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Abstract—Encompassing a diverse population of developers,
non-technical users, and other stakeholders, open source software
(OSS) development has expanded to broader social movements
from the initial product development aims. Ideology, as a coher-
ent system of ideas, offers value commitments and normative
implications for any social movement, so do OSS ideologies
for the open source movement. However, SE literature on OSS
ideology is often fragmented or lacks empirical evidence. We
thus developed a comprehensive empirical framework of OSS
ideology. Following a grounded theory procedure, we collected
and analyzed data from 22 OSS practitioners and 41 video
recordings of Open Source Initiative (OSI) board members’
public narratives. A framework of OSS ideology emerged with
six key categories: membership, norms/values, goals, activities,
resources, and positions/group relations; each consists of several
themes. With this ideological lens, we discussed the implications
and insights into the research and practice of open source.

I. INTRODUCTION

Open source software (OSS) is not only a software devel-
opment paradigm but also a social movement [1] since OSS
realizes the sociological “coming together” of various types
of individuals and organizations to form a collective identity
for certain purposes on Internet-based platforms. It brings not
only substantial changes in the software industry [2], but also
has profound implications beyond the technical realm [3]. Its
scalability, continuous improvements, and community-driven
innovations, offer great opportunities to champion social good
and help address many challenging issues such as human
trafficking, pandemic outbreaks, etc.

Understanding a social movement should not neglect its
underpinning “heart and soul” [4], which is exactly the ide-
ology guiding its membership and members’ actions, its issue
and agenda selections, its ideas about solutions to problems,
and its choice of tactics. OSS ideology could be defined
as “the basis of social representations regarding open
source development shared by open source community”
[5]. Ideologies influence the OSS movement at multiple micro-
, meso- and macro-levels, e.g., joining or leaving specific open
source projects (micro-level), BDFL–Benevolent Dictator For
Life as governance structure (meso-level), and the emergence
of open innovation systems in addressing global issues (macro-
level). Thus, a comprehensive understanding of OSS ideology
would inform us how the OSS movement exhibited diversities
in its practices while maintaining core premises; and provide
an evaluative framework for identifying the potential misfits
among multiple participants’ ideological orientations [6].

While OSS ideologies’ impacts are ubiquitous in almost
every aspect of the OSS movement, a striking fact is that
relatively little research focuses on it in the SE literature
[5]. Ideological elements often dispense in topics such as
motivation [7,8], and collaboration and coordination [9,10],
in a fragmented manner. One reason for the dearth of such
studies might be that the term “ideology” is vague in its
conceptualization. Researchers often took a convenient way of
focusing on a narrow portion of it, e.g., the impact of ideology
on effectiveness [11]. Moreover, applying an ideological lens
to investigate the OSS movement suffered from the absence of
agreed-upon essential elements and an empirically-grounded
theoretical framework overarching these elements [5].

We followed grounded theory [12,13] to develop a com-
prehensive understanding of OSS ideologies. We interviewed
22 OSS participants with diverse backgrounds and compiled a
dataset containing 41 Open Source Initiative 1 (OSI)’s current
and former members’ most recent public speeches/interviews.
A substantive framework of OSS ideologies consisting of
42 themes in six broader categories emerged: Membership,
Norms/Values, Goals, Activities, Position and Group-relations,
and Resources. It extended the state-of-the-art by introducing
many newly identified themes not yet covered in the SE
literature. We further discussed the theoretical insights and
practical implications of OSS practices around its ideologies.

II. A BRIEF REVIEW OF OSS IDEOLOGIES

Researchers have been studying the OSS movement and
exploring its ideology since its inception. Ljungberg defined
OSS ideology from two dimensions, i.e., zealotry, and hostility
towards commercial software [14]. Stewart and Gosain devel-
oped the three-tenet (beliefs, values, & norms) framework by
combining the literature and famous OSS advocates’ narratives
[11]. However, they admitted that their framework was still too
preliminary. Researchers have also applied these frameworks
to study OSS ideology’s impacts, e.g., the misfit of OSS
ideology between contributors and projects could influence
contributors’ commitment [6].

Another stream of research focused on particular aspects of
OSS ideology, e.g., the individual motivations to participate
in open source development [7], monetary incentives’ effects
in motivating contributors [15], individuals’ activities in OSS

1OSI is a steward organization for the OSS movement since 1998.
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projects were also studied by researchers [16], contributors’
improper or unethical behaviors [17], etc. Moreover, many
project/community level phenomena are also related to ide-
ology. As the fundamental element of ideology, values con-
tinuously received researchers’ attention, e.g., transparency
[18], diversity [19]–[21], etc. From a structural perspective,
researchers found that different roles of contributors consist of
a centralized, layer-upon-layer structure [22], with pathways
to allow leadership to emerge [23,24].

In general, the research around OSS ideology were in-
creasing [1,5]. However, most studies tended to be knowledge
fragments that focus on particular aspects, such as gender and
fairness [5], and there were few efforts to integrate them into
a coherent body. Moreover, they often focused on high-profile
OSS projects and technical icons, and almost half of them were
skewed toward a single project [1]. That potentially overlooked
the voice of grassroots and non-technical contributors in the
OSS movement [5]. Therefore, we collected data from both
first-line OSS participants and leaders, and built an empirical
framework of OSS ideologies.

III. METHODOLOGY

The study design followed the grounded theory method-
ology [12,13] due to the lack of theoretical and empirical
evidence related to OSS ideologies. An overview of the whole
research process is provided in the supplemental materials2.

A. Data

1) Data Sources: We had two data sources: (1) interviews
with OSS practitioners, and (2) video-recorded public inter-
views/speeches of current and former OSI board members.
Both constituted legitimate data sources since grounded the-
ory accommodates “interviews, field observations, documents,
video, etc.” [25]. They were not randomly chosen. We noticed
that most interviewees were technical staff whose experiences
were hardly beyond their projects. Thus, such a sample was
insufficient to develop a holistic understanding of OSS ide-
ologies. Meanwhile, the potential informants representing non-
technical aspects of OSS (e.g., legal counsels) were often hard
to access directly for interviews. Therefore, we resorted to sec-
ondary data sources. We chose the video recordings of public
interviews/speeches of OSI board members on video-sharing
sites, e.g., YOUTUBE. They were often renowned contributors
or highly-respected proponents of the OSS movement, e.g.,
Josh Berkus, a major contributor to Linux and PostgreSQL.

2) Data Collection: The data collection started with initial
purposive sampling. We recruited participants and had inter-
views. Then we had another iteration of data collection, theo-
retical sampling, based on the collected data. The theoretical
sampling included recruiting more participants for interviews,
and collecting secondary data. We recruited 22 interviewees
through multiple channels, i.e., direct emailing GITHUB users,
posting recruitment ads on social media, and using researchers’
personal connections. In total, we recruited 22 participants

2Supplemental materials: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.28149158

(P1-P22) from 14 countries. They had diverse backgrounds
in jobs, experiences, and other demographic factors. Video
data was collected after the first wave of interviews started.
Note that we decided to use OSI board members’ public
interviews/speeches on video-sharing sites (mostly YOUTUBE)
as the secondary data source. First, we compiled a list of
51 people, including both 10 current OSI board members
and 41 emeritus members from OSI’s website. Then, we
searched online for their most recent (within five years) public
interviews/speeches related to OSS. In total, 41 had such
online videos. These videos were transcribed for analysis.
More information is available in the supplemental materials2.

3) Data Analysis: The data analysis process started imme-
diately after some data was collected. Both interview data and
secondary video data were treated equally. The results emerged
during data analysis, and then formed the basis of further
theoretical sampling. Therefore, we need to go back and forth
between data collection and data analysis. The iterative process
of data analysis and data collection stopped when Theoretical
Saturation was reached [12]. As a typical grounded theory
study, the analysis went through different phases, including
Open Coding, Axial Coding, Selective Coding, and Theoretical
Memo Writing and Concept Refinement.

Moreover, we reused a pre-existing theoretical framework
proposed by van Dijk [26] to facilitate the data analysis [13].
We discussed the emerging categories and concepts, sorted
them, and mapped them into the framework. We paid particular
attention to ensuring that the framework would be adapted
to fit these categories and concepts well [13]. Finally, the
empirical framework of OSS ideology emerged.

IV. RESULTS & FINDINGS

Fig. 1 provided an overview of the empirical framework that
emerged from the data. It fits well with van Dijk’s six-category
framework [26] for ideologies, and each category contained
a set of themes that emerged in the data analysis, the code
frequency of each theme was also listed. In total, the theory
consisted of 42 themes in six categories.

A. Membership

Membership defines the people involved in OSS, i.e.,
where they come from, why and how they join, etc. In
general, “people with the same interests” (P18) are welcome
to join OSS of their free will. Seven themes are identified:
(1) Individual Choices indicates that people’s memberships
and actions are of their own choice, e.g., “I enjoy spending
that free time on hacking an open source project.” (P12).
(2) Individual Identity refers to people’s representation of
self in constructing themselves as OSS members. (3) Indi-
vidual Motivation reflects what motivates them to contribute,
including intrinsic and extrinsic ones [7]. (4) Ideological
Leadership is about the connection between a shared set
of OSS ideologies and leadership in communities. (5) In-
terpersonal Relationships describes the relationships among
members, mostly in a friendly and professional manner, while
conflicts also arise sometimes, since “conflict is a natural and

https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.28149158
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Fig. 1: The overview of the empirical framework of OSS ideology (the numbers are theme frequencies in the collected data).

inevitable outcome.” (Tracy Hinds) (6) Member Hierarchy &
Roles identifies the hierarchical structure of contributors and
their privileges and responsibilities defined by their roles in
the membership pyramid. (7) Personal Experiences captures
personal feelings in OSS, e.g., “fun to collaborate” (P12) or
“a feeling of being honored” (P20).

B. Values/Norms

Values/Norms are defined as guiding principles in people’s
lives. In addition to the functions at the individual level, human
values/norms’ socio-cultural nature makes them be shared,
known, and applied by members in a variety of OSS practices.
Our data analysis revealed 14 related themes (Tab. I).

C. Goals

Goals described what members want to achieve or realize
in the OSS movement. We identified six themes. (1) Broader
Impacts captures the goals beyond software productions, such
as “brings humanity forward” (P9) in our society. (2) Built-in
Product & Quality Orientations is the fundamental goal. With-
out high-quality products, no other goals could be realized. It
is considered to be a key component in Stewart & Gosain’s
OSS ideology model [11]. (3) Outreach describes the goal of
promoting itself to reach broader populations, e.g., “I tried
to make it [an OSS project] heat and known by community.”
(P20) (4) Sustainability refers to OSS communities’ goal of
achieving sustainable dynamics and growth. (5) Innovation
could be driven by OSS development, moreover, “it lets you
innovate without having to ask anyone’s permission.” (Simon
Phipps). (6) Ubiquitous Penetration reflects the OSS move-
ment’s goal of penetrating every aspect of modern society.
Many practitioners expect that OSS would “be foundational
to modern technology” and thus become “a way of life.”

D. Activities

Activities deal with questions such as “what do OSS
contributors do?” and “what are expected activities in OSS?” It
is the most important one among the six categories. According

to van Dijk ( [26], pp. 70-71), an ideology system could be
identified by one particular category. For open source ideology,
its distinctions mainly lie in the activities, particularly the
copyright & licensing activities that define it3. Thus, OSS
ideology is typically an (activity) ideology representing that
OSS contributors loosely gather to form communities for
producing software under specific OSS licenses. There are
seven themes identified. (1) Community of Practices refers to
OSS community members’ collective activities as a group of
people who “share a concern or a passion for something they
do and learn how to do it better as they interact regularly” [27].
(2) Copyright, Licensing, & Legal Implications refers to the
legal practices in OSS development, particularly about dealing
with copyright and patent, using OSS license, etc. These legal
activities provide explicit guarantees on the aforementioned
values/norms. (3) Governance & Decision-making refers to
governance structures, i.e., benevolent dictator, walled garden,
and true meritocracy, as well as the decision-making processes
corresponding to them. (4) Human Resource Development is
about developing a workforce, including attracting, recruiting,
and retaining contributors, and facilitating their growth. (5)
Personal Development is the activities related to an individ-
ual’s professional development, such as enriching portfolio,
earning skills, and seeking career opportunities. (6) Social
Production is about the collaborative nature of its members’
activities which features the collective efforts of multiple
entities. (7) Work Organization & Practices are the practices
about how work is organized in OSS development, e.g.,
communication and coordination, and development routines.

E. Resources

Resources are essential for a community to survive and
develop. We identified four themes: (1) Dealing with Barriers
& Restrictions mentions the resources that individuals and a
community used to deal with challenges they faced. A typical
individual-level resource is certain personality traits, e.g.,

3The Open Source Definition, v1.9, available at https://opensource.org/osd

https://opensource.org/osd


TABLE I: The themes related to Values/Norms.

Themes Meanings

Altruism OSS movement is driven by Altruism because contributors spend their own time and effort to make something good for others
voluntarily. E.g., Baytiyeh & Pfaffman once wrote “Open source software: A community of altruists”

Appreciation & Recog-
nition

Every contribution should be recognized. People should “acknowledge and respect” (Deborah Bryant) altruists’ contributions
and give them proper credit. Moreover, “recognition is not only about the financial reward.” It could be a simple “thank you”
and “mentioned the name on the issue of the pull requests.”

Autonomy OSS members are self-governed and self-determined in making choices and decisions, e.g., “there is not really anyone in open
source who tells you, you should be doing this. It is very like people self-determined.” (Martin Michlmayr)

Comparative
Advantages

OSS had Comparative Advantages over other types of software in its members’ mind, such as “more secure by having the code
fully available.” (P16)

Constantly Changing &
Evolving

OSS community “changes over time” (P1), and should be evolving all the time.

Ethics Practitioners believe that “open source is the pragmatic approach to ethics” (Simon Phipps), and OSS communities should
embrace diversity and inclusion as their essential values, “it is crucial we continue to build spaces where all people are welcome,
regardless of race, gender, or sexuality.” (Aeva Black)

Freedom OSS also values software freedom, as free software movement, but in a more practical way. Practitioners have full freedom, e.g.,
“I can start whenever I want, I can stop whenever I want,” (P12) and “you can do what you want.” (P21)

Historical Heritage OSS should respect the historical heritages of its predecessors, i.e., the Linux Foundation, and the free software movement. (P5)
Meritocracy Power should be assigned according to merit only, which was determined by “the value of your contribution (Jim Jagielski).”
Openness & Transpare-
ncy

The values Openness & Transparency are endogenous to OSS, and should be honored in every aspect of OSS.

Reciprocity at Multiple
Levels

Reciprocal expectations are prevalent, and bring mutual benefit for both individuals and projects in OSS community, e.g., “how
other people help me, I want to help other people [in the same way].” (P14)

Reflection & Improving OSS projects should be able to self-reflect and improve their practices continuously, “there is potential for self-correcting.” (P5)
Trust OSS members should maintain certain levels of mutual trust towards each other to ensure cooperation. In OSS community, “When

someone has built up trust and has full trust... It is found efficient and has been working really well” (P5), for example, “they
know if you do something, it is going to be high-quality.” (Martin Michlmayr)

Universal Accessibility
& Availability

First, practitioners believe that “source code access was a utilitarian good,” (Luis Villa) i.e., the source code should be publicly
available, and anyone can access without asking for permission. Then, no one needs permission to use, modify, or distribute it.

resilience, for dealing with frustrations, particularly in one’s
early career phase [28]. (2) Incentives, Financing & Funding is
about money. While contributions are voluntary, healthy cash
flow is still important for many projects, especially large ones,
to maintain community infrastructures, e.g., paying for project
communication services. (3) Knowledge & Expertise is about
the knowledge and expertise needed. Moreover, they are not
only cognitive or epistemological but also involve in many
social dimensions. Power is based on knowledge and makes
use of it; on the other hand, power reproduces knowledge by
shaping it in accordance with its anonymous intentions. (4)
Supportive Facilities & Mechanisms refers to the supportive
infrastructures implemented by open source communities.

F. Position and Group Relations

Position and Group Relations deal with a series of
questions such as, what is our social position? who are
our opponents? who are like us, and who are different?
For this category, there are four key themes. (1) Interaction
with Emerging Technologies reflects the fundamental positions
of OSS in enabling emerging technologies (e.g., AI and
Cloud) and forming Internet-wide infrastructures together with
these technologies. (2) Interaction with Commercial Software
Development and (3) Differentiating from Free Software are
about OSS’ relationships with commercial software and free
software. (4) Market & Users summarizes the relationships
among OSS, market, and users from multiple perspectives such
as economics, management, HCI, etc.

V. THREATS TO VALIDITY

Regarding the theoretical validity, we are confident that
there is no severe threat to it, partially due to the application of

van Dijk’s theoretical framework. We reused its core concepts,
which are well-established in a huge body of literature. The
data grounded the extensions to the concepts well. We devel-
oped theorized relationships among the concepts in the context
of open source development. These relationships maintain high
coherence in understanding and explaining the phenomena
reflected in our participants’ narratives, thus fitting the data.
Regarding the external validity, we compiled a diverse sample,
including both grassroots OSS contributors and OSI board
members, to reflect the population of OSS. But it was still
impossible to claim that the sample could represent the whole
OSS community. Thus, our framework may not be directly
generalizable to all OSS practitioners and projects.

VI. FUTURE PLANS

Our future plans include further investigations of OSS
ideologies and the development of an assessment framework.
First, we plan to conduct investigations of the newly identified
themes in our framework. With insights into those themes,
we could further develop a comprehensive understanding of
OSS ideologies. Then, our framework could also serve as
an assessment framework for OSS practitioners to investigate
if the desirable ideologies were upheld and to what extent.
Researchers have revealed that the misfit between contributors
and projects could influence OSS practices [6]. A practical
assessment system could help identify the misfit, avoid po-
tential conflicts in OSS development, and help match projects
and contributors with similar OSS ideologies, thus having high
necessity. Our framework set a solid foundation for developing
an assessment system for ideologies. Moreover, ideologies are
ever-changing, we will also take a dynamic perspective to
follow their evolution over time.
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