html









Automated paper 
compilation

Our editorial robot

Detecting 
programming 

language



Editor agreeing 🎉

Managing editor 
asking editors if 

they can take 
submission

Author suggesting 
reviewers

Managing editor 
asking bot to 
assign editor



Reviewer #1 
volunteering to 

review

Editor asking bot to 
assign Reviewer #1 

as reviewer for 
paper



Reviewer #2 
volunteering to 

review

Editor asking bot to 
assign Reviewer #2 

as reviewer for 
paper



Editor asking bot to 
check the 

references for 
missing DOIs

Bot obliging



Editor asking bot to 
start the main 

review



Metadata (editor, 
author, reviewers)

Badge to include 
on e.g. GitHub



Checklist for each 
reviewer



Reviewer opening 
issues on software 

repository 



Author asking bot 
to recompile paper



Editor associating 
Zenodo software 

archive with paper

Editor updating 
software version 
associated with 

review

Editor tagging EiC 
team to accept



bot produces final 
proofs of paper 

and Crossref 
metadata

Managing editor 
asks bot to do a 

‘dry run’ of 
accepting paper



bot tweets link to 
paper

Managing editor 
asks bot to accept 

paper

…and confirms 
when DOI 

registered with 
Crossref



Managing editor 
thanks reviewers 

and editor

bot closes review





Bot-assisted communities





Powered by ‘webhooks’



https://blog.joss.theoj.org/2019/06/cost-models-for-running-an-online-open-journal
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Extracting a bot framework



https://github.com/openjournals/buffy



https://github.com/openjournals/buffy

🧑🦰
comment from human

capture input, apply some logic

respond and/or issue API 
command

Responders



https://github.com/openjournals/buffy



https://github.com/openjournals/buffy





Evolving JOSS’ scope in the 
event of LLM-enabled 

development



https://blog.joss.theoj.org/2026/01/preparing-joss-for-a-generative-ai-future



If the marginal cost of code generation is 
rapidly approaching zero, how do we 

evaluate what constitutes credit-worthy, 
publishable research software 

contributions?



Impact: Demonstrate realized or near-term research value through use, 
adoption, benchmarks, or reproducible examples. Clarify what is uniquely 
scholarly about the software. 

Design: Explain the key trade-offs, architecture, and conceptual framework, 
especially how the project builds thoughtfully on existing tools. 

Open-source practice: Show evidence of open, maintainable development 
through testing, documentation, governance, and community contribution 
pathways. 

Development history: Strong projects show sustained public development, 
multiple contributors, and iterative refinement; private projects need at least six 
months of public history before submission.



Thanks!


