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Abstract [A]

Computerization movements are a type of social mmave whose advocates focus on
computer-based systems as instruments to bring abwew social order. The success of social
movements has been defined in various ways: sac@ptance, gaining new advantages,
creation of new social policies, the implementatbmew laws, or a shift in public perception.
However, there is a dearth of research in how caen@ation movements achieve success. In
this chapter, | examine the success of the fregvacé movement and the open source
movement in mobilizing people and organizationpio their efforts to develop and use free
software. Factors contributing to success includeng beliefs in free software, shared
opposition to organizations opposing free softwtre,split of the free software movement into

two movements — the free software movement andpke source software movement,

ubiquitous access to work, and software artifaants, evangelistic literature.
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Introduction [A]

Computerization movements (CMs) are a special tfocial movement whose
advocates focus on computer-based systems asnesitsi to alter the existing social order.
Research has shown that CMs communicate key idiealdagliefs to mobilize movement
participation through public speeches, written vgogopular stories, television shows, and
magazine articles (lacono & Kling, 1996, 2001; Kli& lacono, 1988). However, there is a
dearth of research into how CMs develop over tinte successful movements. This chapter
examines the success of a new genre of CM in whicfe-scale computerization is assumed to
have taken place, and information and communica&ohnologies (ICTs) facilitate the
mobilization of membership. Specifically, | examimew the free software movement and the
open source software movement have achieved successbilizing participants through their
respective movement organizations, the Free Softwaundation (FSF) (http://www.fsf.org)
and the Open Source Initiative (OSI) (http://wwweapource.org), to develop, use, and promote
“free” software to such an extent that the techgploas reached the diffusion stage (Rogers,
2005). In addition, | discuss how technology of tisequitous computing era facilitates the
success of these movements. Being connected ‘eugy &iny place” provides vast opportunities
for evangelism of CM ideology and for global acces€M software artifacts.

CMs differ from other types of social movementstsas the women’s movement or the

equal rights movement in that a CM’s ideology isteeed on the acquisition tdchnologythat
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can alter a social or work world. The success picgl social movements has been defined in
various ways: social acceptance, gaining new adgast creation of new social policies, or the
implementation of new laws (Gamson, 1975). Somaeatlgat the most important societal
change that can occur is a shift in public percepflacono & Kling, 1996). For example, the
movement against drinking and driving and affiltatgganizations like Mothers Against Drunk
Driving (MADD) have changed public perception abduink drivers. How, then, can the
success of specific CMs be characterized? Thistehaftempts to answer that question by
drawing upon social movement research (Blumer, 1B@%vson & Gettys, 1935; Zald & Ash,
1969) to show the stages that the free and opecegoftware (F/OSS) movements have gone
through in their evolution from inception to conting success.

Kling and lacono (1988) distinguished between aeganCM which supports overall
computerization of societies worldwide and spedifMs which advocate the adoption of
specific computer-based systems. In this way Kéind lacono (1988) drew attention to the
similar trends of specific CMs across many orgaitmns or social settingsSpecific social
movements have well-defined objectives or goalepaement organization, recognized
leadership, and loosely formed alliances. In thlyestiages, specific social movements have no
clear objective and exhibit impulsive behavior (Blr, 1969). As a social movement develops,
this disbursed disorganized behavior becomes argdnsolidified, and persistent. One
framework offered to characterize this rise fromodganization to organization is the set of four
stages (Dawson & Gettys, 1935): social unrest, [aogxcitement, formalization, and
institutionalization.

In this chapter, | use this framework to charagtethe success of the F/OSS movements

by tracing their development through these fougesaresulting in the adoption and diffusion of
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F/OSS on a global scale. To accommodate the umigaacteristics of CMs, the dimension
“technology adoption” has been added to the forzatibn stage and “technology diffusion” to
the institutionalization stage. In order for a Cd/become institutionalized, the CM technology
must have a critical mass (Markus, 1987) of peapl#or businesses which believe in the
benefits of the technology and are actively engagéts use.

The following elements of a CM contribute to thesessful diffusion of the particular
technology being promoted by the CM (lacono & K|i2§01):
* Technological action frames — multi-dimensional pogite understandings that serve as
a catalyst for people to invest vast amounts oétand money into the acquisition of new
technology serving to frame their ideas about howse the technology.
» Public discourse — written and spoken rhetoric tleaelops around the technology found
in various discourses: government, scientific oiz@tions, academic institutions, public
press, and organizational and professional arenas.
» Organizational practices — ways that organizat{@irtual and real) inculcate the use of
technological action frames and discourse intoyelegyr practices that result in the
acquisition of CM technology in micro-level settsg
In this chapter, | show how the technological acframes of the F/OSS movements
contribute to their success and how they correlatie the four stages: social unrest, popular
excitement, formalization, and institutionalization

The chapter is organized in the following way. Fihe background literature review for
social movements and CMs is presented, followed bgief description of ubiquitous

computing. Next, the movement organizations, the &sd the OSI, are described, followed by
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a section on the growth and development of the B/@8vements through four stages. Finally,

we complete the chapter with a discussion and cgian.

Background [A]

Social movements can be seen as collective ergesptd establish a new order of life
(Blumer, 1969). They develop from a sense of unfsbple are motivated to join a movement
when they become dissatisfied with some aspedteo$ocial order and hope that the movement
will result in a new system or scheme of livingtthe beginning, a social movement is
amorphous and lacking in form. As the movementgdiad with members, it becomes more
organized, with a recognized set of social rules\alues, often with a movement organization
(Zald & Ash, 1969), and leader(s) who promote tleerement through written and oral treatise.
As a social movement develops, it tends to becam@nized, solidified, and persistent. The
framework used in this chapter consists of fougesasocial unrest, popular excitement,
formalization, and institutionalization (Dawson &ftBys, 1935).

Kling and lacono (1988) argue that computerizabbmany ways of life in the United
States has been influenced by a set of looselgdiktMs, headed by mobilizing ideologies
offered by CM activists who are not necessarilgcliiemployees in the computer industry. They
distinguish between a general computerization mavenm society in which activists proclaim
“revolutionary” social changes and specific CMsueed on specific technologies. They
compare five specific particular CMs by the idedadadjcontent focusing on the following
computer-based technologies: urban informatioresyst artificial intelligence, computer-based
education, office automation, and personal compufiineir research differs from previous
organizational analyses of computerization becthsgidentify how these CMs cut across

society as important sources of mobilizing idecdsdior computing activists.
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In their study of Internetworking, lacono and Kli(#001) combine the sociological
notion ofcollective action frame&Snow & Benford, 2000; Snow, Rochford, Worden, &
Benford, 1986) with the concept fchnological frameg (Orlikowski & Gash, 1994) to coin the
termtechnological action frame<€ollective action frames are the conscious siratefforts by
groups of people to fashion shared understandihtfgeavorld to legitimate and mobilize
collective action, whereas technological framestlagenotions that people collectively develop
about the appropriate use of types of technologghmological action frames are collective
understandings that mobilize people to invest @meé money into new technology and form
core ideas about how the specific technology warlkd should or could be used. Such frames
work at a macro level to influence micro-socialsisespecific settings such as organizations or
personal use.

Based on the conceptual model of CMs presentedhapt@r One in this book (Elliott &
Kraemer, Chapter One, this volume), the outcomé&3\dé are varied: continuation, merging
with other CMs, fading out, or the derivation od@unter-computerization movement (CCM).
The technological anti-utopianism writings assaatith specific CMs often spawn a CCM
related to that CM’s specific computer-based hardvea software. The anti-utopian views of
the CCM advocates usually arise in response toeatfrom the use and development of the
specific technology promoted by a CM. For examplerosoft Corporation’s efforts to
downplay the advantages of free software with atdpian views could be characterized as a
CCM. There is no evidence of a general CCM formimgesponse to the general CM (lacono &
Kling, 1996; Kling & lacono, 1988).

The eventual diffusion of CM technology follows tbeurse of several stages: adoption,

use, and widespread implementation into organizatend society. See Elliott and Kraemer,
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Chapter One, this volume for a detailed accouthefvaried paths a CM might follow. In this
chapter, | show the correlation between the stafjdse social movement and the technological

action frames which help the F/OSS technology tmbe diffused worldwide.

Ubiquitous Computing [A]

Ubiquitous computing refers to ICTs that enabléousonnect “any time, any place” to a
social or work world (see Elliott & Kraemer, Chapiaventy, this volume for a description and
analysis of CMs in the ubiquitous computing erdjisTield of research has also been known as
pervasive computing (Lyytinen & Yoo, 2002), invigltomputing, and calm technology
(Weiser, 1991). Indeed, ubiquitous computing tetdgpyp surrounds us from that nagging email
we need to read or answer (from work or home) eselmissed messages on our cell phones.
Increasingly people are working out of home offiaegg high-speed Internet connections for
global communication. Futurists (Mattern, 2002)dicethat new technologies of ubiquitous
computing will link the real world of objects, pratts, and supply chain manufacturing items
with the virtual world of the Internet or e-commere “smart” objects with location sensors will
be tracked by businesses and friends and familg.ufbpian vision of the ubiquitous computing
CM paints a picture of excitement and conveniersceeehnology is promoted as melding with
our social lives such that we are oblivious tot#hnology. In fact, this vision does not match
with reality, as suggested by Sorensen and GibSbagter Seventeen, this volume) in their
study of people using cell phones for professiasal. The authors concluded that the two main
barriers for widespread mobile and ubiquitous supwere “bandwidth and battery life time.”

Researchers, vendors, and magazine writers partogyan visions of the advantages of

being connected all the time, including the elinima of desktop PCs. Futurists predict that

13-7



people will use “wearable computing,” with devidescoming part of clothing connecting

people to each other via wireless technology. éus and Europe, mobile phones have become
increasingly popular, providing access to the imt&rinstant messaging, digital cameras,
computer games, video clips, and execution of pavgrams (Mattern, 2002). Blackberries
(www.rim.com) are becoming popular with businessoetives and university professors, yet
instead of the “calmness” envisioned in ubiquitoamputing as predicted by Weiser (1991),
research shows that people are becoming addictibeitouse (Mazmanian, Orlikowski, &

Yates, 2005) and email serves as a constant iptésruin everyday routines.

Ubiquitous computing has contributed to the sucoédise F/OSS movements in
providing pervasive computing environments such peaple can easily develop and use F/OSS
“anywhere, any place” while also spreading the walydut the advantages of using F/OSS. For
example, the GNUe project (Elliott & Scacchi, fambiming) prefers the use of Internet Relay
Chat (IRC) as its primary means of communicatioth since its contributors are from all over
the world in varying time zones, they hold meetiagsarious times. Because all volunteers
have home computers with high-speed connectiorg,dan “meet” in a chat room to resolve
technical issues, to socialize, and to catch umowement gossip.

Another way that ubiquitous computing has faciiththe success of the F/OSS
movements is by enabling the storage and accesmmifloadable software modules, software
development and installation guidelines, and areshif group activity such as recordation of the
IRC sessions. Around 1985, the Internet emergeld ARPANET, resulting in online
communities exchanging messages on Usenet grobgswas helpful in spreading the word

about the FSF and its downloadable software. Byatee1980s, email was beginning to appear
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in select scientific and government communities] amre and more people were participating
in Usenet groups.

In the 1990s, the advent of the Web enabled vitaaimunities to evolve into social and
work worlds. The 2000s brought the use of advameelshologies for “ubiquitous computing”
where people can connect to the Web anywhere thrpagsonal computers using Web
browsers, personal digital assistants (PDAS) (Al@mapter Four, this volume), mobile phones
(Sorensen & Gibson, Chapter Seventeen, this voluamel) Blackberries (for reading email).

Ubiquitous computing development environments en&DSS developers to work on
their code or design “anywhere, any place.” F/O8fj@ammers who use the GNU/Linux
operating system (OS) can now easily move fromlocation to the next by using the Knoppix
GNU/Linux distribution. Knoppix is a free/open soarreal-time Linux CD that boots and runs
completely from CD. It includes recent Linux softeand desktop environments, with several
F/OSS programs such as OpenOffice.org and Mozllaell as hundreds of other free/open
source programs. Users of Knoppix can work on sarivdevelopment on any hardware
platform that accepts Linux and use the Knoppixi@B remote location for “ubiquitous”

software development (www.knoppix.org).

Free Software Foundation and Open Source InitiativgA]

Free software refers to software that is open ymaa to copy, study, modify, and
redistribute (Stallman, 1999). The FSF, foundeil985 by Richard M. Stallman (known as
RMS in the F/OSS communities), advocates the ugis &NU General Public License (GPL) as
a copyright license which creates and promotesitmee A popular term heard in the free

software community is “Think free speech, not foeer.” It is used to emphasize the importance

13-9



of the defense of freedom, not just the ideal ohputing software that is free of cost. It also
serves as a technological action frame which ne#slipeople to join the free software
movement. The term “open source” software was ¢bind 998 when a group of free software
movement advocates became concerned that the teyensbftware” was anathema to
businesses.

There was a series of events that led to the faomaind success of the OSI. As the free
software movement became more visible in the mi@B%$9other literature began appearing on
the rationale for developing and using free sofev&ric Raymond wrote an essay entitled “The
Cathedral and the Bazaar” in 1997 (Raymond, 200®Which he explicated the reasons why he
believed that open source licenses resulted invaodtthat is of higher quality but costs less than
typical in-house software development. This essmaime very popular in the programming
community highlighting the open source communitg twider audience.

Around the same time, Netscape was in a battle Mitihosoft over whose browser
would dominate the market — Netscape Navigatont@rhet Explorer. After reading Raymond’s
essay and hearing that Microsoft would releasExidorer as part of Windows, managers at
Netscape made the decision to open up Netscapeaseffor Netscape Navigator 5.0
(announced on January 22, 1998). This decisiortlgreareased the open source community’s
reputation to the world and to the US business conity. In 1998, Eric Raymond, Bruce
Perens, and Tim O’Reilly held a meeting and decttiatlin order to encourage business
investment in open source software, the free soéiywaople needed to do better marketing.

This meeting was the genesis for the OSI whoseiomiss to 1) promote the pragmatic
benefits to the business community of open sowttevare, and 2) create a certification process

for free and open source licenses that meet the sparce definition. The OSI is a non-profit
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corporation dedicated to managing and promotingXpen Source Definition for the good of the
community. Suddenly, vendors started paying aterdind offering support for Linux, including
Oracle, IBM, and Corel. Since 1998, other compasieh as HP have supported Linux as an
alternative to Unix or Windows. In 2000, the Sodiocge Web site (sourceforge.net) was
initiated in 2000 by VA Linux (now supported by t&gpen Source Technology Group, a wholly-
owned subsidiary of VA Software Corporation) andvnocludes a CVS repository, mailing

lists, bug tracking, message forums, tasks managiesoé&ware, Web site hosting, permanent
file archival, full backups, and total Web-basedadstration. In February 2000, this site
hosted 2370 projects and 15,060 registered use206, it was estimated that more than 1
million users were registered, with over 100,00@ropource projects listed.

The major difference between the software developmprecesses advocated by the FSF
and the OSl is in the licensing requirements. T @omotes more liberties with open source
licensing than does the FSF. For example, the O§iats licenses that accept combinations of
open source software with proprietary software e FSF promotes strict adherence to the
principles listed in the GPL, which requires softevéo be redistributed as free software
exclusively. The free software movement, throughmbvement organization the FSF, has
spawned a number of free software projects in whaftware developers advocate and follow
the principle of creating and using free softwatel@sively. As the time of writing, 5,150
projects are listed on the FSF Web site (www.fgf.oBoth the FSF and the OSI are non-profit
organizations with the purpose of recruiting andaading people to support free and open

source software.
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Stages of Computerization Movements from Inceptioto Institutionalization [A]

Over time, social movements go through developnmetages as the social movement
organization and its culture is established. Ong iwwaxamine success of a CM is to trace its
growth from inception to its institutionalizatiorhen it is embedded in society. For the purposes
of this chapter, we have assumed that once a Chlads it to the institutionalization phase, it
has reached a level of success that promotes cedtimembership. Another assumption is that
even though a movement is institutionalized, italgonay not have been fully achieved so it is
still an active institution. For example, the fidtware movement has a goal of transforming all
source code from closed to free, but since achigthis is highly unlikely, the free software
movement will be an institution for quite some tinrethis section | analyze the success of the
F/OSS movements in terms of four stages of devedopifbawson & Gettys, 1935) and discuss
five mechanisms (Blumer, 1969) which social movetsetilize as they grow through those
four stages: 1) agitation, 2) developmenesprit de corps3) development of morale, 4)
formation of an ideology, and 5) development ofrafing tactics. For each stage the

corresponding technological action frame that pneidated is discussed.

Stage 1 — Social Unrest [B]

In the initial stages of a social movement, theeg tme factors in society making people
feel uneasy and restless. This makes people sidedptappeals and suggestions that fuel their
discontent. The role of agitation in this phasegsy important in mobilizing people to join a
movement. The purpose of agitation is to attempddsen people’s old attachments or beliefs
and replace them with new ideas and impulses. Aatagcan be an excitable, restless,

aggressive individual, or a calm, quiet, and diguifperson stirring people through action not
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words — for example, Martin Luther King, Jr. wasamitator for the Civil Rights Movement in
the 1960s.

The founder and agitator for the free software moset was clearly RMS who, with a
group of hackers in the 1970s, worked in the Auitl Intelligence laboratory at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). TheTMiackers developed their own OS to
replace the Digital Equipment Corporation (DEC) 0Sits PDP-10 machine (Raymond, 2001;
Williams, 2002). Written in the arcane computergaage, assembler code, the MIT hackers
called it ITS for “Incompatible Time-sharing Systénm the early 1980s DEC disbanded the
PDP-10, leading the way for RMS to start the GNbjgxt with his own version of a UNIX OS
called “HURD,” resulting in the many Unix-compathltilities available today including
Emacs, a word processor for Unix. This was in dgwalent in parallel with the LINUX kernel
OS and formed the basis for the GNU project (cfwwgnu.org). As chronicled in Stallman’s
many essays (Stallman, 2002), he was passionaig p&ople’s right to alter any source code,
and this led to the formation of the FSF in 1982.

The social unrest stage of a CM is not always pa$gntifiable as in a typical social
movement that might be trying to reverse a soaqjalstice such as ethnic prejudice. The goal of
a CM is to mobilize people to acquire computeraind may not be seeded in widespread
social unrest. However, when looking at the incidmaperiod of the free software movement,
one can see that its agitator, RMS, had a cleavenot promoting freedom. The technological
action frame, “All software should be free,” becaRidS’s mantra and is evident in the

description of the FSF purpose:
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states:

“The Free Software Foundation (FSF), founded in51@8dedicated to

promoting computer users’ right to use, study, copgdify, and redistribute
computer programs. The FSF promotes the developamehtise of free (as in
freedom) software ---— particularly the GNU opargtsystem(used widely today
in its GNU/Linux variant)--- ) — and free (as irédom) documentation. The FSF
also helps to spread awareness of the ethical @litctal issues of freedom in the

use of software.

Many organizations distribute whatever free sofeMaappens to be available. In
contrast, the Free Software Foundation concentoateevelopment of new free
software--- — and on making that software into laecent system which can
eliminate the need to use proprietary (18k chararsoftware (www.fsf.org).”

In one of RMS’s articles, “Free Software is a MatieFreedom?” (www.fsf.org), he

“Society also needs freedom. When a program hasvaer, the users lose
freedom to control part of their own lives. And aball society needs to
encourage the spirit of voluntary cooperation $rcitizens. When software
owners tell us that helping our neighbors in a retway is “piracy,” they pollute
our society’s civic spirit. This is why we say tlisge software is a matter of

freedom, not price.”
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In the early stages of the free software movenikatdiscourse regarding the ideological
beliefs of the FSF was centered on white papersdybers of the FSF and focused on a small
cadre of dedicated hackers. With the advent ol in the early 1990s, membership in the
FSF increased dramatically along with the advemhofe and more “free” software projects
listed on the GNU Web site. The Web provided RM8nanother avenue of reaching more
converts to spread the word about the importanesiofy free software as opposed to
proprietary software.

Many other articles by RMS explaining his fervegtiéfs in free software can be found
on the FSF Web site (www.fsf.org). RMS is cleantyagitator who has established himself as
one of the key leaders of the free software moveéntésmhas earned several awards for his
leadership in promoting free software:

¢ 1990 - Richard Stallman was awarded a $240,008xship by the John D. and
Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation.

* 2001 - Richard Stallman was awarded $830,000 asrrmer of the 2001 Takeda
Award for Techno-Entrepreneurial Achievement foci@Economic Well-Being to
honor “the origination and the advancement of ag@relopment models for system
software — open architecture, free software and gperce software.

From 1971 to 1984, the free software movement aealized to RMS and the MIT Al
lab hackers who believed in the philosophy of sttasource code with other programmers.
Eventually, they parted ways, some hired by prég@rnecompanies to develop software. Finally,
in January 1984, RMS resigned from MIT so that tiélat continue to develop free software
without the university laying claims to his softwaBy 1985, he had developed a substantial

portion of the HURD and its accompanying utilitiekich later became part of the Linux/GNU
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package. He then formed the FSF, a tax-exempttgherisupport his software development and
that of his collaborators. He personally creat€&l@mpiler, debugger, a text editor (the well-
known Emacs), and other tools. Once the FSF wasdk, the free software movement moved
into the next stage of development, popular ex@t@mwvhere the dominant technological action

frame came to be known as “free as in free speaeattree beer.”

Stage 2 — Popular Excitement [B]

RMS and his collaborators were instrumental inugicrg others to join the FSF during
the late 1980s and early 1990s. The stage of pppytatement in a social movement is
characterized by people meeting to examine thaireshbeliefs. The goals of the movement are
not as random and aimless but become more foclibede are more clearly defined goals about
how social change can occur. Here the leaderedylilo be a prophet (as in religious
movements) or a reformer. During this period, RM8dn organizing the FSF into a movement
organization with definite goals. He created thd.(G#Pso known as “copyleft,” to ensure that his
code would always be freely available and modigdbk others. The GPL specifies that users of
the source code can view, change, or add to the, grdvided that they make their changes
available under the same license as the origirag cim the GPL, RMS lists the freedoms that

any person should have when using software uneéeGHL:

* Freedom to run the program for any purpose.
* Freedom to study how the program works and adapttiteir needs.
* Freedom to redistribute copies of the softwareitt w

* Freedom to improve the OSS program and to diseithe altered version.
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» Required distribution of the originating licensatkpecifies the freedoms and rights

concerning the preceding properties.

By 1990, RMS and his team of programmers had alemtibstantial portion of UNIX
utilities and all they needed for a complete fre2was the Unix-like kernel. They started work
on the HURD system, an OS based on the MACH micraterchitecture (first developed at
Carnegie Mellon). However, at the same time, Lifioxvalds, a graduate student at the
University of Helsinki, wrote a Unix-like kernel s&ad on a small Unix clone. Torvalds named it
Linux and submitted it to several mailing lists arelvsgroups for review. Eventually, other
programmers started using the code and submittingges to Torvalds. Then the Linux kernel
was combined with GNU by others to form the GNUIrOS which is used by millions today.

With the advent of GNU/Linux, more people begamgsind modifying the software.
This availability of arentire OS to replace Unix created quite a stir in the Beftware
community and inspired people to begin free softwaojects that could be executed in the free
environment of GNU/Linux. In addition, this set thiage for the OSI to promote the open
source software movement with its technologicabacirame centered on encouraging
businesses to use GNU/Linux along with their pregany software. Thus, the F/OSS movements

moved into the next stage of movement developnfemhalization.

Stage 3 — Formalization [B]

During the formalization stage, a movement becomee clearly organized with rules,
policies, tactics, and discipline. One way that Gié&er from other types of social movements
is that for their movements to be successful, prapkd to adopt the technology being

advocated by the CM organizations. During thisstagCM becomes more organized and
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technology adoption must happen with enough pefoplthe next stage to occur —
institutionalization. Without the volunteer effo§ programmers to complete the code, the
F/OSS movements would not have reached the inetialtzation stage. Programmers are the
raison d’étrefor the establishment of F/OSS as an institutioeh their willingness to develop

and use the software is essential to the succabe 6#OSS movements. Three of the five
mechanisms by which a social movement coalescebesuimes organized are relevant to the
understanding of the formalization stage of a CMddvelopment oésprit de corps2)
development of morale, and 3) formation of an idggl(Blumer, 1969). These three dimensions
are discussed in detail below. During the formdirastage of the free software movement, a
new dominant technological action frame emergedisiBesses can benefit from use of free
software.” During the period 1995-2000, the frekveare movement split into two factions with
two separate movement organizations: the FSF an@81. Whereas the FSF advocates the
development and use of free source code withoutiskeof proprietary software, the OSI
supports a new technological action frame thatalltor the combination of free and proprietary
software. This split in ideology resulted in anrgase in businesses investing time and money

into the ongoing development and diffusion of F/GB8ware.

The Development of Esprit de Corps [C]

Once the FSF was established in 1985, it begarotw gteadily, with increased
participation by advocates in the development a®laf free software. The members of the FSF
developed a sense e$prit de corpsind began spreading the word to the rest of thé&dwor
Esprit de corpsan be thought of as the organizing of feeling&ctviwere aroused by agitation
in the name of the movement. It is important todhecess of the movement because it develops

feelings of rapport, intimacy, shared experienog, @f forming a select group (Blumer, 1969).
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Esprit de corpsan be considered to be an organization of grealifg and a form of group
enthusiasm. A common theme in free software comtiesnis the importance of contributing to
the free software cause as a means of giving sangetack to the community. For example,
during an interview with a key developer from the@nterprise (GNUe) project, when asked
about motivation for all of his volunteerism in gramming and managing the GNUe project,
RMS replied that individuals’ motivations vary. lded a colleague started out with the idea of
creating free software and became “hooked” on tbeement for ethical reasons.

In the GNUe project, a prime form of communicatisithe daily IRC where people work
as a team to resolve conflicts, create software sagialize at the same time. They become
friends even if some have never met face to facadtlition, when newcomers join the IRC and
offer to help work on the project, they are gladigicomed into the community without need for
verification of references or programming reputatiglliott & Scacchi, forthcoming). Another

important aspect of this formalization stage isdeeelopment of morale.

The Development of Morale [C]

To succeed, a movement must have a persistenbatldyalty. “Morale can be
thought of as giving persistency and determinatioa movement; its test is whether solidarity
can be maintained in the face of adversity. In $kisse, morale can be thought of as a group will
or an enduring collective purpose” (Blumer, 19691 ). The loyalty of members of the FSF to
the creed of the free software movement is evidetite methods used to produce free software.
There are three kinds of convictions associatell midrale: 1) conviction of the rectitude of the
purpose of the movement accompanied by the bélafthe goals of the movement will result in

a lofty vision of an improved world, 2) faith indhultimate goal of the movement, and 3) belief
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in the movement’s sacred mission (Blumer, 1969)raocan be built up as a religious faith in
the movement’s purpose as members view their leaidlersaint-like properties. In the following
example, there are signs of the strong beliefseia $oftware that help build morale in the free

software movement.

In the GNUe case study, my colleague Walt Scaauthildound examples of two
situations where fierce loyalty to RMS and his terdd free software development were evident
(Elliott & Scacchi, 2003a, 2003b). In this exam@grogrammer refused to use a documentation
tool that included a non-free component. The follmexchange shows the strength of the
convictions people have in using and developing f@ftware. During a two-day chat, one
person argued about using non-free software tempotaread some documentation. He
became enraged when no one would agree with It a&ttherence and made a reference to

RMS by sending a message to the mailing list:

| think it is extremely **** that a GNU project wadd require me to

install non-free software in order to read and rfyotfie documentation.

I mean if | cannot make vrms happy on my debiatesythem what good am |
as a Free Software developé&docbook really this much of a pain?

I can build html versions of stuff on my box if $his what we have to

do. This just irks me beyond anything. | really slio’'t have to be

harping on this issue for a GNU project, but sompidige to take

convenience over freedom and this should not lBeatdd.
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Then the person who developed the documentatiponeled with a lengthy email

stating at the end that his motivation for doinig tliork is for the “freedom of my son.”

By the way, Daniel, using/writing Free softwardNi®T about making RMS
happy or unhappy. He’s a great guy and all, butm®tenter of the free
universe, nor the motivating factor in many (mostf2ur lives. For me, my

motivation to be here is a free future for my son.

The Development of Group Ideology [C]

The ideology of a social movement is an essengahent in assuring the persistency and
development of a movement. It consists of a bodyoatrine, beliefs, and myths (Blumer,

1969). The ideology usually consists of two formsan erudite and scholarly approach, and 2) a
popular appeal to the uneducated and the massesigaal symbols, phrases, etc.). During the
formalization stage of the free software movemtrd,group ideology was strengthened by
RMS’s erudite writings and the availability of tleesrticles on the Web site. In addition, during
this stage the popular phrase “Think free speeatirae beer’ became a symbol of the free
movement ideology. The FSF produced pamphlets ardbars attended Linux conventions to
spread their ideology and to promote membershimagning booths.

In 1998, the OSI split from the FSF with the intemstir interest from businesses for the
use and development of free source code. At the $simme Web site technology such as
Netscape browsers was made available and bothSkReakd OSI were able to design Web sites
offering FAQs, downloadable software, chat roomailimg lists, extensive philosophical

literature, and users’ manuals. The Sourceforge Sitelwas formed, creating a centralized
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location where people can recruit developers tdwoaorfree/open source projects. As the two
segments recruited more members, their respectete $ifes began posting opinion papers on
how free and open source are different from onérempeven though most open source software
projects supported by the OSI use the FSF-recometkfabpyleft” license, the GPL (see
http://lwww.fsf.org/ for details).

For example, on the FSF Web site, the followingsiltates how FSF members view open

source:

Another group has started using the term “openca&duo mean something close
(but not identical) to “free software.” We preféetterm “free software” because,
once you have heard it refers to freedom rather phiee, it calls to mind

freedom

On the OSI Web site, the following describesntemt:

The Open Source Initiative is a marketing progranfiee software. It's a pitch
for “free software” on solid pragmatic grounds eatthan ideological tub-
thumping. The winning substance has not changedp#ing attitude and
symbolism have. See the discussion of marketingdckers for more. So that it
is clear what kind of software we are talking abowg publish standards for
open-source licenses. We have created a certdicatark, “OSI Certified,” to be
applied only to software that is distributed underopen-source license that

meets criteria set by the Open Source Initiativeepgesentatives of the open
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software community. We intend this mark to becomeédely recognized and
valued symbol, clearly indicating that software slda fact, have the properties
that the community has associated with the de$egiperm “open source.”

(http://www.opensource.net)

The FSF and OSI have certainly grown over thetl&asyears and have established
themselves with enough users and contributors o thee institutionalization stage. The group
ideology has spread to international communities.

On the Libervis.com Web site (www.libervis.org)waenty-year-old engineering major

from Croatia started a community center for freiveare. The mission of the site is:

Libervis.com is an ambitious project of buildingree software (aka open source)
community center (FOSS center) on the Web by progid Web infrastructure
(forums, blogs, wiki, articles) for seamless comination, discussing and
learning about any FOSS related area of interdss. Jommunity center
welcomes all people interested in free softwarestivbr they are supporters of the
pragmatical open source ideology or pure free sofvideology, but we take
stand on the side of free software movement and twagducate everyone that
uses free software and enjoys its benefits abeuintportance of freedom which

stands behind these benefits.

The group ideology for free software has spreadraddhe world and is constantly

reaching new people. The free software movemenbaed source software movement have
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reached an institutionalization phase where modenaore people are aware of the movements
through the public discourse readily available oelVgites and circulated at professional

conventions.

Stage 4 - Institutionalization [B]

Institutions consist of cognitive, normative, aegulative structures and activities that
provide stability and meaning to social behaviarof§ 2001). When a CM reaches the
institutionalization stage, the technology beingarhted by the CM has reached a diffusion
stage (i.e. organizations and society are actipehguing the use of F/OSS for personal and
business applications) as outlined in the concéptodel for a CM in Chapter One of this
volume.

By the time a social movement has reached thdutistalization stage, it has developed
into a fixed organization with dedicated persorarel a business structure to carry out the goals
of the movement. Leaders take on the role of aditnators during this stage. The role of tactics
(Blumer, 1969) is important in this stage of depah@nt in cementing the established reputation
of the movement and in continuing the recruitmdmhembers. Both the FSF and OSI have
myriad sets of documentation available on theipeetve Web sites. Topics covered include
movement philosophy, recommendations for volunseeriinks to related sites for downloading
free software, detailed documentation on licensiagiations of the GPL, and contact
information for movement personnel such as thedoadirectors, and potential speakers for
hire. The role of tactics is important in this sdag maintain the movement membership and

retain the current members. Both the FSF and tHeh®% developed sophisticated Web sites to
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spread their public discourse, drawing in more r@ode people with links to personal blogs of

RMS and wikis among others.

Discussion [A]

This chapter traces the historical developmenhefftee and open source software
movements, using a framework with four stages otligment for social movements (Dawson
& Gettys, 1935): social unrest, popular excitemértnalization, and institutionalization. Both
the free software movement and the open sourceaatmovement have mobilized people to
join their efforts through various forms of pubtiscourse proclaiming their technological action
frames. CMs do not develop in the same fashiortlaes types of social movements due to the
need for technology adoption to occur at sufficienels in order for the movement to sustain
itself and attain institutionalization where thefliaology has reached diffusion in society and
industry. Thus, in this analysis, technology admptivas added to the formalization stage and
technology diffusion was added to the institutiaregtion stage. As part of that technology
adoption/diffusion process, the belief in free waite often cements a programmer’s dedication
to the proliferation of F/OSS projects through vaker work. These beliefs form a shared
ideology between the free software movement andple® source software movement. In
addition to their basic shared history, the F/OSfvements are pulled together by integrating

factors that constitute their culture (Gerlach, PO8hared ideology and shared opposition.

Shared Ideology [B]
Movement ideology serves participants at two levelg a sharing of basic beliefs or
core themes, sometimes articulated as slogans‘{éigk free speech, not free beer”), and 2)

differing interpretations of and emphases on coeges (Gerlach, 2001). Core beliefs can be
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shared because they are ambiguous and flexiblaptapf being changed to fit a particular
group’s situation.

Beliefs form the core of ideologies, and as suehaar important motivation for
individuals to work on free software projects. Racgudies of individuals’ motivations for
contributing to F/OSS development show ideologioativation. Intrinsic motivations such as
pleasure in programming and identity with the opearce community were found to be primary
reasons for people to participate in free/open@mprogramming (Hars & Ou, 2002; Lakhani &
Wolf, 2005). In the survey of seventy-nine freefogeurce programmers (Hars & Ou, 2002),
16.5% of respondents rated high on altruism and Ble#tified strongly with the open source
community or had a kin-like relationship with otlegren source programmers. In a larger survey
of 684 free/open source contributors from 287 mtgjéLakhani & Wolf, 2005), 42% strongly
agreed and 41% somewhat agreed that the “hackerfimunity was their primary source of
identity, while 30% believed that all source cotleldd be open. A group of altruistic-type
programmers (28.6%) surveyed were motivated byngieode back to the free and open source

community.

Shared Opposition [B]

The recognition or perception that there is exteopaosition to their cause helps to draw
diverse movement groups together to expand. Tlieasphe FSF and OSI has resulted in
participants with a spectrum of beliefs about howroceed with sharing software — at the one
extreme are those who believe all software shoelfide (i.e. never use non-free) and at the
other are those who believe any combination of & non-free is acceptable (Elliott &
Scacchi, 2003a, 2003b, 2004, forthcoming). Howewast participants feel that big businesses

like Microsoft should be sharing their source ctmléarge-scale programs such as Windows.
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This shared opposition enables the two groups t& vomether and serves to reinforce their
ideology.

Although the two movements split over ideologiciéledlences, they are united in their
position that big businesses like Microsoft shahdre their software. Eric Raymond (2001)
posted a series of memos written in October 2004 klcrosoft executive

(www.opensource.org) and given to him by a compasiler:

Open Source Software (OSS) is a development prodaist promotes
rapid creation and deployment of incremental fest@nd bug fixes in an existing
code/knowledge base. In recent years, corresponditige growth of Internet,
OSS projects have acquired the depth & complexdiyitionally associated with
commercial projects such as OSs and mission drgaraers. Consequently, OSS
poses a direct, short-term revenue and platforeatiio — particularly in server
space. Additionally, the intrinsic parallelism dinele idea exchange in OSS has
benefits that are not replicable with our currécegnsing model and therefore

present a long term developer mindshare threat.

The “Halloween Documents” (named by the free saftn@mmunity because they were
written at the end of October) are periodically afedl by Raymond whenever he receives more

information about Microsoft’s opposition to operusze.

Conclusions [A]
The ultimate utopian vision of the free softwareverment is for all source code to be

readily available to all individuals, much like boare available in a public library (i.e.
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companies like Microsoft give away Windows sourodecso that consumers can fix bugs and
create new versions themselves, etc.). That goglmeeer be achieved because both the United
States and other developed countries sell softfeare profit, and giving away millions of lines
of code for “free” is anathema to the typical besis model. However, these CMs have made
inroads into how software companies do businedbw8ce and hardware vendors such as HP
and Sun are beginning to sell hardware with thexgoeirce GNU/Linux OS included. In
addition, an occupational community (Van Maanen I8y, 1984) has emerged from these
movements (Elliott & Scacchi, forthcoming) wher©ES developers are hired as paid
consultants to implement and maintain F/OSS apybics in businesses. Table 13.1 shows a

summary of the factors related to the successeofrée software movement and OSI.

[Insert TABLE 13.1 Here]

The F/OSS movements are a new genre of CM whialmass mass computerization is
available. Through centralized movement organinatiocated on Web sites, these movements
have been successful in recruiting individualsegiths users or contributors (e.g. programmers,
technical writers, or software designers). Theiegnated ideology (belief in free software) and
integrated opposition (big business trying to bl&rele software) have fueled both of these
movements to proliferate. Other factors leadinth&r success and growth are recognized and
respected leaders of the movements (i.e. agitatbesglopment of a strong morale agprit de
corps and technological advancements of ubiquitous edimg environments (Sorensen & Y00,
2005; Sorensen, Yoo, Lyytinen, & DeGross, 2005) émable connections to work and home

any time, anywhere for global access to a work pecbd.e. free or open source project). In order
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to generalize these findings to other CMs of thigjuibous computing era, future research could
include the application of this framework to an&yhe success or failure of other CM

technology.
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Endnotes [A]

For an in-depth discussion of previous CM redeagee Elliott & Kramer, Chapter One

in this volume.
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A slang term for a computer enthusiast, i.eg@@n who enjoys learning programming
languages and computer systems and can often kaleoed an expert on the subject(s). Among
professional programmers, depending on how itésluthe term can be either complimentary or
derogatory, although it is developing an incredsigigrogatory connotation. The pejorative
sense ohackeris becoming more prominent largely because thelpopress has co-opted the
term to refer to individuals who gain unauthorizetess to computer systems for the purpose of
stealing and corrupting data. Hackers themselvestaia that the proper term for such

individuals is cracker.
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