
 
 

F
O

S
S

 Licenses



 
 

Term
inology

●
F

ree softw
are – softw

are that can be freely shared and 
m

odified, em
pasizing freedom

.
●

O
pen source softw

are – alm
ost the sam

e as free softw
are, 

but not em
phasizing freedom

.
●

F
O

S
S

, F
/O

S
S

, F
LO

S
S

 – free and open source softw
are.

●
D

F
S

G
-com

pliant – com
pliant w

ith the D
ebian F

ree 
S

oftw
are G

uidelines (basis of O
S

I).
●

O
S

I-approved – approved by open source initiative.
●

P
roprietary, closed-source, non-free – distributed under 

royalty-based licenses.
●

P
ublic dom

ain – U
nlicensed, no copyright. 

●
C

opyleft – U
ses copyright law

 to subvert copyright.



 
 

M
ain Issues

●
C

om
patible w

ith proprietary licenses?
●

A
pache, X

 C
onsortium

, B
S

D
, M

IT

●
N

ot com
patible w

ith proprietary licenses?
●

G
N

U
 G

P
L – derivatives m

ust be free.

●
E

nforcem
ent of crediting (i.e. explicit notice)

●
P

rotection of tradem
ark

●
P

rotection of artistic integrity
●

A
rtistic license (P

erl), TeX
 license (D

onald K
nuth)



 
 

Licensing Lists/D
efinitions

w
w

w
.fsf.org

w
w

w
.opensource.org

creativecom
m

ons.org
http://w

w
w

.debian.org/

fedoraproject.org/w
iki/Licensing ~

185

~
80

~
60

~
5



 
 

F
O

S
S

 License O
verview

S
ource:  David W

heeler, The F/LO
SS Slide, 2007.

●
P

erm
issive – can becom

e proprietary.

●
S

trongly protective – cannot becom
e proprietary.

●
W

eakly protective – can be com
ponent in proprietary softw

are.



 
 

License C
om

patibility

●
P

roprietary-com
patible or not?

●
G

N
U

 G
P

L (Incom
patible)

●
A

ny derivative w
ork m

ust be licensed under G
P

L.
●

N
o additional restrictions m

ay be applied.
●

V
iral license

●
M

ost popular license (55.1%
 v. 6.3%

 B
S

D
)

●
Lesser G

P
L (LG

P
L, 9.6%

)
●

C
an be m

ixed m
ore easily w

ith proprietary code.

●
P

roprietary-com
patible licenses

●
A

pache, X
, M

IT, B
S

D
.



 
 

M
ajor Licenses

●
A

rtistic License (P
erl, 8.7%

, )
●

“B
ad” (C

allaw
ay)

●
M

IT
/X

 (3.8 %
)

●
C

om
patible w

ith G
P

L; short and sw
eet.

●
B

S
D

●
O

riginally contained “advertising clause”



 
 

License M
arket S

hare

License
S

hare of A
pps

G
N

U
 G

P
L v 2.0

50.1

G
N

U
 LG

P
L 2.1

9.6

A
rtistic License

8.7

B
S

D
 2.0

6.3

G
N

U
 G

P
L 

5.1

A
pache 2.0

3.9

M
IT

3.8

C
ode P

roject O
pen 1.02

3.4

M
ozilla 1.1

1.3

M
icrosoft M

S
-P

L
1.0

S
ource: B

ack D
uck S

oftw
are, 2009



 
 

D
ual Licensing S

chem
es

●
W

orks better w
ith libraries.

●
M

yS
Q

L
●

G
P

Lv2 w
ith exceptions

●
C

opyright ow
ner is free to ignore G

P
L term

s (true of 
any copyright). 

●
S

tallm
an opposes O

racle takeover of M
yS

Q
L

●
http://w

w
w

.itw
ire.com

/content/view
/28749/1090/



 
 

S
oftw

are P
atents

●
P

rotection of ideas.

●
Independent of im

plem
entation, code, language.

●
A

rm
s race am

ong m
ajor softw

are firm
s.

●
C

ross licensing agreem
ents.

●
S

un and IB
M

's gesture (freed 2000 patents).

●
G

P
L, A

pache anti-patent clauses.

●
F

ogel – “chilling effect” on free softw
are.

●
http://w

w
w

.nosoftw
arepatents.com



 
 

S
tallm

an on P
atents

●
C

opyrights
●

C
over details of expression

●
H

appen autom
atically and are free to create.

●
Last for a long tim

e and cover copying only

●
P

atents
●

C
over ideas and their use (not im

plem
entation).

●
R

equire an application and require law
yers.

●
Last 20 years.



 
 

S
oftw

are P
atent Issues

●
M

ay be m
ade in secret

●
U

nix com
press program

 (1983) and LZ
W

 (1985)
●

Topological sorting of spreadsheet cells.

●
H

undreds of thousands in existence.
●

Im
possible to research.

●
N

ot valid in E
urope and A

ustralia (?)
●

P
ossible A

ctions: A
void, Licenses, or Litigate.



 
 

A
voiding P

atents

●
Just drop that feature from

 the softw
are.

●
X

yW
rite abbreviation feature (80s) – sam

e as 
em

acs feature (70s).
●

P
K

E
 patten expired in 1997.

- E
xcept for P

G
P, it suppressed any P

K
E

 developm
ent in 

U
.S

.
●

C
om

press/gzip exam
ple.



 
 

Licensing P
atents

●
S

om
etim

es not available to licenses.
●

League for P
rogram

m
ing F

reedom
 casino gam

e 
softw

are. 

●
E

xpensive
●

P
ractically, 2 or 3 patent licenses m

ax for a piece of 
softw

are to rem
ain feasible.

●
C

ross licensining
●

C
ollusion played by large softw

are com
panies

●
P

laying defense w
ith softw

are patents.



 
 

Litigating S
oftw

are P
atents

●
P

rohibitively expensive.
●

“R
idiculously obvious” softw

are has been 
patented. 
●

e.g., M
icrosoft's Tom

Tom
 suit over the FA

T.

●
P

rior art issue – if never litigated, never 
resolved. 

●
E

xam
ple: B

ritish Telecom
's 1975 patent of 

“follow
ing hyperlinks w

ith telephone access”
●

S
tallm

an's prior 1974 Info package allow
ed dial up 

access to a hypertext system
.


