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Abstract. Software licensing is usually explained as a spectrum from “open” to “closed.” Richard Stallman rejects
that axis, and his rejection is the subject of this paper. Reading his two essays on the question, the 1998 original
Why “Free Software” is better than “Open Source” and its 2007 rewrite Why Open Source Misses the Point of Free
Software, alongside the GNU Project’s category and vocabulary pages, I reconstruct his map: one ethical line between
free and nonfree, drawn by four user freedoms, with a second line inside the free region between copyleft and lax
licensing, and commerce as an orthogonal axis. I trace what changed between the two essays, including the later
attention to tivoization, trademark conditions, and the “source-available” misreading. The paper then applies the map
to Aesthetic.Computer itself. The monorepo is public and its manifests declare the ISC license, a lax license, but no
license text is tracked in the tree. On Stallman’s map this makes the project source-available rather than clearly free.
I close with what a deliberate placement would require and why the choice matters for a platform whose users publish
works into it.

1. THE QUESTION IS THE VOCABULARY

A friend asked me about “Stallman’s licensing regimes,
open versus closed source.” The phrasing contains the
thing Stallman most objects to. In both of his essays on
the subject he writes that what the free software move-
ment advocates “is not ‘open source,’ and what we op-
pose is not ‘closed source”’ [Stallman, 2007]. The words
are the argument. This paper explains the map he draws
instead, records how it changed between 1998 and 2007,
and then does the exercise he would ask of any project: it
locates Aesthetic.Computer on that map using the repos-
itory as evidence.

The paper is expository rather than adversarial. Stall-
man’s claims are stated as his, in his terms, with page
sources. Where the platform’s own record contradicts
his ideal, the record is reported and not smoothed.

2. SOURCES AND METHOD

The Platter consulted for this paper is small and pub-
lic. The primary texts are two essays on gnu.org and
three reference pages: the free software definition, the
category page, and the Words to Avoid list [Stallman,
1998a, 2007, Free Software Foundation, 2024, Stallman,
2024b,a]. The 1998 essay carries a header stating it “has
been superseded by a major rewrite” and is “kept for his-
torical reasons”; its copyright line runs 1998–2003, 2007,
2010, 2023, 2024. The 2007 rewrite’s copyright line runs
2007 through 2024, so it is still being revised. Both were
fetched on September 15, 2026, and their plain-text ex-
tractions sit in the source bundle attached at the end of
this PDF.

Stallman’s personal site, stallman.org, was also
checked, since the original request assumed the essay
lived there. Its article index holds political and per-
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Freedom What the user may do
0 Run the program as you wish, for any purpose.
1 Study how the program works, and change it so

it does your computing as you wish. Access to
the source code is a precondition.

2 Redistribute copies so you can help others.
3 Distribute copies of your modified versions to

others. Access to the source code is a precondi-
tion.

Table 1: The four freedoms, numbered from zero as the GNU definition
numbers them. A program is free software only if its users have all
four [Free Software Foundation, 2024].

sonal writing and points readers to gnu.org/philosophy
for everything about software. Nothing on the licensing
question is hosted there.

Prior Aesthetic.Computer papers that touch the sub-
ject are Get Closed Source Out of Schools, which cites
Stallman for the claim that users deserve control over
the software they run, and Pieces Not Programs and
Keymaps as Social Software, which define the unit of
authorship and the versioned object that any license
here would have to cover [@jeffrey, 2026e,f,c]. For the
platform’s own license state I inspected the checked-out
monorepo on September 15, 2026 [@jeffrey, 2026a].

3. THE FOUR FREEDOMS

Stallman’s definition of free software has been stable
since 1986 and is the test everything else in his map
depends on. A program is free software if its users have
four freedoms (Table 1). Freedom is a property of the
user’s relation to the program, not of the program’s price
and not of the visibility of its source. Missing any one
freedom makes the program nonfree, which he also calls
proprietary.

The definition contains the response to the phrase
“free as in beer.” Both essays repeat the line: think of
“free speech,” not “free beer.” Stallman concedes in both
that the English word is ambiguous and that every pro-
posed replacement, including “open source,” has “some
kind of semantic problem.” His claim is that “free soft-
ware” has two natural readings, one of which is correct,
so a reader who has once been corrected does not go
wrong again, while “open source” has one natural read-
ing, “you can look at the source code,” and that reading
is wrong [Stallman, 2007].

4. THE MAP

With the four freedoms as the test, Stallman’s cat-
egory page sorts software into tiers [Stallman, 2024b].
Figure 1 draws them. The only hard line is between free
and nonfree. Above the line, the tiers differ in how well
freedom survives redistribution. Below it, they differ in
price and in how much the owner permits.

4.1 Above the line

Public domain software has no copyright. It is free,
but noncopyleft: anyone may take it, add restrictions,
and distribute the result as proprietary software.

Copyleft software is licensed so that every copy, mod-
ified or not, must be redistributed under the same terms.
The GNU General Public License is the canonical instru-
ment. The AGPL extends the obligation to software run
as a network service, closing the gap through which a
modified server program is used by the public but never
“distributed.” The LGPL is a deliberately weaker copy-
left that lets proprietary programs link to a library with-
out inheriting the license. Stallman’s own account of why
he chose copyleft is titled Copyleft: Pragmatic Idealism:
the goal is freedom, and copyleft is the mechanism that
keeps it from leaking [Stallman, 1998b].

Lax or permissive software is free but noncopyleft:
MIT, the BSD family, Apache, ISC. The category page
calls these “lax, permissive” licenses and notes they allow
the code to be made proprietary. In more pointed pas-
sages he has called them “pushover” licenses. This tier
is where most contemporary JavaScript lives, and it is
where Aesthetic.Computer’s manifests place the project.

4.2 Below the line

Proprietary software forbids use, copying, or modi-
fication, or requires permission for them. For Stallman
this is an injustice to the user regardless of price. Free-
ware is gratis and redistributable but ships no source
and forbids modification; he asks that the word not
be used for free software. Shareware may be passed
around but continued use requires a fee. Private soft-
ware, written for one user and never distributed, is the
one tier below the line that raises no ethical problem:
if that one user holds the four freedoms, nobody else is
affected, and most custom in-house software is this.

4.3 Commerce is a different axis

Stallman insists that commercial is orthogonal to free.
Commercial means developed or sold as a business activ-
ity. Free software can be commercial, and he encourages
it; nonfree software can be gratis (Table 2). The con-
flation is what lets “free” get heard as “unpaid,” so the
category page treats it as an error worth its own entry.

5. 1998 AND 2007: WHAT CHANGED

The two essays make the same argument, but the later
one is longer, calmer, and more specific about how “open
source” fails in practice. Table 3 aligns their sections.

5.1 The split

Both essays date the split to 1998, when “a part of
the free software community splintered off and began
campaigning in the name of ‘open source’ ” The Open
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public domain
no copyright at all

can be enclosed

copyleft
GPL · AGPL · LGPL

cannot be enclosed

lax / permissive
MIT · BSD · Apache · ISC

can be enclosed

all four freedoms present

any one freedom missing

proprietary
use, copying, or change forbidden

or allowed only by permission

freeware / shareware
gratis, or try then pay

no source, no modification

private software
one user, never distributed

outside the ethical question

fre
e
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e

Figure 1: Stallman’s categories, arranged around the one line he treats as ethical. Public domain and lax-licensed code are free but can be
enclosed into a proprietary product. Copyleft code cannot: every redistributed copy must carry the same freedoms. Private software, written for
one user and never distributed, sits outside the question because nobody else’s freedom is at stake [Stallman, 2024b].

noncommercial commercial
free hobby GPL projects;

most of a distribution’s
long tail

paid GPL support and
enterprise distributions;
legitimate and encour-
aged

nonfree freeware; “free for per-
sonal use” downloads

ordinary proprietary
software; most of the
industry

Table 2: Freedom and commerce as independent axes. Stallman’s
objection is to the bottom row, not the right column [Stallman, 2024b].

Source Initiative’s own history records the February 3,
1998 meeting in Palo Alto at which the term was adopted,
and its definition is a lightly edited copy of the Debian
Free Software Guidelines [Open Source Initiative, 2006,
1998]. Stallman does not dispute that the licenses over-
lap almost entirely. His claim is about what the rebrand
was for. The 1998 essay quotes the line that has become
the standard summary, attributed only to “one person”:
“open source is a development methodology; free soft-
ware is a social movement.” The 2007 rewrite drops the
quotation and states the difference in his own voice: for
open source, nonfree software is “an inferior solution to
the practical problem at hand”; for free software it is “a
social problem, and the solution is to stop using it.”

5.2 Not enemies

A point that is easy to miss when the essays are read
as polemic: both insist that the open source camp is not
the enemy. “The enemy is proprietary software.” The
1998 version spends a section rejecting the comparison
to factional radical groups of the 1960s, and the 2007
version keeps it, adding that the two camps “often work
together on practical projects.” What he refuses is being
lumped in: the free software movement built the commu-
nity and does not accept being credited to a philosophy
that omits its reason for existing.

5.3 What practice taught him

The 2007 rewrite’s genuinely new material is the sec-
tion on practical differences, and it reads as a list of
cases the intervening decade produced. The first is a li-
cense (Open Watcom’s) that the OSI accepted but that
forbids private use of a modified version, so it fails Free-
dom 1. The second is trademark conditions layered on
top of a free license; his example is the Rust compiler,
whose trademark policy may forbid selling copies or dis-
tributing modified versions without stripping the mark.
The third, and the one he calls “harmful and important,”
is tivoization: a device that checks signatures on its exe-
cutables so that only one company’s builds will run. The
source may be free and open source, the binary is not.
He notes that GPL version 3 was written to forbid this
and that Linux did not adopt it [Free Software Founda-
tion, 2007]. Each case shows the same structure. The
source license can be open source, and the user still lacks
a freedom.

6. THE VOCABULARY HE POLICES

Stallman maintains a page of words to avoid, and
the licensing argument is inseparable from it [Stallman,
2024a]. Table 4 gives the entries that bear on this paper.
The pattern is consistent: each rejected term smuggles
in a frame, and the replacement names the specific thing.

7. WHERE Aesthetic.Computer STANDS

The map is only useful if it can be applied. Here is
the platform’s record.

7.1 The repository

The monorepo is public at github.com/whistlegraph/
aesthetic-computer. Both top-level manifests, pack-
age.json and system/package.json, declare "license":
"ISC". No LICENSE or COPYING file is tracked anywhere in
the tree [@jeffrey, 2026a]. ISC is a lax license, function-
ally the two-clause BSD [Internet Systems Consortium,
2003]; it is also the value npm init writes by default,
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1998 original 2007 rewrite What the rewrite adds
Relationship between the two move-
ments

(folded into the opening) The open source idea “values mainly
practical advantage and does not cam-
paign for principles.”

Comparing the two terms; Ambiguity Common Misunderstandings of the two
terms

The “source available” term for the
naive reading; “open source” stretched
to government, education, and science
until it means only “participatory.”

— Practical Differences Open Watcom’s license, trademark
conditions on the Rust compiler, and
tivoization: free source compiled into
a signed executable the user cannot re-
place.

— Different Values Can Lead to Similar
Conclusions—but Not Always

The two camps react differently to a
good proprietary program: the enthusi-
ast asks for a copy, the activist declines
and funds a replacement.

— Powerful, Reliable Software Can Be Bad DRM and “open source DRM”: power
and reliability serve the user only if the
software respects the user.

Fear of Freedom Fear of Freedom Same section, expanded; the “gift to hu-
manity” framing presumes proprietary
release is legitimate.

Would a Trademark Help?; Misunder-
standings(?) of “Open Source”

— The IBM and Cygnus announcements
are dropped; the trademark argument is
dropped.

— “FLOSS” and “FOSS” FLOSS is the neutral term if neutrality
is the goal; neutrality is not the goal.

— Rivals for Mindshare “Free” and “open” compete for the same
conceptual slot; decline to work on ac-
tivities that call themselves “open.”

Table 3: Section alignment of the 1998 essay and the 2007 rewrite, from the fetched texts of September 15, 2026 [Stallman, 1998a, 2007]. Both
share the closing line: say “it’s free software and it gives you freedom!” more and louder than before.

which is the likeliest explanation for its presence.
On Stallman’s map this is an awkward position. A

manifest field is metadata, not a grant. Absent a license
text, copyright law’s default applies and the code is all
rights reserved: anyone may read it, nobody has been
told they may run, change, or redistribute it. That is
precisely the “you can look at the source code” condition
that the 2007 essay names source available and places be-
low the line. The platform’s intent, as expressed in its
manifests and in Get Closed Source Out of Schools, is
plainly to be free software [@jeffrey, 2026e]. Its paper-
work does not yet say so.

7.2 The works inside the platform

Aesthetic.Computer is not only a program; it is a place
where people publish programs. Pieces Not Programs de-
fines the unit: an authored entry, a named address, a per-
formance instance, and a durable record [@jeffrey, 2026f].
Users publish .mjs and .lisp pieces under their handles
and KidLisp programs as $code addresses. The piece au-
thoring guide in the repository says nothing about what
license a published piece carries. This paper did not au-
dit the publish endpoints for license terms and makes no

claim about them beyond that silence.
Stallman’s map has a direct bearing here that the plat-

form license alone does not settle. A piece is a small
program with an author. If the platform is free but the
pieces are unlicensed, then source name, the command
that returns any piece’s code for study or revision, hands
users source they can read but have not been granted
Freedom 1 or 3 over. The command implements the
four freedoms as a feature; the licensing does not yet
implement them as a right.

7.3 What a deliberate placement would take

Three moves would put the project unambiguously
above the line, in decreasing order of Stallman’s ap-
proval.
1. AGPL for the platform. Aesthetic.Computer is a

network service. The AGPL is the copyleft designed
for exactly that case; it is the only tier on the map that
cannot be enclosed. It would also bind anyone host-
ing a modified Aesthetic.Computer to publish their
changes.

2. Ship the ISC text. Keeping the manifest’s choice
but adding the file makes the project free and lax.
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Avoid Say instead, and why
open source free software. Same licenses, different

reason for wanting them.
closed source nonfree or proprietary. Visibility of

source is not the point; control is.
intellectual property copyright, patent, or trademark,

named. The umbrella term treats
three unrelated bodies of law as one
kind of property.

Linux GNU/Linux for the system. Linux is
the kernel.

free (as price) free as in freedom; libre where the
ambiguity bites.

piracy unauthorized copying, or simply shar-
ing. Piracy is attacking ships.

the cloud name the practice: SaaSS, service as
a software substitute, when someone
else’s server does your computing.

FLOSS / FOSS Neutral labels for a position that is
not neutral. FLOSS if you must; free
software if you mean it.

Table 4: Entries from Words to Avoid that bear on licensing, con-
densed [Stallman, 2024a].

Stallman would call it free software and a pushover
license in the same breath. It is the smallest change
that ends the source-available state.

3. A default license for published pieces, stated
in the authoring guide and at publish time, so that
source returns rights along with code. Which default
is a design question the platform has not yet asked;
Stallman’s answer would be copyleft, and a Creative-
Commons-style choice at publish time would be the
OSI’s.
The paper recommends nothing beyond making the

choice on purpose. The point of reconstructing the map
is that “open” is not a position on it.

8. THE COMMERCIAL READING

The map’s most useful instruction for a project that
also wants to be a business is the one most often skipped:
commerce is orthogonal to freedom (Table 2). The li-
cense decides only whether users are free. The business
has to live in what a license cannot transfer: accounts,
hosting, provenance, and metered compute. Stallman’s
own examples are paid support and enterprise distribu-
tions; the general shape is free code and a paid service
around it.

Aesthetic.Computer is already drifting toward that
shape. Paying for Strangers found that the platform’s
/api/ask endpoint had been proxying inference on the
project’s own keys for free, and proposed selling it to
handles rather than to crawlers [@jeffrey, 2026h]. Easel,
the ac terminal coding harness, now ships exactly that
product: ac --backend ac runs on “AC hosted, using

your handle’s budget,” priced against the OpenRouter
catalog [@jeffrey, 2026b]. Who Pays for Creative Tools?
surveyed 28 tool authors and found a median of eight
years between a tool’s creation and its first sustainable
funding, with the gap mostly filled by academic subsidy,
patronage, or personal sacrifice [@jeffrey, 2026g]. A me-
tered backend is an attempt to close that gap without
waiting for a patron.

Three consequences follow from reading this through
Stallman rather than through the OSI.

Easel is a client; the cost is inference. The har-
ness is a program that can and should be free software,
whichever tier is chosen. The thing that costs money is
a server somewhere running a model. In Stallman’s vo-
cabulary that server is SaaSS, service as a software sub-
stitute, and he would object to it on principle [Stallman,
2024a]. It is also the revenue line. The honest position
is to hold both: the tool is free, the hosted backend is a
paid service, and the project says so rather than folding
the service into the word “open.”

Copyleft protects the service, not the other
way round. A hosted product’s exposure is a larger
host taking the platform and competing on inference
price. The AGPL binds anyone who runs a modified
Aesthetic.Computer or Easel backend to publish their
changes; a lax license does not. The choice Section 7.3
left open has a commercial answer, and it is the copy-
left one. The devtool companies that moved to source-
available terms in the 2020s to defend their hosted busi-
nesses landed, on this map, in the nonfree tier; Aes-
thetic.Computer is there today by omission, which gives
it neither copyleft’s protection nor a lax license’s adop-
tion.

Pieces need their own terms before they can
be a market. Mining Is Not Minting concluded that
autonomous generation creates supply and never de-
mand, so money in this ecosystem arrives as commis-
sions, grants, and editions with provenance [@jeffrey,
2026d]. None of that requires withholding rights. It
requires that authors own what they publish and that
the platform hold a license to run and display it, stated
at publish time. A copyleft default on pieces does not
stop an edition from selling; an edition sells provenance,
not exclusivity.

The paper’s recommendation in Section 7.3 therefore
stands, with one addition. Make the choice on purpose,
and make it copyleft for the code, because the business
that is actually being built is the one copyleft was de-
signed to defend.

9. LIMITATIONS

This is a reading of five public documents, three prior
Aesthetic.Computer papers, and one repository state
on one date. It does not survey the wider literature
on free and open source software as a social form, for
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which Kelty, Coleman, and Weber are the standard en-
tries [Kelty, 2008, Coleman, 2013, Weber, 2004], nor the
OSI side of the argument in its own words [Raymond,
1999]. Stallman’s claims about Open Watcom, Rust’s
trademark policy, and Android tivoization are reported
as his and were not independently verified. The reposi-
tory inspection covered tracked files and two manifests;
vendored dependencies, the session server, and the na-
tive OS tree were not separately audited and may carry
their own terms. Publish-flow license behavior was not
tested.

The paper also inherits the ambiguity it describes.
Stallman’s four freedoms are stated as user freedoms,
but a platform that runs other people’s programs in a
browser has two kinds of user: the person running a piece
and the person who wrote it. The map was drawn for
distributed programs. Applying it to a publish-and-run
service is partly interpretation.

10. CONCLUSION

Stallman’s map has one ethical line, drawn by four
freedoms, and one strategic line inside the free region,
drawn by whether freedom must be passed on. Com-
merce runs across both. “Open versus closed” is a differ-
ent map, drawn in 1998 to sell the same licenses on their
engineering merits, and he declines to use it because the
vocabulary decides what people learn to want. Between
1998 and 2007 his argument did not change; his evidence
did, and the rewrite’s new cases all show source that is
open and a user who is not free.

Applied to Aesthetic.Computer, the map returns a
finding the platform’s own rhetoric would not predict:
a public repository, a lax license declared in metadata,
and no license text, which is source-available and not yet
free. The fix is a file. The larger question, what rights
a published piece carries, is the one this project’s vocab-
ulary of pieces and handles has been circling, and it is
the question Stallman would say the word “open” was
designed not to raise.
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  \node[free] at (\colC,\rowA) {\textbf{lax / permissive}\\[-1pt]{\scriptsize MIT \;\textperiodcentered\; BSD \;\textperiodcentered\; Apache \;\textperiodcentered\; ISC}\\[1pt]{\scriptsize\color{acpink} can be enclosed}};
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  % side labels
  \node[side, text=acblue] at (-0.3,-0.81) {\rotatebox{90}{free}};
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\begin{quote}
\small\noindent\textbf{Abstract.}
Software licensing is usually explained as a spectrum from \term{open} to \term{closed.} Richard Stallman rejects that axis, and his rejection is the subject of this paper. Reading his two essays on the question, the 1998 original \emph{Why ``Free Software'' is better than ``Open Source''} and its 2007 rewrite \emph{Why Open Source Misses the Point of Free Software}, alongside the GNU Project's category and vocabulary pages, I reconstruct his map: one ethical line between \emph{free} and \emph{nonfree}, drawn by four user freedoms, with a second line inside the free region between \emph{copyleft} and \emph{lax} licensing, and commerce as an orthogonal axis. I trace what changed between the two essays, including the later attention to tivoization, trademark conditions, and the \term{source-available} misreading. The paper then applies the map to \ac{} itself. The monorepo is public and its manifests declare the ISC license, a lax license, but no license text is tracked in the tree. On Stallman's map this makes the project source-available rather than clearly free. I close with what a deliberate placement would require and why the choice matters for a platform whose users publish works into it.
\end{quote}
\vspace{0.5em}
}]

\section{The Question Is the Vocabulary}

A friend asked me about \term{Stallman's licensing regimes, open versus closed source.} The phrasing contains the thing Stallman most objects to. In both of his essays on the subject he writes that what the free software movement advocates \term{is not `open source,' and what we oppose is not `closed source'}~\citep{stallman2007misses}. The words are the argument. This paper explains the map he draws instead, records how it changed between 1998 and 2007, and then does the exercise he would ask of any project: it locates \ac{} on that map using the repository as evidence.

The paper is expository rather than adversarial. Stallman's claims are stated as his, in his terms, with page sources. Where the platform's own record contradicts his ideal, the record is reported and not smoothed.

\section{Sources and Method}

The Platter consulted for this paper is small and public. The primary texts are two essays on gnu.org and three reference pages: the free software definition, the category page, and the \emph{Words to Avoid} list~\citep{stallman1998better,stallman2007misses,gnu_freesw,stallman_categories,gnu_words}. The 1998 essay carries a header stating it \term{has been superseded by a major rewrite} and is \term{kept for historical reasons}; its copyright line runs 1998--2003, 2007, 2010, 2023, 2024. The 2007 rewrite's copyright line runs 2007 through 2024, so it is still being revised. Both were fetched on September 15, 2026, and their plain-text extractions sit in the source bundle attached at the end of this PDF.

Stallman's personal site, \code{stallman.org}, was also checked, since the original request assumed the essay lived there. Its article index holds political and personal writing and points readers to \code{gnu.org/philosophy} for everything about software. Nothing on the licensing question is hosted there.

Prior \ac{} papers that touch the subject are \emph{Get Closed Source Out of Schools}, which cites Stallman for the claim that users deserve control over the software they run, and \emph{Pieces Not Programs} and \emph{Keymaps as Social Software}, which define the unit of authorship and the versioned object that any license here would have to cover~\citep{scudder2026openschools,scudder2026pieces,scudder2026keymaps}. For the platform's own license state I inspected the checked-out monorepo on September 15, 2026~\citep{acrepo2026}.

\section{The Four Freedoms}

\begin{figure*}[t]
\centering
\resizebox{0.96\textwidth}{!}{\input{figures/ladder-tikz}}
\caption{Stallman's categories, arranged around the one line he treats as ethical. Public domain and lax-licensed code are free but can be enclosed into a proprietary product. Copyleft code cannot: every redistributed copy must carry the same freedoms. Private software, written for one user and never distributed, sits outside the question because nobody else's freedom is at stake~\citep{stallman_categories}.}
\label{fig:ladder}
\end{figure*}

Stallman's definition of free software has been stable since 1986 and is the test everything else in his map depends on. A program is free software if its users have four freedoms (Table~\ref{tab:freedoms}). Freedom is a property of the user's relation to the program, not of the program's price and not of the visibility of its source. Missing any one freedom makes the program \emph{nonfree}, which he also calls \emph{proprietary}.

\begin{table}[t]
\small
\centering
\begin{tabularx}{\columnwidth}{@{}l Y@{}}
\toprule
\textbf{Freedom} & \textbf{What the user may do} \\
\midrule
0 & Run the program as you wish, for any purpose. \\
1 & Study how the program works, and change it so it does your computing as you wish. Access to the source code is a precondition. \\
2 & Redistribute copies so you can help others. \\
3 & Distribute copies of your modified versions to others. Access to the source code is a precondition. \\
\bottomrule
\end{tabularx}
\caption{The four freedoms, numbered from zero as the GNU definition numbers them. A program is free software only if its users have all four~\citep{gnu_freesw}.}
\label{tab:freedoms}
\end{table}

The definition contains the response to the phrase \term{free as in beer.} Both essays repeat the line: think of \term{free speech,} not \term{free beer.} Stallman concedes in both that the English word is ambiguous and that every proposed replacement, including \term{open source,} has \term{some kind of semantic problem.} His claim is that \term{free software} has two natural readings, one of which is correct, so a reader who has once been corrected does not go wrong again, while \term{open source} has one natural reading, \term{you can look at the source code,} and that reading is wrong~\citep{stallman2007misses}.

\section{The Map}

With the four freedoms as the test, Stallman's category page sorts software into tiers~\citep{stallman_categories}. Figure~\ref{fig:ladder} draws them. The only hard line is between free and nonfree. Above the line, the tiers differ in how well freedom survives redistribution. Below it, they differ in price and in how much the owner permits.

\subsection{Above the line}

\textbf{Public domain} software has no copyright. It is free, but noncopyleft: anyone may take it, add restrictions, and distribute the result as proprietary software.

\textbf{Copyleft} software is licensed so that every copy, modified or not, must be redistributed under the same terms. The GNU General Public License is the canonical instrument. The AGPL extends the obligation to software run as a network service, closing the gap through which a modified server program is used by the public but never \term{distributed.} The LGPL is a deliberately weaker copyleft that lets proprietary programs link to a library without inheriting the license. Stallman's own account of why he chose copyleft is titled \emph{Copyleft: Pragmatic Idealism}: the goal is freedom, and copyleft is the mechanism that keeps it from leaking~\citep{stallman_pragmatic}.

\textbf{Lax} or \textbf{permissive} software is free but noncopyleft: MIT, the BSD family, Apache, ISC. The category page calls these \term{lax, permissive} licenses and notes they allow the code to be made proprietary. In more pointed passages he has called them \term{pushover} licenses. This tier is where most contemporary JavaScript lives, and it is where \ac{}'s manifests place the project.

\subsection{Below the line}

\textbf{Proprietary} software forbids use, copying, or modification, or requires permission for them. For Stallman this is an injustice to the user regardless of price. \textbf{Freeware} is gratis and redistributable but ships no source and forbids modification; he asks that the word not be used for free software. \textbf{Shareware} may be passed around but continued use requires a fee. \textbf{Private software}, written for one user and never distributed, is the one tier below the line that raises no ethical problem: if that one user holds the four freedoms, nobody else is affected, and most custom in-house software is this.

\subsection{Commerce is a different axis}

Stallman insists that \emph{commercial} is orthogonal to \emph{free}. Commercial means developed or sold as a business activity. Free software can be commercial, and he encourages it; nonfree software can be gratis (Table~\ref{tab:axes}). The conflation is what lets \term{free} get heard as \term{unpaid,} so the category page treats it as an error worth its own entry.

\begin{table}[t]
\small
\centering
\begin{tabularx}{\columnwidth}{@{}l Y Y@{}}
\toprule
 & \textbf{noncommercial} & \textbf{commercial} \\
\midrule
\textbf{free} & hobby GPL projects; most of a distribution's long tail & paid GPL support and enterprise distributions; legitimate and encouraged \\
\addlinespace
\textbf{nonfree} & freeware; \term{free for personal use} downloads & ordinary proprietary software; most of the industry \\
\bottomrule
\end{tabularx}
\caption{Freedom and commerce as independent axes. Stallman's objection is to the bottom row, not the right column~\citep{stallman_categories}.}
\label{tab:axes}
\end{table}

\section{1998 and 2007: What Changed}

The two essays make the same argument, but the later one is longer, calmer, and more specific about how \term{open source} fails in practice. Table~\ref{tab:essays} aligns their sections.

\begin{table*}[t]
\small
\centering
\begin{tabularx}{\textwidth}{@{}Y Y Y@{}}
\toprule
\textbf{1998 original} & \textbf{2007 rewrite} & \textbf{What the rewrite adds} \\
\midrule
Relationship between the two movements & (folded into the opening) & The open source idea \term{values mainly practical advantage and does not campaign for principles.} \\
Comparing the two terms; Ambiguity & Common Misunderstandings of the two terms & The \term{source available} term for the naive reading; \term{open source} stretched to government, education, and science until it means only \term{participatory.} \\
--- & Practical Differences & Open Watcom's license, trademark conditions on the Rust compiler, and \emph{tivoization}: free source compiled into a signed executable the user cannot replace. \\
--- & Different Values Can Lead to Similar Conclusions---but Not Always & The two camps react differently to a good proprietary program: the enthusiast asks for a copy, the activist declines and funds a replacement. \\
--- & Powerful, Reliable Software Can Be Bad & DRM and \term{open source DRM}: power and reliability serve the user only if the software respects the user. \\
Fear of Freedom & Fear of Freedom & Same section, expanded; the \term{gift to humanity} framing presumes proprietary release is legitimate. \\
Would a Trademark Help?; Misunderstandings(?) of \term{Open Source} & --- & The IBM and Cygnus announcements are dropped; the trademark argument is dropped. \\
--- & \term{FLOSS} and \term{FOSS} & FLOSS is the neutral term if neutrality is the goal; neutrality is not the goal. \\
--- & Rivals for Mindshare & \term{Free} and \term{open} compete for the same conceptual slot; decline to work on activities that call themselves \term{open.} \\
\bottomrule
\end{tabularx}
\caption{Section alignment of the 1998 essay and the 2007 rewrite, from the fetched texts of September 15, 2026~\citep{stallman1998better,stallman2007misses}. Both share the closing line: say \term{it's free software and it gives you freedom!} more and louder than before.}
\label{tab:essays}
\end{table*}

\subsection{The split}

Both essays date the split to 1998, when \term{a part of the free software community splintered off and began campaigning in the name of `open source'\,} The Open Source Initiative's own history records the February 3, 1998 meeting in Palo Alto at which the term was adopted, and its definition is a lightly edited copy of the Debian Free Software Guidelines~\citep{osi_history,osi_definition}. Stallman does not dispute that the licenses overlap almost entirely. His claim is about what the rebrand was for. The 1998 essay quotes the line that has become the standard summary, attributed only to \term{one person}: \term{open source is a development methodology; free software is a social movement.} The 2007 rewrite drops the quotation and states the difference in his own voice: for open source, nonfree software is \term{an inferior solution to the practical problem at hand}; for free software it is \term{a social problem, and the solution is to stop using it.}

\subsection{Not enemies}

A point that is easy to miss when the essays are read as polemic: both insist that the open source camp is not the enemy. \term{The enemy is proprietary software.} The 1998 version spends a section rejecting the comparison to factional radical groups of the 1960s, and the 2007 version keeps it, adding that the two camps \term{often work together on practical projects.} What he refuses is being \emph{lumped in}: the free software movement built the community and does not accept being credited to a philosophy that omits its reason for existing.

\subsection{What practice taught him}

The 2007 rewrite's genuinely new material is the section on practical differences, and it reads as a list of cases the intervening decade produced. The first is a license (Open Watcom's) that the OSI accepted but that forbids private use of a modified version, so it fails Freedom~1. The second is trademark conditions layered on top of a free license; his example is the Rust compiler, whose trademark policy may forbid selling copies or distributing modified versions without stripping the mark. The third, and the one he calls \term{harmful and important,} is \emph{tivoization}: a device that checks signatures on its executables so that only one company's builds will run. The source may be free and open source, the binary is not. He notes that GPL version~3 was written to forbid this and that Linux did not adopt it~\citep{gpl3}. Each case shows the same structure. The source license can be open source, and the user still lacks a freedom.

\section{The Vocabulary He Polices}

Stallman maintains a page of words to avoid, and the licensing argument is inseparable from it~\citep{gnu_words}. Table~\ref{tab:terms} gives the entries that bear on this paper. The pattern is consistent: each rejected term smuggles in a frame, and the replacement names the specific thing.

\begin{table}[t]
\small
\centering
\begin{tabularx}{\columnwidth}{@{}l Y@{}}
\toprule
\textbf{Avoid} & \textbf{Say instead, and why} \\
\midrule
open source & \emph{free software}. Same licenses, different reason for wanting them. \\
closed source & \emph{nonfree} or \emph{proprietary}. Visibility of source is not the point; control is. \\
intellectual property & \emph{copyright}, \emph{patent}, or \emph{trademark}, named. The umbrella term treats three unrelated bodies of law as one kind of property. \\
Linux & \emph{GNU/Linux} for the system. Linux is the kernel. \\
free (as price) & \emph{free as in freedom}; \emph{libre} where the ambiguity bites. \\
piracy & \emph{unauthorized copying}, or simply sharing. Piracy is attacking ships. \\
the cloud & name the practice: \emph{SaaSS}, service as a software substitute, when someone else's server does your computing. \\
FLOSS / FOSS & Neutral labels for a position that is not neutral. FLOSS if you must; \emph{free software} if you mean it. \\
\bottomrule
\end{tabularx}
\caption{Entries from \emph{Words to Avoid} that bear on licensing, condensed~\citep{gnu_words}.}
\label{tab:terms}
\end{table}

\section{Where \ac{} Stands}

The map is only useful if it can be applied. Here is the platform's record.

\subsection{The repository}

The monorepo is public at \code{github.com/\allowbreak whistlegraph/\allowbreak aesthetic-computer}. Both top-level manifests, \code{package.json} and \code{system/package.json}, declare \code{"license": "ISC"}. No \code{LICENSE} or \code{COPYING} file is tracked anywhere in the tree~\citep{acrepo2026}. ISC is a lax license, functionally the two-clause BSD~\citep{isc_license}; it is also the value \code{npm init} writes by default, which is the likeliest explanation for its presence.

On Stallman's map this is an awkward position. A manifest field is metadata, not a grant. Absent a license text, copyright law's default applies and the code is \emph{all rights reserved}: anyone may read it, nobody has been told they may run, change, or redistribute it. That is precisely the \term{you can look at the source code} condition that the 2007 essay names \emph{source available} and places below the line. The platform's intent, as expressed in its manifests and in \emph{Get Closed Source Out of Schools}, is plainly to be free software~\citep{scudder2026openschools}. Its paperwork does not yet say so.

\subsection{The works inside the platform}

\ac{} is not only a program; it is a place where people publish programs. \emph{Pieces Not Programs} defines the unit: an authored entry, a named address, a performance instance, and a durable record~\citep{scudder2026pieces}. Users publish \code{.mjs} and \code{.lisp} pieces under their handles and KidLisp programs as \code{\$code} addresses. The piece authoring guide in the repository says nothing about what license a published piece carries. This paper did not audit the publish endpoints for license terms and makes no claim about them beyond that silence.

Stallman's map has a direct bearing here that the platform license alone does not settle. A piece is a small program with an author. If the platform is free but the pieces are unlicensed, then \code{source name}, the command that returns any piece's code for study or revision, hands users source they can read but have not been granted Freedom~1 or~3 over. The command implements the four freedoms as a feature; the licensing does not yet implement them as a right.

\subsection{What a deliberate placement would take}

Three moves would put the project unambiguously above the line, in decreasing order of Stallman's approval.

\begin{enumerate}
  \item \textbf{AGPL for the platform.} \ac{} is a network service. The AGPL is the copyleft designed for exactly that case; it is the only tier on the map that cannot be enclosed. It would also bind anyone hosting a modified \ac{} to publish their changes.
  \item \textbf{Ship the ISC text.} Keeping the manifest's choice but adding the file makes the project free and lax. Stallman would call it free software and a pushover license in the same breath. It is the smallest change that ends the source-available state.
  \item \textbf{A default license for published pieces}, stated in the authoring guide and at publish time, so that \code{source} returns rights along with code. Which default is a design question the platform has not yet asked; Stallman's answer would be copyleft, and a Creative-Commons-style choice at publish time would be the OSI's.
\end{enumerate}

The paper recommends nothing beyond making the choice on purpose. The point of reconstructing the map is that \term{open} is not a position on it.

\section{The Commercial Reading}

The map's most useful instruction for a project that also wants to be a business is the one most often skipped: commerce is orthogonal to freedom (Table~\ref{tab:axes}). The license decides only whether users are free. The business has to live in what a license cannot transfer: accounts, hosting, provenance, and metered compute. Stallman's own examples are paid support and enterprise distributions; the general shape is free code and a paid service around it.

\ac{} is already drifting toward that shape. \emph{Paying for Strangers} found that the platform's \code{/api/ask} endpoint had been proxying inference on the project's own keys for free, and proposed selling it to handles rather than to crawlers~\citep{scudder2026turnstile}. Easel, the \code{ac} terminal coding harness, now ships exactly that product: \code{ac --backend ac} runs on \term{AC hosted, using your handle's budget,} priced against the OpenRouter catalog~\citep{easel2026}. \emph{Who Pays for Creative Tools?} surveyed 28 tool authors and found a median of eight years between a tool's creation and its first sustainable funding, with the gap mostly filled by academic subsidy, patronage, or personal sacrifice~\citep{scudder2026sustainability}. A metered backend is an attempt to close that gap without waiting for a patron.

Three consequences follow from reading this through Stallman rather than through the OSI.

\textbf{Easel is a client; the cost is inference.} The harness is a program that can and should be free software, whichever tier is chosen. The thing that costs money is a server somewhere running a model. In Stallman's vocabulary that server is SaaSS, service as a software substitute, and he would object to it on principle~\citep{gnu_words}. It is also the revenue line. The honest position is to hold both: the tool is free, the hosted backend is a paid service, and the project says so rather than folding the service into the word \term{open.}

\textbf{Copyleft protects the service, not the other way round.} A hosted product's exposure is a larger host taking the platform and competing on inference price. The AGPL binds anyone who runs a modified \ac{} or Easel backend to publish their changes; a lax license does not. The choice Section~7.3 left open has a commercial answer, and it is the copyleft one. The devtool companies that moved to source-available terms in the 2020s to defend their hosted businesses landed, on this map, in the nonfree tier; \ac{} is there today by omission, which gives it neither copyleft's protection nor a lax license's adoption.

\textbf{Pieces need their own terms before they can be a market.} \emph{Mining Is Not Minting} concluded that autonomous generation creates supply and never demand, so money in this ecosystem arrives as commissions, grants, and editions with provenance~\citep{scudder2026market}. None of that requires withholding rights. It requires that authors own what they publish and that the platform hold a license to run and display it, stated at publish time. A copyleft default on pieces does not stop an edition from selling; an edition sells provenance, not exclusivity.

The paper's recommendation in Section~7.3 therefore stands, with one addition. Make the choice on purpose, and make it copyleft for the code, because the business that is actually being built is the one copyleft was designed to defend.

\section{Limitations}

This is a reading of five public documents, three prior \ac{} papers, and one repository state on one date. It does not survey the wider literature on free and open source software as a social form, for which Kelty, Coleman, and Weber are the standard entries~\citep{kelty2008twobits,coleman2013coding,weber2004success}, nor the OSI side of the argument in its own words~\citep{raymond1999cathedral}. Stallman's claims about Open Watcom, Rust's trademark policy, and Android tivoization are reported as his and were not independently verified. The repository inspection covered tracked files and two manifests; vendored dependencies, the session server, and the native OS tree were not separately audited and may carry their own terms. Publish-flow license behavior was not tested.

The paper also inherits the ambiguity it describes. Stallman's four freedoms are stated as user freedoms, but a platform that runs other people's programs in a browser has two kinds of user: the person running a piece and the person who wrote it. The map was drawn for distributed programs. Applying it to a publish-and-run service is partly interpretation.

\section{Conclusion}

Stallman's map has one ethical line, drawn by four freedoms, and one strategic line inside the free region, drawn by whether freedom must be passed on. Commerce runs across both. \term{Open versus closed} is a different map, drawn in 1998 to sell the same licenses on their engineering merits, and he declines to use it because the vocabulary decides what people learn to want. Between 1998 and 2007 his argument did not change; his evidence did, and the rewrite's new cases all show source that is open and a user who is not free.

Applied to \ac{}, the map returns a finding the platform's own rhetoric would not predict: a public repository, a lax license declared in metadata, and no license text, which is source-available and not yet free. The fix is a file. The larger question, what rights a published piece carries, is the one this project's vocabulary of pieces and handles has been circling, and it is the question Stallman would say the word \term{open} was designed not to raise.
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Why “Free Software” is better than “Open Source”

This article has been superseded by a major rewrite,
“Open
Source” misses the point of Free Software, which is much
better. We keep this version for historical reasons.

While free software by any other name would give you the same
freedom, it makes a big difference which name we use: different words
convey different ideas.

In 1998, some of the people in the free software community began using
the term “open source
software” instead of “free
software” to describe what they do. The term “open source”
quickly became associated with a different approach, a different
philosophy, different values, and even a different criterion for which
licenses are acceptable. The Free Software movement and the Open
Source movement are today separate
movements with different views and goals, although we can and do
work together on some practical projects.

The fundamental difference between the two movements is in their
values, their ways of looking at the world. For the Open Source
movement, the issue of whether software should be open source is a
practical question, not an ethical one. As one person put it, “Open
source is a development methodology; free software is a social
movement.” For the Open Source movement, nonfree software is a
suboptimal solution. For the Free Software movement, nonfree
software is a social problem and free software is the solution.

Relationship between the Free Software
movement and Open Source movement

The Free Software movement and the Open Source movement are like two
political camps within the free software community.

Radical groups in the 1960s developed a reputation for factionalism:
organizations split because of disagreements on details of strategy,
and then treated each other as enemies. Or at least, such is the
image people have of them, whether or not it was true.

The relationship between the Free Software movement and the Open
Source movement is just the opposite of that picture. We disagree on
the basic principles, but agree more or less on the practical
recommendations. So we can and do work together on many specific
projects. We don't think of the Open Source movement as an enemy.
The enemy is
 proprietary
software.

We are not against the Open Source movement, but we don't want to be
lumped in with them. We acknowledge that they have contributed to our
community, but we created this community, and we want people to know
this. We want people to associate our achievements with our values
and our philosophy, not with theirs. We want to be heard, not
obscured behind a group with different views. To prevent people from
thinking we are part of them, we take pains to avoid using the word
“open” to describe free software, or its contrary,
“closed,” in talking about nonfree software.

So please mention the Free Software movement when you talk about the
work we have done, and the software we have developed—such as the
GNU/Linux operating system.

Comparing the two terms

This rest of this article compares the two terms “free software” and
“open source.” It shows why the term “open source” does not solve
any problems, and in fact creates some.

Ambiguity

The term “free software” has an ambiguity problem: an unintended
meaning, “Software you can get for zero price,” fits the term just
as well as the intended meaning, “software which gives the user
certain freedoms.” We address this problem by publishing a
 more precise definition of free
software, but this is not a perfect solution; it cannot completely
eliminate the problem. An unambiguously correct term would be better,
if it didn't have other problems.

Unfortunately, all the alternatives in English have problems of their
own. We've looked at many alternatives that people have suggested,
but none is so clearly “right” that switching to it would be a good
idea. Every proposed replacement for “free software” has a similar
kind of semantic problem, or worse—and this includes “open source
software.”

The official definition of “open source software,” as published
by the Open Source Initiative, is very close to our definition
of free software; however, it is a little looser in some respects,
and they have accepted a few licenses that we consider unacceptably
restrictive of the users.

However, 
the obvious meaning for the expression “open source software”
is “You can look at
the source code.” This is a much weaker criterion than free
software; it includes free software, but also
some 
proprietary programs, including Xv, and Qt under its original license
(before the QPL).

That obvious meaning for “open source” is not the meaning that its
advocates intend. The result is that most people misunderstand
what those advocates are advocating. Here is how writer Neal
Stephenson defined “open source”:

Linux is “open source” software
meaning, simply, that anyone can get copies of its source code files.

I don't think he deliberately sought to reject or dispute the
“official” definition. I think he simply applied the conventions of
the English language to come up with a meaning for the term. The state
of Kansas published a similar definition:
 state of
Kansas published a similar definition: -->

Make use of open-source software (OSS). OSS is software for which the
source code is freely and publicly available, though the specific licensing
agreements vary as to what one is allowed to do with that code.

Of course, the open source people have tried to deal with this by
publishing a precise definition for the term, just as we have done for
“free software.”

But the explanation for “free software” is simple—a
person who has grasped the idea of “free speech, not free
beer” will not get it wrong again. There is no such succinct
way to explain the official meaning of “open source” and
show clearly why the natural definition is the wrong one.

Fear of Freedom

The main argument for the term “open source software” is
that “free software” makes some people uneasy. That's
true: talking about freedom, about ethical issues, about
responsibilities as well as convenience, is asking people to think
about things they might rather ignore. This can trigger discomfort,
and some people may reject the idea for that. It does not follow that
society would be better off if we stop talking about these things.

Years ago, free software developers noticed this discomfort reaction,
and some started exploring an approach for avoiding it. They figured
that by keeping quiet about ethics and freedom, and talking only about
the immediate practical benefits of certain free software, they might
be able to “sell” the software more effectively to certain
users, especially business. The term “open source” is
offered as a way of doing more of this—a way to be “more
acceptable to business.” The views and values of the Open Source
movement stem from this decision.

This approach has proved effective, in its own terms. Today many
people are switching to free software for purely practical reasons.
That is good, as far as it goes, but that isn't all we need to do!
Attracting users to free software is not the whole job, just the first
step.

Sooner or later these users will be invited to switch back to
proprietary software for some practical advantage. Countless
companies seek to offer such temptation, and why would users decline?
Only if they have learned to value the freedom free software
gives them, for its own sake. It is up to us to spread this
idea—and in order to do that, we have to talk about freedom. A
certain amount of the “keep quiet” approach to business
can be useful for the community, but we must have plenty of freedom
talk too.

At present, we have plenty of “keep quiet,” but not enough
freedom talk. Most people involved with free software say little
about freedom—usually because they seek to be “more
acceptable to business.” Software distributors especially show
this pattern. Some
GNU/Linux operating system
distributions add proprietary packages to the basic free system, and
they invite users to consider this an advantage, rather than a step
backwards from freedom.

We are failing to keep up with the influx of free software users,
failing to teach people about freedom and our community as fast as
they enter it. This is why nonfree software (which Qt was when it
first became popular), and partially nonfree operating system
distributions, find such fertile ground. To stop using the word
“free” now would be a mistake; we need more, not less, talk about
freedom.

If those using the term “open source” draw more users into our
community, that is a contribution, but the rest of us will have to
work even harder to bring the issue of freedom to those users'
attention. We have to say, “It's free software and it gives you
freedom!”—more and louder than ever before.

Would a Trademark Help?

The advocates of “open source software” tried to make it a
trademark, saying this would enable them to prevent misuse. This
initiative was later dropped, the term being too descriptive to
qualify as a trademark; thus, the legal status of “open source” is
the same as that of “free software”: there is no legal
constraint on using it. I have heard reports of a number of
companies' calling software packages “open source” even though they
did not fit the official definition; I have observed some instances
myself.

But would it have made a big difference to use a term that is a
trademark? Not necessarily.

Companies also made announcements that give the impression that a
program is “open source software” without explicitly saying so. For
example, one IBM announcement, about a program that did not fit the
official definition, said this:

As is common in the open source community, users of the …
technology will also be able to collaborate with IBM…

This did not actually say that the program was “open
source,” but many readers did not notice that detail. (I should note
that IBM was sincerely trying to make this program free software, and
later adopted a new license which does make it free software and
“open source”; but when that announcement was made, the program did
not qualify as either one.)

And here is how Cygnus Solutions, which was formed to be a free
software company and subsequently branched out (so to speak) into
proprietary software, advertised some proprietary software products:

Cygnus Solutions is a leader in the open source market and has just
launched two products into the [GNU/]Linux marketplace. 

Unlike IBM, Cygnus was not trying to make these packages free
software, and the packages did not come close to qualifying. But
Cygnus didn't actually say that these are “open source software,”
they just made use of the term to give careless readers that
impression.

These observations suggest that a trademark would not have truly
prevented the confusion that comes with the term “open source.”

Misunderstandings(?) of “Open Source”

The Open Source Definition is clear enough, and it is quite clear that
the typical nonfree program does not qualify. So you would think
that “Open Source company” would mean one whose products are free
software (or close to it), right? Alas, many companies are trying to
give it a different meaning.

At the “Open Source Developers Day” meeting in August 1998, several
of the commercial developers invited said they intend to make only a
part of their work free software (or “open source”). The focus of
their business is on developing proprietary add-ons (software or
manuals) to sell to the users of
this free software. They ask us to regard this as legitimate, as part
of our community, because some of the money is donated to free
software development.

In effect, these companies seek to gain the favorable cachet of
“open source” for their proprietary software
products—even though those are not “open source
software”—because they have some relationship to free
software or because the same company also maintains some free
software. (One company founder said quite explicitly that they would
put, into the free package they support, as little of their work as
the community would stand for.)

Over the years, many companies have contributed to free software
development. Some of these companies primarily developed nonfree
software, but the two activities were separate; thus, we could ignore
their nonfree products, and work with them on free software projects.
Then we could honestly thank them afterward for their free software
contributions, without talking about the rest of what they did.

We cannot do the same with these new companies, because they won't let
us. These companies actively invite the public to lump all their
activities together; they want us to regard their nonfree software as
favorably as we would regard a real contribution, although it is not
one. They present themselves as “open source companies,” hoping
that we will get a warm fuzzy feeling about them, and that we will be
fuzzy-minded in applying it.

This manipulative practice would be no less harmful if it were done
using the term “free software.” But companies do not seem to use
the term “free software” that way; perhaps its association with
idealism makes it seem unsuitable. The term “open source” opened
the door for this.

At a trade show in late 1998, dedicated to the operating system often
referred to
as “Linux,” the
featured speaker was an executive from a prominent software company.
He was probably invited on account of his company's decision to
“support” that system. Unfortunately, their form of
“support” consists of releasing nonfree software that
works with the system—in other words, using our community as a
market but not contributing to it.

He said, “There is no way we will make our product open source,
but perhaps we will make it ‘internal’ open source. If we
allow our customer support staff to have access to the source code,
they could fix bugs for the customers, and we could provide a better
product and better service.” (This is not an exact quote, as I
did not write his words down, but it gets the gist.)

People in the audience afterward told me, “He just doesn't get the
point.” But is that so? Which point did he not get?

He did not miss the point of the Open Source movement. That movement
does not say users should have freedom, only that allowing more people
to look at the source code and help improve it makes for faster and
better development. The executive grasped that point completely;
unwilling to carry out that approach in full, users included, he was
considering implementing it partially, within the company.

The point that he missed is the point that “open source” was
designed not to raise: the point that users deserve
freedom.

Spreading the idea of freedom is a big job—it needs your help.
That's why we stick to the term “free software” in the GNU
Project, so we can help do that job. If you feel that freedom and
community are important for their own sake—not just for the
convenience they bring—please join us in using the term
“free software.”

Notes

Joe Barr wrote an article called

Live and let license that gives his perspective on this issue.

Lakhani and Wolf's
paper on the
motivation of free software developers says that a considerable
fraction are motivated by the view that software should be free. This
was despite the fact that they surveyed the developers on SourceForge,
a site that does not support the view that this is an ethical issue.

This essay is published in
Free
Software, Free Society: The Selected Essays of Richard
M. Stallman.
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Why Open Source Misses the Point of Free Software

by Richard Stallman

The terms “free software” and “open
source” stand for almost the same range of programs. However,
they say deeply different things about those programs, based on
different values. The free software movement campaigns for freedom
for the users of computing; it is a movement for freedom and justice.
By contrast, the open source idea values mainly practical advantage
and does not campaign for principles. This is why we do not agree
with open source, and do not use that term.

When we call software “free,” we mean that it respects
the users' essential freedoms:
the freedom to run it, to study and change it, and to redistribute
copies with or without changes. This is a matter of freedom, not
price, so think of “free speech,” not “free
beer.”

These freedoms are vitally important. They are essential, not just
for the individual users' sake, but for society as a whole because they 
promote social solidarity—that is, sharing and cooperation. They 
become even more important as our culture and life activities are 
increasingly digitized. In a world of digital sounds, images, and words, 
free software becomes increasingly essential for freedom in general.

Tens of millions of people around the world now use free software;
the public schools of some regions of India and Spain now teach all 
students to use the free GNU/Linux 
operating system. Most of these users, however, have never heard of 
the ethical reasons for which we developed this system and built the free 
software community, because nowadays this system and community are more 
often spoken of as “open source,” attributing them to a 
different philosophy in which these freedoms are hardly mentioned.

The free software movement has campaigned for computer users'
freedom since 1983. In 1984 we launched the development of the free
operating system GNU, so that we could avoid the nonfree operating systems 
that deny freedom to their users. During the 1980s, we developed most
of the essential components of the system and designed
the GNU General Public License (GNU GPL) 
to release them under—a license designed specifically to protect 
freedom for all users of a program.

Not all of the users and developers of free software
agreed with the goals of the free software movement. In 1998, a part
of the free software community splintered off and began campaigning in
the name of “open source.” The term was originally
proposed to avoid a possible misunderstanding of the term “free
software,” but it soon became associated with philosophical
views quite different from those of the free software movement.

Some of the supporters of open source considered the term a
“marketing campaign for free software,” which would appeal
to business executives by highlighting the software's practical
benefits, while not raising issues of right and wrong that they might
not like to hear. Other supporters flatly rejected the free software
movement's ethical and social values. Whichever their views, when
campaigning for open source, they neither cited nor advocated those
values. The term “open source” quickly became associated
with ideas and arguments based only on practical values, such as
making or having powerful, reliable software. Most of the supporters
of open source have come to it since then, and they make the same
association. Most discussion of “open source” pays no
attention to right and wrong, only to popularity and success; here's
a 
typical example. A minority of supporters of open source do
nowadays say freedom is part of the issue, but they are not very visible
among the many that don't.

The two now
describe almost the same category of software, but they stand for
views based on fundamentally different values. For the
free software movement, free software is an ethical imperative,
essential respect for the users' freedom. By contrast,
the philosophy of open source considers issues in terms of how to make
software “better”—in a practical sense only. It
says that nonfree software is an inferior solution to the practical
problem at hand.

For the free software movement, however, nonfree software is a
social problem, and the solution is to stop using it and move to free
software.

“Free software.” “Open source.” If it's the same 
software (or nearly so), 
does it matter which name you use? Yes, because different words convey 
different ideas. While a free program by any other name would give you the 
same freedom today, establishing freedom in a lasting way depends above all 
on teaching people to value freedom. If you want to help do this, it is 
essential to speak of “free software.”

We in the free software movement don't think of the open source
camp as an enemy; the enemy is proprietary (nonfree) software. But we
want people to know we stand for freedom, so we do not accept being
mislabeled as open source supporters. What we advocate is not
“open source,” and what we oppose is not “closed
source.” To make this clear, we avoid using those terms.

Practical Differences between Free Software and Open Source

In practice, open source stands for criteria a little looser than
those of free software. As far as we know, all existing released free
software source code would qualify as open source. Nearly all open
source software is free software, but there are exceptions.

First, some open source licenses are too restrictive, so they do
not qualify as free licenses. For example, Open Watcom is nonfree
because its license does not allow making a modified version and using
it privately. Fortunately, few programs use such licenses.

Second, trademark requirements added on top of the code's copyright
license can make a program nonfree. For instance, the Rust compiler
may be nonfree, because the trademark conditions forbid selling copies
or distributing modified versions, unless you fully remove
all uses of the trademark. Just what that requires in
practice is not clear.

Third, the criteria for open source are concerned solely with the
use of the source code. Indeed, almost all the items in
the Open Source Definition
are formulated as conditions on the software's source license
rather than on what users are free to do. However, people
often describe an executable as “open source,” because its
source code is available that way. That causes confusion in
paradoxical situations where the source code is open source (and free)
but the executable itself is nonfree.

The trivial case of this paradox is when a program's source code
carries a weak free license, one without copyleft, but its executables
carry additional nonfree conditions. Supposing the executables
correspond exactly to the released sources—which may or may not
be so—users can compile the source code to make and distribute
free executables. That's why this case is trivial; it is no grave
problem.

The nontrivial case is harmful and important. Many products
containing computers check signatures on their executable programs to
block users from effectively using different executables; only one
privileged company can make executables that can run in the device and
use its full capabilities. We call these devices
“tyrants,” and the practice is called
“tivoization” after the product (Tivo) where we first saw
it. Even if the executable is made from free source code, and
nominally carries a free license, the users cannot usefully run
modified versions of it, so the executable is de-facto nonfree.

Many Android products contain nonfree tivoized executables of
Linux, even though its source code is under GNU GPL version 2. (We
designed GNU GPL version 3 to prohibit this practice; too bad Linux
did not adopt it.) These executables, made from source code that is
open source and free, are generally spoken of as “open
source,” but they are not free software.

Common Misunderstandings of “Free Software” and
“Open Source”

The term “free software” is prone to misinterpretation:
an unintended meaning, “software you can get
for zero price,” fits the term just as well as the intended
meaning, “software which gives the user certain freedoms.”
We address this problem by publishing the definition of free software,
and by saying “Think of ‘free speech,’ not ‘free 
beer.’” This is not a perfect solution; it cannot completely 
eliminate the problem. An unambiguous and correct term would be better, if 
it didn't present other problems.

Unfortunately, all the alternatives in English have problems of
their own. We've looked at many that people have
suggested, but none is so clearly “right” that switching
to it would be a good idea. (For instance, in some contexts the
French and Spanish word “libre” works well, but people in India 
do not recognize it at all.) Every proposed replacement for
“free software” has some kind of semantic problem—and 
this includes “open source software.”

The official definition of
open source software (which is published by the Open
Source Initiative and is too long to include here) was derived
indirectly from our criteria for free software. It is not the same;
it is a little looser in some respects. Nonetheless, their definition
agrees with our definition in most cases.

However, the obvious meaning for the expression “open source
software” is “You can look at the source code.”
Indeed, most people seem to misunderstand “open source
software” that way. (The clear term for that meaning is
“source available.”) That criterion is much weaker than
the free software definition, much weaker also than the official
definition of open source. It includes many programs that are neither
free nor open source.

Why do people misunderstand it that way? Because that is the
natural meaning of the words “open source.” But the
concept for which the open source advocates sought another name was
a variant of that of free software.

Since the obvious meaning for “open source” is not the
meaning that its advocates intend, the result is that most people
misunderstand the term. According to writer Neal Stephenson,
“Linux is ‘open source’ software meaning, simply,
that anyone can get copies of its source code files.” I don't
think he deliberately sought to reject or dispute the official
definition. I think he simply applied the conventions of the English
language to come up with a meaning for the term. The state
of Kansas published a similar definition: “Make use of
open-source software (OSS). OSS is software for which the source code
is freely and publicly available, though the specific licensing
agreements vary as to what one is allowed to do with that
code.”

The New York Times 
ran an article that stretched the meaning of the term to refer to
user beta testing—letting a few users try an early version and
give confidential feedback—which proprietary software developers
have practiced for decades.

The term has even been stretched to include designs for equipment
that
are published
without a patent. Patent-free equipment designs can be laudable
contributions to society, but the term “source code” does
not pertain to them.

Open source supporters try to deal with this by pointing to their
official definition, but that corrective approach is less effective
for them than it is for us. The term “free software” has
two natural meanings, one of which is the intended meaning, so a
person who has grasped the idea of “free speech, not free
beer” will not get it wrong again. But the term “open
source” has only one natural meaning, which is different from
the meaning its supporters intend. So there is no succinct way to
explain and justify its official definition. That makes for worse 
confusion.

Another misunderstanding of “open source” is the idea
that it means “not using the GNU GPL.” This tends to
accompany another misunderstanding that “free software”
means “GPL-covered software.” These are both mistaken,
since the GNU GPL qualifies as an open source license and most of the
open source licenses qualify as free software licenses. There
are many free software
licenses aside from the GNU GPL.

The term “open source” has been further stretched by
its application to other activities, such as government, education,
and science, where there is no such thing as source code, and where
criteria for software licensing are simply not pertinent. The only
thing these activities have in common is that they somehow invite
people to participate. They stretch the term so far that it only
means “participatory” or “transparent,” or
less than that. At worst, it
has 
become a vacuous buzzword.

Different Values Can Lead to Similar Conclusions—but Not Always

Radical groups in the 1960s had a reputation for factionalism: some
organizations split because of disagreements on details of strategy,
and the two daughter groups treated each other as enemies despite
having similar basic goals and values. The right wing made much of
this and used it to criticize the entire left.

Some try to disparage the free software movement by comparing our
disagreement with open source to the disagreements of those radical
groups. They have it backwards. We disagree with the open source
camp on the basic goals and values, but their views and ours lead in
many cases to the same practical behavior—such as developing
free software.

As a result, people from the free software movement and the open
source camp often work together on practical projects such as software
development. It is remarkable that such different philosophical views
can so often motivate different people to participate in the same
projects. Nonetheless, there are situations where these fundamentally
different views lead to very different actions.

The idea of open source is that allowing users to change and
redistribute the software will make it more powerful and reliable.
But this is not guaranteed. Developers of proprietary software are
not necessarily incompetent. Sometimes they produce a program that
is powerful and reliable, even though it does not respect the users'
freedom. Free software activists and open source enthusiasts will
react very differently to that.

A pure open source enthusiast, one that is not at all influenced by
the ideals of free software, will say, “I am surprised you were able
to make the program work so well without using our development model,
but you did. How can I get a copy?” This attitude will reward
schemes that take away our freedom, leading to its loss.

The free software activist will say, “Your program is very
attractive, but I value my freedom more. So I reject your program. I
will get my work done some other way, and support a project to develop
a free replacement.” If we value our freedom, we can act to
maintain and defend it.

Powerful, Reliable Software Can Be Bad

The idea that we want software to be powerful and reliable comes
from the supposition that the software is designed to serve its users.
If it is powerful and reliable, that means it serves them better.

But software can be said to serve its users only if it respects
their freedom. What if the software is designed to put chains on its
users? Then powerfulness means the chains are more constricting,
and reliability that they are harder to remove. Malicious features,
such as spying on the users, restricting the users, back doors, and
imposed upgrades are common in proprietary software, and some open
source supporters want to implement them in open source programs.

Under pressure from the movie and record companies, software for
individuals to use is increasingly designed specifically to restrict
them. This malicious feature is known as Digital Restrictions
Management (DRM) (see DefectiveByDesign.org) and is
the antithesis in spirit of the freedom that free software aims
to provide. And not just in spirit: since the goal of DRM is to
trample your freedom, DRM developers try to make it hard, impossible,
or even illegal for you to change the software that implements the DRM.

Yet some open source supporters have proposed “open source
DRM” software. Their idea is that, by publishing the source code
of programs designed to restrict your access to encrypted media and by
allowing others to change it, they will produce more powerful and
reliable software for restricting users like you. The software would then 
be delivered to you in devices that do not allow you to change it.

This software might be open source and use the open
source development model, but it won't be free software since it
won't respect the freedom of the users that actually run it. If the
open source development model succeeds in making this software more
powerful and reliable for restricting you, that will make it even
worse.

Fear of Freedom

The main initial motivation of those who split off the open source
camp from the free software movement was that the ethical ideas of
free software made some people uneasy. That's true: raising 
ethical issues such as freedom, talking about responsibilities as well as
convenience, is asking people to think about things they might prefer
to ignore, such as whether their conduct is ethical. This can trigger
discomfort, and some people may simply close their minds to it. It
does not follow that we ought to stop talking about these issues.

That is, however, what the leaders of open source
decided to do. They figured that by keeping quiet about ethics and
freedom, and talking only about the immediate practical benefits of
certain free software, they might be able to “sell” the
software more effectively to certain users, especially business.

When open source proponents talk about anything deeper than that,
it is usually the idea of making a “gift” of source code
to humanity. Presenting this as a special good deed, beyond what is
morally required, presumes that distributing proprietary software
without source code is morally legitimate.

This approach has proved effective, in its own terms. The rhetoric
of open source has convinced many businesses and individuals to use,
and even develop, free software, which has extended our
community—but only at the superficial, practical level. The
philosophy of open source, with its purely practical values, impedes
understanding of the deeper ideas of free software; it brings many
people into our community, but does not teach them to defend it. That
is good, as far as it goes, but it is not enough to make freedom
secure. Attracting users to free software takes them just part of the
way to becoming defenders of their own freedom.

Sooner or later these users will be invited to switch back to
proprietary software for some practical advantage. Countless
companies seek to offer such temptation, some even offering copies
gratis. Why would users decline? Only if they have learned to value
the freedom free software gives them, to value freedom in and of itself 
rather than the technical and practical convenience of specific free
software. To spread this idea, we have to talk about freedom. A
certain amount of the “keep quiet” approach to business can be
useful for the community, but it is dangerous if it becomes so common
that the love of freedom comes to seem like an eccentricity.

That dangerous situation is exactly what we have. Most people
involved with free software, especially its distributors, say little about 
freedom—usually because they seek to be “more acceptable to 
business.” Nearly all GNU/Linux operating system distributions add 
proprietary packages to the basic free system, and they invite users to 
consider this an advantage rather than a flaw.

Proprietary add-on software and partially nonfree GNU/Linux
distributions find fertile ground because most of our community does
not insist on freedom with its software. This is no coincidence.
Most GNU/Linux users were introduced to the system through “open
source” discussion, which doesn't say that freedom is a goal.
The practices that don't uphold freedom and the words that don't talk
about freedom go hand in hand, each promoting the other. To overcome
this tendency, we need more, not less, talk about freedom.

“FLOSS” and “FOSS”

 The terms “FLOSS” and “FOSS” are used to
be neutral between free
software and open source. If neutrality is your goal,
“FLOSS” is the better of the two, since it really is
neutral. But if you want to stand up for freedom, using a neutral
term isn't the way. Standing up for freedom entails showing people
your support for freedom.

Rivals for Mindshare

“Free” and “open” are rivals for mindshare.
Free software and open source are
different ideas but, in most people's way of looking at software, they
compete for the same conceptual slot. When people become habituated
to saying and thinking “open source,” that is an obstacle
to their grasping the free software movement's philosophy and thinking
about it. If they have already come to associate us and our software
with the word “open,” we may need to shock them intellectually
before they recognize that we stand for something else.
Any activity that promotes the word “open” tends to
extend the curtain that hides the ideas of the free software
movement.

Thus, free software activists are well advised to decline to work
on an activity that calls itself “open.” Even if the
activity is good in and of itself, each contribution you make does a
little harm on the side by promoting the open source idea. There are
plenty of other good activities which call themselves
“free” or “libre.” Each contribution to those
projects does a little extra good on the side. With so many useful
projects to choose from, why not choose one which does extra good?

Conclusion

As the advocates of open source draw new users into our community,
we free software activists must shoulder the task of bringing the issue
of freedom to their attention. We have to say, “It's
free software and it gives you freedom!”—more and louder
than ever. Every time you say “free software” rather than
“open source,” you help our cause.

Notes

Joe Barr wrote an article called

Live and let license that gives his perspective on this issue.

Lakhani and Wolf's 
paper on the motivation of free software developers says that a 
considerable fraction are motivated by the view that software should be 
free. This is despite the fact that they surveyed the developers on 
SourceForge, a site that does not support the view that this is an ethical 
issue.

 ▲

 BACK TO TOP

 Set language

 Available for this page:

[en] English  
[ar] العربية  
[bg] български  
[de] Deutsch  
[el] ελληνικά  
[es] español  
[fa] فارسی  
[fr] français  
[hr] hrvatski  
[it] italiano  
[ja] 日本語  
[lt] lietuvių  
[ml] മലയാളം  
[nl] Nederlands  
[pl] polski  
[pt-br] português  
[ro] română  
[ru] русский  
[sq] Shqip  
[ta] தமிழ்  
[tr] Türkçe  
[uk] українська  
[zh-cn] 简体中文  

 BACK TO TOP ▲

“The Free Software Foundation (FSF) is a nonprofit with a worldwide
mission to promote computer user freedom. We defend the rights of all
software users.”

 JOIN
 DONATE
 SHOP

Please send general FSF & GNU inquiries to <gnu@gnu.org>.
There are also other ways to contact
the FSF. Broken links and other corrections or suggestions can be sent
to <webmasters@gnu.org>.

 <web-translators@gnu.org>.

 For information on coordinating and contributing translations of
 our web pages, see Translations
 README. -->
Please see the Translations
README for information on coordinating and contributing translations
of this article.

Copyright © 2007, 2010, 2012-2016, 2019-2024 Richard Stallman

This page is licensed under a Creative
Commons Attribution-NoDerivatives 4.0 International License.

Copyright Infringement Notification

Updated:

$Date: 2024/01/01 05:25:36 $






free-vs-open-source-README.txt

free-vs-open — embedded source bundle

Included files
- figures/ladder-tikz.tex (TEX source)
- free-vs-open.tex (TEX source)
- references.bib (BIB source)
- source-bundle.json (JSON source)
- sources-1998-free-software-for-freedom.txt (TXT source)
- sources-2007-open-source-misses-the-point.txt (TXT source)

Purpose
This machine-readable bundle accompanies the rendered PDF for accessibility, audit, quotation, and reproducible editing. The PDF remains the canonical reading edition. The bundle is deliberately limited to text source files; private evidence, credentials, raw datasets, generated PDFs, and unlisted assets are excluded.





Machine-readable paper source bundle


	The Question Is the Vocabulary
	Sources and Method
	The Four Freedoms
	The Map
	Above the line
	Below the line
	Commerce is a different axis

	1998 and 2007: What Changed
	The split
	Not enemies
	What practice taught him

	The Vocabulary He Polices
	Where Aestheticacpink.Computer Stands
	The repository
	The works inside the platform
	What a deliberate placement would take

	The Commercial Reading
	Limitations
	Conclusion

