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SUMMARY

Open source software development projects are often lacks financial support. But
nonprofit organizations and hosts are providing services and the possibility of funding
the development. Several donators willing to support these nonprofit organizations
exist. There has not yet been any formal investigation of the decision processes for
the division of the financial support within nonprofit organizations.

The qualitative study in this report is motivated by this lack of previous studies in this
area as well as the increasing acceptance of open source software. The target group,
consisting of respondents from large and nonprofit organizations and hosts, which
are well known within open source software development.

The purpose of the study is to contribute to the current research in the area by
presenting today’'s situation about how nonprofit organizations choose to divide and
distribute financial donations.

The results show how different nonprofit organizations decide and divide financial
support. But the fact that the division of financial support is problematic can not be
denied. When comparing the amount of financial support that is received by an
organization to the existence of a well defined decision process there seems to be a
connection. The amount of financial support seems to have an affect on the need for
a decision process concerning. The complexity of dividing the financial support
among member project seems to be another major cause why division of funding is
avoided.

Keywords: Open source software (OSS), Open source projects, Financial support,
donations and Investments in open source, Division and distribution of financial
support.
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1 Introduction

There are today many open source software (OS#agscsuccessfully creating good
quality software. The economical situations for snafhthese projects are often hard
and some projects do not receive any financial supat all. For some smaller
projects, this is not an issue, since the softwgeeelopment is done during the
developer’s spare time, just because they haventanest of developing OSS. For
larger projects though, financial support and spang of hardware can be of critical
importance. Larger projects also have a higheripitigs to be accepted as serious
development projects and are more possible to wecénancial support from
companies and organizations with an interest irstiievare developed.

Financial support such as donations and investmamtsneeded for the continued
development of OSS and the financial support cabgily also increases the quality
of the software. Nonprofit organizations with théssion to support and host open
source development projects are gratefully accgpsoch monetary donations.
SorceForge.net [9], a popular open source softwarelopment web site, is one of
the open source organizations that are welcommantial donations. SPI (Software
in the Public Interest, Inc.) [10], is a nonpraditganization which was founded to
help organizations develop and distribute openviard and software [10]. SPI also
accepts financial donations.

The main reason for monetary donation accordingaorceForge.net [9] is either the
usage of any software hosted by SourceForge.rteeanterest in the research related
to OSS projects on SourceForge.net. One examplke ddnator that is known to
financially support open source projects is the @@ar Network, which is a mission-
based organization established by eBay foundenreé?iand Pam Omidyar [2].
Omidyar Network makes both nonprofit and for-prafitestments. Omidyar presents
that they support “institutions and structures tlogter conditions for individuals to
improve the quality of their lives. These condiBomclude equal access to
information, resources and tools, the ability tomect to others with shared interests,
and a sense of ownership over outcomes.”

A motivation for this type of study can be foundtire articleA Framework Analysis

of the Open Source Software Development Paradigm by Feller and Fitzgerald [16]
who states that for the increasing commercial @ggruse and investments in open
source software there is a need to investigate thewfinancial decisions are made.
The question that is interesting to investigate @gnorganizations is “How are the
donated money divided and distributed among differaember project within one
organization hosting a number of projects?”

There are several blogs (web logs) discussing itfieuties of funding open source
projects. No similar study, investigating the eawoizal decision processes of
nonprofit organization or host supporting open seusoftware development, was
found during the literature study. According tostliterature search there has not yet
been any investigation or study published abous gubject, how the financial
investments and donations are divided and dis&thaimong different activities and
member projects in nonprofit organizations rece&juinis financial support. There has
not been any documented comparison between theretiff decisions techniques used
in different organizations. For donators and ineesthis might be an important issue
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when deciding which nonprofit organization to supgmancially. The interest of all
donators, of either hardware or financial supparould be to know where the
donation is used inside the organization.

This qualitative study aims to give the answehmfollowing research question:

How does different nonprofit organizations, hosting and supporting open source
projects, divide donated money among projects and activities?

The purpose of this research is to make a contoibuand to present the actual
situation of how nonprofit organizations divide agtidtribute financial donations and
investments in open source projects. The lack efipus published information in
this subject further motivates the study as welltfss importance of the ongoing
discussions about OSS and the spreading acceptancase OSS in more

organizational structures. The results have thesipiity to affect the ongoing

discussions about the research field of open sdayrgresenting how the division and
distribution of finances takes place in nonprofigganizations. It is possible that the
motivation for donators and investors, supportingero source movement, will
increase when the methods and strategies for diyid&ind distributing financial

support can be presented.

Another motivation for this type of study, involgropen source development are of
current interest today. Open Source Software isobitliee most discussed and debated
subjects in the Information Technological societglay. The Swedish are one of the
orgaizations that lately have decided to changenftoaditional software to Open
Source [31]. The decision to use OSS will at ldadve the expenses according to
CIO Per-Ola Sjosvard [31]. Some of the new softwHrat will be used in the
Swedish police are Linux, JBoss and MySQL [31]. Tlaet that government
organizations are now changing their software i8S is a reminder of how
accepted open source have become during the st ye

1.1 Outline of the report

The following chapterQpen source, gives a short introduction of what open source is
and presents relevant background includi@gen source hosts and nonprofit
organizations and Open source economy. The Methodology chapter describes how
this study was conducted. Theesults presents the results of the conducted study
while the Discussion chapter analyzes the results. In t@enclusion the most
important outcomes of the study are presented andhé Future work the
recommendations for future studies are suggested.
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2 Background

This chapter presents the background to the stadygaves an overview of open

source and OSS including nonprofit organizationsl apen source hosts. The
economical aspect of the open source is also prexbémwith a number of examples

of different business models used to gain profirfrthe OSS development. The
section Open source investment flow presents a visualization of the approximate
amount of contributions, either consisting of mooeyime, from different actors.

2.1 Open source

One basic requirement of an open source projebeisvailability of the source code
to the users [7, 16]. That implies that open soueters to shared software code with
open standards, and the collaboration between sadtdevelopers and users, to build
software [1]. In addition this includes the modifilon of the code by identifying and
correcting errors and making improvements to thitwsme [1, 16]. Open source
Software allow individual developers, the possipilio contribute to the existing
source code and gives users the right to use oifyn@grogram and its code. Open
source software can therefore be reproduced amstnibdted [16].

OSS is often referred to as free software. Thisefrdoes not refer to the price, but as
the freedom of running, modifying and distributiagoftware program [17]. The
founder of the Free Software Foundation (FSF), &idtstallman, defines free
software as the freedom to run, copy, modify, adistribute the program, for any
purpose [17, 18]. The policy of FSF was formeddwsoiogical tendencies, much like
the Open Source Initiative (OSI), despite the déifee in definition of terms like
“free” and “open” [22, 23].

The traditional approach of software developmefdrred to as “closed source”, is
based on the assumption that software developmehidies specialized process, best
handled by a localized team of skilled developer&l & manager [3]. This
development results in the form of periodical ret=sa Open source is on the other
hand based on inter-geographical collaboration eetwdevelopers and users,
continuous improvement and frequent releases, antbenance to open standards
using open source licenses [3].

Unlike the traditional approach of software devebegmt, open source users have free
access to the source code. This enables usersdibyrtite code and correct possible
errors, which might include porting the software another hardware or software
platform. As a result the users can create addstiware programs, solve additional
problems or just use the software as it is [2].

The central element in open source development hiedliee open and collaborative
environment in which software products are createiftly. The cooperation between
both developers and end users in the open soumenaooity encourages towards
building products with a higher level of qualitydkighout the product life-cycle [9].

Earlier studies presents that programmers congsbid open source software for
social recognition and status in the open sourcenmanity. The contribution may be
recognized by potential employers and lead to &tareer opportunities [4, 5, 6].
This motivation can be referred to Maslow’s hielgrof needs as the category of
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self-actualization [15]. Other possible factors mbtivation are proposed to be
learning and skill opportunities, together with isb@nd political factors [16]. Prior
studies show that open source developers are téetalented and highly motivated
software developers [24].

Using OSS in a commercial context has been explésedome time, and unlike
traditional software the revenue is not generatenhfthe actual product. Open source
business models in its many shapes tries to ovexdbie limitations gaining direct
revenue by the product, often by using a lesstsligense or releasing the same
software under several licenses. This implies thetiness models and license types
are closely related and build to suit one anothgishown in the following subsection.

2.2 Open source hosts and nonprofit organizations

The hosting of open source software projects is@ssary and important foundation
for the distribution of the code in an open soudeeelopment project and among
members of a community. An OSS host offers web esppacthe development of an
open software development project.

SourceForge.net is one of the world’s largest cgmmrce software development web
sites that hosts and provide services to more th&@@ 000 projects [9].
SourceForge.net is owned by OSTG (Open Source bémiw Group, Inc.) which is
a network of technology sites for IT managers aenetbpment professionals.

SPI (Software in the Public Interest, Inc.) is anpifit organization which was
founded to help organizations develop and distebopen hardware and software
[10]. SPI is like OSTG, a non profit organization.

KDE e.V. (Eingetragener Verein, German for regetieclub or organization) [13]

was registered as an association and nonprofinargton under German law 1997,
and is know for the development of the K Desktopittmment [11]. In 1997 KDE e.

V. was registered as an association under German The purpose of the

organization is the promotion and distribution leé free desktop software K Desktop
Environment (KDE) in particular and to promote tlhee exchange of knowledge
inside the organization [13]. The organization teeaand distributes KDE by

securing cash, hardware, and other donations aewl tises donations to further
develop and promote KDE.

The GNOME project [13] provides the OSS called GNE#esktop environment for
Linux or UNIX users and the GNOME development mati. The GNOME
development platform is a framework for buildingoApations that can be integrated
to the GNOME desktop environment. GNOME is fregwafe and part of the GNU
project [19].

Besides the hosting of the code, hosting orgamizatlike SourceForge [9] and SPI
[10] provides a starting open source project withaaray of various tools for inter-
group communication, version control and a donatgystem. Minimizing the
interdependency between project members by focuming small mutual web based
platform, enables members to utilize custom toald &echniques, ensuring their
freedom of choice.
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As a result of gathering numerous open source giojat a central place, give

potential investors a possibility to search andt@cinopen source projects developing
software of interest. In addition private contritmgt can be member of the community
and search for projects where they can join theldgwment.

2.3 Open source economy

In OSS the main source of income is generated fndrat is around the product,
rather from the product itself. Red Hat [25] foraexple, charges for setting up an
Apache Web server, developer training or “24-haahbical support for one year”
[29].

The financial model of conventional software depeh@nt is mistakenly built upon

the assumption, that software development is a faaturing industry and not mainly

a service one [30]. The high purchase price and $awice support fee is not
correlated with the maintenance cost which is estih to be 70-80% of the total
software development cost [27, 28]. This is ackmalgkd in the OSS model, where
the purchase price is low and companies can coworeshe service to the user,
viewing the software as a commodity product whieeeihgredients are free [21].

Conventional software development companies can banefits from embracing

open source development and distribution, and lmh,senhancing their reputation
[29]. According to FSF, the freedom to sell copiesof great importance to this

freedom. Selling collections of free software omadia e.g. a CD-ROM will raise

funds for free software development. The softwéie tannot be included in these
collections is not free software according to FSF.

The exact degree of freedom included in the distitim of code relies on the license
type on which they the software is released. Mdrlicense types exist and are being
constructed to support the interest of the produ@ommunity, meaning that OSS
and the license applied to them are closely assatifl]. Certain restrictions are
imposed on OSS licensing; an OSS license; thedeemust not discriminate against
any type of user group, field or endeavor [16]. Ticense must be applied to all
parties where the software is distributed; meanivad the open source distribution
cannot be re-licensed by any user [16].

The mechanism which ensures the adherence to theigbes of the freedom of
software is the General Public License (GPL) angyckefts, where the latter is
copyrights with GPL regulations [16, 19]. Basicalhe GPL is a restriction, forcing
variations of free software to follow the same fise, thus providing a guarantee that
resulting software contains the same degree ofiineg16, 19].

An open source bounty is a reward for the comphettb an open source projects.
GNOME [14] has a number of open source bountiedabla for completion [20].
The different bounty projects are ranging in diffty and value. The bounties are not
directly raising funds for the nonprofit organizats and software projects hosts, but
improved software will lead to new releases whiem caise more funds for the
organization.
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2.3.1 Business Models

Different variants of business models are used vdneating an open source product,
but what they share are the perspective of chartgmgevenue source from the actual
product, to generating value from what is arounsl phoduct, e.g. services, support
and documentation. Almost every business model useden source development is
build with the restrictions from a licence typermnd. The following sections gives
short presentations to the most popular businesdel®moused in open source
development, they are gathered from the artiCmmmercializing Open Source
Software by Michel J. Karels [8].

Distribution
The distribution business model includes the distion of a collection of open
source software on a media in order to facilitagyedistribution and installation.

Most businesses using tleftware Integration business model (see sectiorsoftware
Integration), in specific when packaging Linux operating sysenuses the
Distribution business model in addition, where the creators of the ttistion offers

to ship the downloadable version on a CD or DVDffee. Still the distribution is a
relatively low source of income, compared to theome based on services around the
distribution [16].

The revenue from this business model is the sdléeeeomedia containing public
software available for download. This business rhadgs most successful when
downloading software was limited by the speed efdbnnection to internet.

Software Integration

This business model includes more knowledge reggrdackaging of the OSS. The
packaging of OSS often includes configuration, cibatipn and installation of “ready
to run” binaries to facilitate the installation anske of the software.

With a reasonable download speed these packaghsnges another business model
called Distribution business model. Some companies, who still make raiomable
profit out of this business model, are companies Wave achieved to build a strong
brand, e.g. Red Hat [25] and Ubuntu [26].

Hardware Integration

This business model includes OSS, often operatipstesis, pre-installed on
hardware. Customers buying the hardware will pap &br the installed software, in
this case the OSS. This business model gains revieynuaaking market shares from
commercial vendors of operating systems and softwar

Support

This business model offers support to users bygudifierent pricing depending on
the specific needs of the user. This service camago support for installation,
configuration and customization, and code fixese Tévenue is gained from support
agreements to organizations, companies and priszes.

Publications

This business model is similar to the support essnmodel. By providing support
publications, documentation, tutorials and eveninimg services. From these
publications and training session revenue can beda
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Contract Development

This business model is an extension of the suppuartel in which a company
provides development services to fill gaps in éxigtsoftware without being

dependent on the OSS. Features and functions gekloan be contributed to the
OSS as a bounty.

Commercial Value-Added

This business model uses OSS as a base and combithesommercial software to
generate profit. The distribution of a collectioh apen source software combined
with commercial software on a media can gain reeenu

Dual License

This business model is a variation of tMalue-Added model. This model is
specialized in packages linked with applicatioreckages are distributed for free for
non-commercial use, but are also distributed urastether license for commercial
use. Revenue is gained from the commercial licepse#lages.

2.3.2 Open source funding

Economical resources are one of the different tyff@esources that can be provided
to an open source project. The economical fundiag be provided by venture
capitalist companies but also by private persoosipanies and organisations to open
source projects hosts and organisations of thesrest.

The financial contribution of investors is a moraaliable source of funds for most
Open Source projects however it does exist and S0pen Source projects have
received economical funding in the form of donasioNenture capitalists, private
investors and companies all have their reasonswtest in certain Open Source
projects.

For companies the natural reason for investing nnGpen Source development
project is that the company uses the software ithaeveloped in that project and
wants to encourage the evolvement of that softwafith financial donations it might
be easier to control some of the development otarerdirections, like the
development of certain functionalities, to cover tireeds of the company.

2.3.3 Open Source Investment Flow

This chapter contains an overview of the investrflemt, from different donators and
investors contributing to an open source projebe ilustration below (see Figure 1),
is based on the personal investigations made dtinmdjterature study for this master
thesis. The figure presents the approximate sizeeotionations, money and time, the
two main factors that can be invested in an Opeaurc®oproject, are the two. Time
refers to the effort of developers, managers armtdioation. The arrow size in the
illustration below represents the approximate arhadirthe contribution that can be
received from the two factors, money and time.
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Company

Revenue from Business

s Models and Licenses >
Non-Profit Organization Venture Capitalist

Figure 1 Describes possible sources of contribution to an open source project. The private
contributor can both be a private donator, giving money to an Open Source project or a
developer contributing with timein a open sour ce development pr oj ect.

The government organization is a user of open source that is willing to contribute with money
(and time) in order to achieve specific functionality beneficial to a need, e.g language specific
softwar e support.

Companies can have different interestsin open source project, investing both time and money for
achieving a long time return of investment. Like government organizations, companies can have
the need of specific functionality critical to their business goal.

Venture capitalists have a direct interest in open source projects, due to the possibility to gain
attention by the possibility to add a successful open source project to their portfolio. Many
Venture capitalistsareinterested in earning money from the success of the open sour ce project.

Business models and licenses can bring financial revenue to an OSS project. Open source
business models and licenses focuses on retrieving money from services around the product, eg
softwar e support and distribution.

Nonprofit organizations do not generate a profit, but may receive donations for the purpose to
distribute thisfinancial support to OSS projects.
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3 Methodology

This chapter defines the methodology used in taidysas well as how the target
group was selected and approached. The seRtidh Questions asked presents the
questions asked to all respondents to facilitassipte replication studies and to
declare how the results were collected. Se@iar8 Motivation for Methodology
states motivations for the chosen methodology.

In order to explain the background to the residtavall as to the results itself, the aim
of this qualitative research was to collect extemsesults from the respondents. The
method was decided to consist of semi structuredniews conducted over a

geographical distance, but e-mail contact was ttteah method used for all the

contact and the collection of the results. The orawhy the method changed is
discussed in chaptér Discussion.

The respondents were sent an e-mail with the qures(see sectioB1.2 Questions
asked). Respondents in the interviews were nonprofit oigions, known to support
and host open source projects. The purpose ointeeviews was to understand how
different organizations decide how to divide fin@hsupport and investments inside
the organization, among projects and activities.

The gathered results were analyzed in order to @ind if the organizations had
predefined decision processes. The results frorferdiit respondents were also
compared with each other in order to find similastand differences between the
organizations participating in

The aim with the analysis of the results was tal fsmilarities among the different

organizations. By comparing the different resultghbsimilarities and examples of

how different organizations decision processes avadyzed and discussed. Trough
this analysis and discussion some conclusion dogilchade.

3.1.1 Target group and Approach

The target group was chosen to be respondents fifwen largest nonprofit
organizations and hosts of open source softwareslopment projects. All the
organizations chosen were first studied in ordewedfy that they were accepting
financial support such as donations. This critex@s needed to be fulfilled in order
to contribute to the final results, because offtimmulation of the research question.

The target group was initially approached with amail to verify the interest of

becoming a respondent in a master thesis studystigating the decision process
concerning the financial support from donations enwveéstments in their organization.
This e-mail also presented a short introductiorth® thesis subject including the
research question and a motivation declaring th@ortance of the study. The e-malil
was then asked to be forwarded to the most suifadxison within the organization,
with knowledge of the economical decision processes

A first reply was sent back which either politelgatined the offer to be a respondent
of the study or with contact information to the fmar, best suited to answer the
questions, within the organization. Two organizasicurned down the offer to be part
of the study and five other organizations did restcsany reply. Those organizations
are not mentioned anywhere in this study.
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For those organizations that accepted the invitaiosecond e-mail was sent, to the
person whose contact information was given in @pyr This e-mail included a short
thank you note to the respondent as well as thestipms to be answeredll
respondents were given the possibility to be an@mugrand not presented by name in
any parts of the study.

3.1.2 Questions asked

The questions were designed to be open ended withioy predefined answer
alternatives and also neutral in order not to erfice the answers. The formulations of
the questions were intended to respondents famwithrthe organizations economical
decision processes.

The following questions were asked to all respot&lavilling to participate in the
study:

1. Can financial support be donated directly to a specific member project within your
organization?

2. Can you receive financial support to the organization (without the donators wish
for it to be sent to a specific project)?

If yes:

The financial support donated without being marked to a specific project. How
do you decide how to divide this among different projects and other activities?
Can you give me a description of your process?

What kind of other services and equipment (besides financial support) have your
organization been offered from companies, organizations and universities and how
you divide these resources among projects?

3.1.3 Motivation for Methodology

The motivation for this study and methodology whattthe research question and
research area have not yet been studied or comparadpublished study, only
discussed. The method used were considered tolbealgive sufficient results in
order to answer the research question of this sthgytargeting a number of well
known nonprofit organizations and hosts suppor@®&§5 projects.

The decision to have few questions was becausbieofact that it would be more
likely for the respondents to take time and respaitlin a shorter period of time.
More questions were considered to take more timengwer and therefore require a
longer period for response time. The questionsoafih were designed in order to
provide sufficient material for analysis to be atile answer the proposed research
guestion.

The study is repeatable and the same researchiajuesn be used in a replication
study to investigate if the result can vary usiniecent respondents. A replication
study can also be used on the same respondentsglen to investigate the possible
introduction of formal decision processes in trepmnding organizations.

10
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4 Results

The results presented in this section are colleftech both software hosts and
nonprofit organizations supporting and hosting anber open source projects.
Information collected from websites and other infation sources about the
organizations are presented separately in ordertomatonfuse the results of the
respondents with these results.

The aim of the results is to show how the econohdegisions are made within
nonprofit organizations and hosts of OSS developnteday and also give the
necessary facts in order to draw conclusions aibtheere are similarities between the
different organizations.

All results are summarized from the answers of epastion sent to the respondents
for the readability.

4.1.1 SPI
SPI [10] was represented by Josh Berkus. Mr. Beisktreasurer of SPI.

Josh Berkus declared that SPI have not receiverfisant amounts of donations that
have not been marked to a specific project. Bedgwysains that if SPI would get a
larger financial donation the decision of how t@rmsgp the money would probably be
“inspirational” in nature. The example below, ofshthe decision probably would be
carried out was given by Josh Berkus;

1) SPI Member gets an idea for something SPI can/dhaulvith the money
2) A proposal is presented to the board.
3) The board votes to either accept or decline thpgae.

Berkus, also stated that “I don't see us engagirany kind of strategic planning for
SPI funds, as an all-volunteer board doesn't rdwliye the time or skills to do so.”

Josh Berkus, further explained that “general monayé rarely donated to SPI, and
that most of the financial donations are “taggeal”specific member projects. He
continued explaining that other donations are npwpular than the pure financial
donations; “We have received quite a few web serfi®m various organizations,
including Sun and HP. We also get server hostingS[@nd bandwidth from several
companies, especially Blackcat Networks. And Openr& Labs of Oregon State
University hosts some of our stuff, as they doditrer OSS projects.”

Berkus also gave the information about anotherfir@ncial donation SPI gets from
the attorney Greg Pomerantz. Josh Berkus explamsMr. Pomerantz donates 20
hours legal advice a year to SPI.

“I think you'll find that in general major open soa projects and nonprofit

organizations get almost their entire internet bead donated in-kind by tech

companies. | know for PostgreSQL that we actuadlyehmore donated web servers
than we can use, and have loaned them out to G&8rprojects.”
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4.1.2 SourceForge.net

SourceForge.net [9] was represented by Jacob Maoriia Moorman is director of
Operations for SourceForge.net.

Moorman explained that “SourceForge.net provides fiosting of OSS projects on
SourceForge.net, and a number of these projectaaamerofit organizations.” Jacob

Moorman further explained that “These projects témde smaller groups and to
divvy-up the donations of hardware and money eittigrin their project team based

on the project hierarchy, or based on specifictesfiia need.” He stated that he had
direct evidence (based on discussion with the ptdgad) that at least one of our
(100,000+ hosted) projects has used inbound domsatm bolster interest within their

project team to focus on continued development.

Moorman also declared that SourceForge.net pro\addenation facility within their
site to aid projects in receiving donations; théseations are direct to projects.

Jacob Moorman explains that “SorceForge.net doebane any role in selecting the
distribution of these donations to specific prageor within project teams.” Mr.

Moorman believe that a fairly substantial numbedohations also occur directly to
projects (e.g. outside SourceForge.net's donatailitly), particularly in the case of
hardware donations, since SourceForge.net systparedy for financial donations.

Further Jacob Moorman believes that the “Amazon.ewish lists” are also is a
popular mean for donation; end-users who like tfevsre and want to give back can
buy something off of the developer's Amazon wish li

On SourceForge.net webpage [9] the following infation was found.

By donating money to SourceForge.net the orgawmzagnsures that the
donation will help to continue to provide a strosgrvice offering to OSS
projects and their end-users. A financial contidrutresults in the possibility
for SourceForge.net to provide services to the negrpbojects, and fund the
plans to expand the SourceForge.net site and seoffering (including the
redesign of a number of existing services to betufe rich and user-friendly).

4.1.3 KDE

KDE e.V [13] was represented by Cornelius Schumactiee President and
Treasurer of KDE e.V [13].

As a representative for KDE e.V, Mr. Schumacherlarpd that “In general KDE
sees itself as one project”. He continued with ifyleng that “there are some
prominent sub projects like KOffice, but in geneddnations go to the project
without any specific subproject target.”

Cornelius Schmacher further presented that alnbskaations goes to the general
KDE project, but if financial donators wanted t@part a specific project, they had
that possibility as well.

When it came to the division of financial support.NBchumacher stated that KDE
does not divide the financial support on a propgis, but on an activity basis. “The
support therefore is used to cover travel costKDE members to conferences,
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meeting and trade shows. The donations also sujpjiaie’s yearly project meeting
aKademy as well as organizing targeted developetings, and sponsor hardware,
etc” Cornelius Schumacher declared.

Besides the financial support, Mr. Schumacher stdiat “KDE are provided with
bandwidth from some universities and servers fromescompanies.”

4.1.4 FSF

FSF [18] was represented by FSF Sweden Europe fenddre team member of
Sweden Jonas Oberg.

Mr. Oberg explained that some financial donatian&$F can be targeted to specific
projects, but that this is rather rare. He furtb@&tes that “We try to find financial

support to certain projects, for example those tirat financed by the European
Union. Usually donations are given to the entirgamization in order for us to have
the maximal freedome to use the money where weidenis to be appropriate, Oberg
continues.

Jonas Oberg described that the FSF projects wdifferent areas deliver a budget for
each year. On annual meetings it is decided whiofegts that will be allowed their
budget and if some projects will get more or lesmay or if some projects has to be
canceled.

5 Discussion

The results show that the majority of the partitig organization supporting and
hosting OSS projects seems to lack formal decigimtesses for the division of
financial donations and investments.

FSF [18] seems to have the most formal procesgherdivision of economical

support among projects based on the budgets peeséarteach project. They have a
board that will decide which projects that will lalowed the financial support

according to their budget.

KDE e.V [13] seems to base their economical degssion an activity basis and
divide the financial support among the differeri\aiies instead of member projects.
A reason for this might be the fact that KDE e.\hsiders KDE to be one large
project and that the support is used to suppost ghoject through the activities that
are financed.

SourceForge.net [9] has developed a donation tiaevhich facilitates the possibility
for projects hosted by SourceForge.net to receivantial donations. Economical
support donated to SourceForge.net is used to ertker offers of services to the
member projects. Since SourceForge.net does noamynother projects than the
service for member projects, this seems to bewaadivision of the support.

SPI [10] did not have a predefined process fordivesion of financial support. A
reason for the lack of decision process was meatiaas the lack of larger financial
donations. SPI seems to get financial donation, rhast of those donations are
“targeted” to specific member projects of SPI.
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The lack of formal processes that the results shaw have an explanation in the
relatively limited amount of money that is donatedl invested in the different open
source hosts and nonprofit organizations suppottiegdevelopment of open source
software projects.

The exception is FSF, who seem to have a well &tred process are one of the
largest OSS organizations. It is possible that F&feive a much larger amount of
financial support than the other organizationsis study and are therefore in need of
a well defined process.

The fact that the invested and donated financigpstt will not be divided to member
projects can have other explanations. The podsititi divide the money among
member projects of the organization is very compkspecially when it comes to
deciding how much of the support the different ectg should be allowed. What
should this decision be based on? Suggestionseasubcess of the project, activity
in the project, lines of code written, the use bé tsoftware produced, or the
possibility to continued development of the softevar

Application for funds from the different member s are another alternative,
using a reviewing board. This process is similath® one used in FSF. The problem
with this process is that the board then has td tka applications (or budgets) and
decide which projects suggestion that will be ategfor financial support.

The decision process seems to require more worthénonprofit organization or the
hosts and the methods for deciding how to divide shipport seems to involve
problems, especially problems of how to decide hawveh support individual projects
should receive. The connection by avoiding thesilivi of the financial support you
can also avoid the problems with deciding whichigrbthat is worth the support can
be noticed.

Most of the organizations receive hardware supfporb companies and universities,
so another question is; “If the project has beemnspred with the necessary HW,
why does the project need financial sponsoring?”

6 Conclusion

The problems that appears when discussing theiahvisf the financial support
among different projects, and the actual lack ofisibtn within the organizations,
seems to have a connection. The complexity of gigidhe financial support among
member project seems to be one major cause whyptbislem is avoided. The
amount of financial support that is received byoaganization also seems to affect
the need for a decision process concerning thesidiviof the financial support. If
financial donations were larger the need for asiesiprocess would be larger, and a
larger number of organizations would have a fordeaision process.
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7 Future work

To find the perfect decision process to divide theney within a non profit
organization might not be impossible, but in ordecome up with a common process
that can work for several different organizatiorsrenstudies are needed in this area.

This study could be designed in order to collectanesults to further complete the
results with more respondents. Using a larger nundderespondents a deeper
analysis of the differences between the responaliggnizations can be made.

Possible future studies are a survey to the domasémd investors in order to

investigate their decision processes when decigimgh organization or OSS project

to support financially. Is seems that FSF receiweeniinancial support than SPI. But
why are FSF more popular for donators and inve8tdlere are no studies published
of the decision process of the donors and investors

Another possible research question is: Is it pdssib receive larger financial
donations because of a predefined decision proce$ow to divide the support
among member projects and activities? Considermg donators and investors it
might be valuable to be able to track the donatgapart into the different activities
and projects. By investigating the possibility &ceive larger financial donations
because of the fact that an organization has aepnedl process for the division of the
support might encourage the nonprofit organizatiamsl OSS hosts to present
predefined decision processes.
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