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Abstract
Over the past decade, governments at all levels have begun to explore “open” information technologies:
open-source software, open standards requirements, and open data initiatives. However, the strategic
decisions associated with “open” are not as straightforward for the public sector as they are for the private
sector, which can effectively evaluate available solutions based on their associated costs and benefits. By
contrast, government IT decisions involve additional motivations and tradeoffs, and must take into
account less easily quantified benefits such as transparency and improvements to public welfare. In this
paper, we examine the motivations and outcomes of governments’ moves toward “open,” comparing
initiatives launched in Brazil, France, Germany, Massachusetts, and Vancouver. We interviewed
stakeholders and decision makers involved with these case studies, and we analyzed their very different
approaches to making IT decisions. Our research shows that the conversation has moved beyond “open
versus closed” software – and that, in fact, the term “open” in the context of IT decision-making is fraught
with ambiguity and multiple interpretations. Based on these findings, we developed a framework for
bringing transparency to the decision-making process itself by articulating the motives, choices, and
tradeoffs associated with IT purchasing decisions. Finally, we conclude that the most effective moves
toward “open” government are not related to traditional software-purchasing decisions; instead, openness
in government has become more about transparency and availability of information than about which
systems enable that transparency.
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Introduction

In 2006, France’s Assemblée Nationale (the Parliament) unanimously decided to switch the
desktop computers of all 577 members of Parliament and their assistants to a completely open
source software stack consisting of the Ubuntu Linux operating system, OpenOffice software
suite, Mozilla Firefox browser, and Thunderbird email client.1 An important impetus for this
very high profile open source software adoption was a study, commissioned by the Prime
Minister’s office, examining industry competitiveness in France in a range of high-profile
sectors, including software. Specifically, the report recommended the adoption of open source
technologies as a means to promote open standards, increase competition, reduce dependency on
large U.S. firms, improve the local IT sector, and overcome the digital divide.2 The report
suggested that Parliament could, in fact, play an activist role, promoting the adoption of open
source technologies in France. The implementation faced challenges, particularly in smartphone
synchronization, but the government’s adoption of open source has been reported as ultimately
successful along all of these dimensions.3

The French Parliament’s decision to adopt open source was neither unique nor new. Over the
past decade, numerous governments at all levels have explored the move toward greater
”openness” – not just in terms of software solutions, but also in the form of open standards and
access to data. As a result of mandates issued to leverage IT resources for the purposes of
achieving a more open government,4 “openness” – which began as a discussion of open source
infrastructure and applications – has evolved. IT decision makers will need to consider a diverse
set of factors for introducing “openness” into their ecosystems – looking at the easily
quantifiable elements (costs, technical effectiveness, and implementation issues) as well as
broader public goals (for example, the benefits citizens gain if they have more and better access
to information).

This distinction highlights a core difference between purchasing decisions made in the private
sector versus those made in the public sector. Businesses have generally learned to effectively
evaluate the cost-benefit trade-offs between open source, proprietary and home-grown IT
solutions, and for the most part, these decisions are made on a straightforward economic basis.
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There is relatively little disagreement over the sources of cost and value to be assessed. The
evaluation of technology is often driven by pragmatism, focused on the capabilities and the
strategic value, and is agnostic to the licensing.5 By contrast, in the public sector, these decisions
are often influenced by expectations for greater transparency and tangible effects on public
welfare through procurement decisions.

Our research shows that some of the most effective moves toward open government are not
related to software purchasing decisions. And decisions for open source software, such as those
in the French Parliament, had primary objectives that were unrelated to openness or transparency
per se. While the literature and previous public debate suggest that open source software enables
open government, this may not necessarily be the case.6

In order to move beyond the rhetoric around openness in the public sector, we analyzed five indepth case studies – including conducting interviews with important stakeholders and decision
makers – in the federal government of Brazil, the French Parliament, the German Parliament, the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and the city of Vancouver. This cross-sectional view allowed
us to compare and contrast decision types, the size and scope of decisions, the level of
government where the decision was made, recent and established moves, and decisions that were
“bottom up” from those that were “top down.” We examined the specific context in which these
decisions were made and collected first-hand perspectives on the motives, choices, and eventual
outcomes. In turn, those observations informed our development of a framework that, we
believe, enables better IT purchasing decisions and prevents confusion (and conflation) of the
costs and benefits of open source, open standards, and open data.

Our results also show that the conversation has largely shifted away from “open vs. closed”
software to an explicit recognition that hybrid solutions are the norm; that interoperability and
standards are the linchpin to a successful IT ecosystem; and that the move toward open is more
about the transparency of information and processes than it is about the systems that enable that
transparency. We also find, not surprisingly, that the term “open” in the context of IT decision
making is fraught with ambiguity and multiple interpretations, and that it is difficult to measure
the openness of an IT ecosystem.7, 8
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While part of our purpose is to provide evidence of the move toward open in the public sector in
order to further this discussion, our more immediate purpose is to provide stakeholders a robust
framework that brings transparency to the IT decision-making process itself, carefully weighing
both open and proprietary solutions for software, standards, and data in increasingly hybrid
public sector IT environments. Success requires stakeholders to articulate explicit motives, make
pragmatic choices, and attempt to define measurable outcomes. Only with compelling rationale,
creative resources, and high levels of commitment will their initiatives be successful.

The Decision Making Framework

The framework we developed categorizes the five factors that most influence IT decision making
in the public sector: cost, technology, interoperability, public welfare, and beliefs. [See the
exhibit “Decision Making Framework and Critical Questions”] The first three are traditional
decision-making factors and have always prompted decision makers to consider necessary
tradeoffs, based on competing priorities—for instance, the tradeoff between the technology itself
(quality, innovation) and the cost of it. With open source on the scene, the traditional factors
compete even more vigorously with the less-tangible factors, public welfare and beliefs, and the
attendant tradeoffs here—for instance, the tradeoff between the efficiency gained from
transparency and the benefits of that openness to public welfare. Let’s take a closer look at each.

Cost. Despite the lengthy list of public sector organizations which have adopted open source
policies,9 there is no definite answer to the question of whether these policies translate into cost
savings, particularly from open source software adoption. Depending on the circumstances,
significant cost savings may be realized, and many high profile implementations of open source
in the public sector report of such cost savings. In other situations, it appears that the total cost
of ownership (“TCO”) for open source solutions is similar to or higher than that of proprietary
solutions.10 This comparison tends to be more favorable to open source if a Greenfield
deployment is considered, and more favorable to proprietary software, due to switching cost, if
an existing proprietary system needs to be replaced.
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Particularly in the recent economic climate and with many public sector organizations facing
fiscal crises, there has been a surge of interest in open source solutions as a cost-saving measure.
The argument that a bad economy is good for open source is not uncommon.11 It would not be
accurate, however, to make general statements such as “the public sector is more resource
constrained” or “the public sector is less able to quantify the total cost of ownership” relative to
the private sector. Along these dimensions, there are few differences between the public and
private sectors necessarily favoring open source. What is true is that the public sector has a
broader mandate than private sector firms in terms of the reliability, security, and accuracy of the
systems they use to manage their work and interact with a diverse base of constituents. As one
of the government leaders we interviewed put it, “…the government cannot pick and choose
which citizens to serve…they are not like private firms with target markets.” Therefore, cost is
not always the primary factor in public sector IT decisions; it is often a common motive, but it is
not always the primary dimension to evaluate outcomes relative to these mandates.

Technology is a generic label for the considerations of the IT staff. It includes functionality,
features, reliability, security, flexibility, and versatility. Also under this umbrella is the
availability of support. This last item was traditionally considered the critical factor in decisions
against open source, but the maturation and commercialization of open source is closing the gap.
The tradeoff for this is frequently an increase in cost.12

We won’t get into the debate over the technical merits of open source versus proprietary
solutions; these comparisons are readily available through a variety of public sources,
particularly for established software such as Linux. Some trends are clear, however: open-source
technologies are more prevalent in Internet-related applications; proprietary still dominates
business applications and desktops. These neat distinctions are increasingly blurred as
technological advances allow users to run mixed environments smoothly for many types of
systems.13 One estimate is that the mix of software deployed in firms today is roughly 50%
proprietary, 25% open source software, and 25% homegrown.14 Open source also enters the IT
ecosystem embedded in other software.15 The point is simply that evaluating the IT ecosystem in
terms of open or proprietary is difficult, as the mix continues to change, technology priorities
shift, and organizations gain experience with open source software that allows them to evaluate it
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ex-post.16 Explicit government preferences for open source, which were perhaps reasonable in
order to overcome adoption inertia when IT environments were all-proprietary, seem less
necessary when mixed environments dominate.17

Interoperability is of increasing importance as the IT ecosystem becomes more complex and
interconnected. Proprietary vendors may in some cases have higher incentives than open source
projects to restrict interoperability of other software with their own solutions. Still, the
assumption that “open” means “accessible” and “interoperable” is not, however, necessarily
accurate or fulfilled. For example both license and technological incompatibilities between
similar projects can prevent code sharing. The confusion of terms, and the difficulty in
evaluating the relative performance of solutions on this dimension, causes it to be one of the
most challenging factors to examine within a decision-making framework.

For public and private sector IT decision makers, interoperability matters and the basic
considerations pertaining to it are the same: standards enable platforms on which others may
develop applications, even where there is no open source being used—for instance, Apple’s
iPhone, or Microsoft’s Xbox. However, the issue is even more important in the public sector,
because organizations are often large and highly matrixed—connected organizationally and
sometimes technologically with partners such as nonprofit organizations, educational
institutions, and private companies.18 Understanding that standards are serving as a means to an
end shifts the debate. Whether or not the standard is open or closed is not the key question.
Decision makers are asking whether and to what extent the standard enables the exchange of
information and data in ways that increase openness.

Public Welfare and Beliefs are the least quantifiable aspects of the framework. There are many
public welfare considerations that are part of the debate over whether to adopt open-source
solutions, including job creation; encouragement of competition; entrepreneurial spillover; an
increase in intellectual property, knowledge, and expertise on the national level; tax revenues;
“digital inclusion”; and the value associated with a nation’s reputation for leadership. In
principle, these same benefits are possible using proprietary and hybrid systems. However, in
situations where a software category is dominated by proprietary vendors, open source solutions
5

may provide the highest odds of attaining the above goals, and so they are frequently cited
reasons for considering open source alternatives.19 A full cost-benefit analysis would include the
economic benefits and costs associated with these considerations for each potential solution.
However, doing so in a quantifiable way is difficult in many cases, as the economic spillovers
from such choices occur over time horizons that are longer than the decision-making time frame.
Thus the literature reports scant evidence that this is done on a regular basis, and we have seen
almost no evidence that it is done incremental to the various solutions being considered. We
have distinguished public welfare from beliefs in our framework, defining beliefs as those factors
(policies, ideas, goals, and perspectives) influencing IT decisions that lack an economic or
technical basis. This is not to say that this factor should be discounted. Beliefs are not easily
changed, even by purely economic or technical arguments; and they can be powerful motives
within the decision-making framework.

While there is little doubt that the advent of open source solutions has, overall, increased the
consideration set for IT purchasing and thus increased competition, quantifying policy objectives
and measuring gains to public welfare as a direct result of specific IT decisions in favor of open
source software is challenging. In particular, determining the net gain from the positive effects
of reduced license fees and (possibly) increased local employment and tax revenues and the
negative effects of increased service costs (concomitant to local job creation) and reduced
productivity while gaining competence with new technology is not an easy task. It is thus not
surprising that there is sparse quantitative evidence in the literature regarding job-related benefits
of open source software adoption. The problem is further obfuscated by the need to measure
open source-related job creation in comparison to the number of net jobs that would occur as a
result of adopting proprietary and home-grown solutions. And finally, welfare gains from
adopting open source software are time dependent insofar as, for example, “increasing
competition” to proprietary vendors was more important around the year 2000 than it is ten years
later, with many open source solutions firmly established in the marketplace.

The implication is that public sector policy and decision makers seeking to increase openness in
government can benefit from a framework that makes explicit the factors influencing their
decisions, particularly the competing priorities and tradeoffs between economic and non6

economic factors. The framework we have developed not only encourages a thoughtful decision
process but also challenges decision makers to define and measure their desired outcomes along
traditional cost/technology dimensions and to do the same with less tangible public welfare
objectives, whether they are evaluating open source, proprietary, or hybrid solutions that are
commercialized, freely available, or homegrown.

IT Decision Making in the Public Sector: Case Studies

The public sector is large and influential: current IT spending is estimated to be more than $400
billion per year.20 We wanted to take a closer look at the additional motivations and tradeoffs
involved in public sector acquisition of IT, particularly as it relates to the trend toward
“openness.” In the following pages, we describe five real-world case studies, examining the
motives, choices, and outcomes that several public sector organizations experienced in their
decisions to adopt open software, standards, and data. Our purpose is not to benchmark these
cases against one another or against an absolute measure of “openness.” Nor are we advocating
that there is an optimal level of openness for IT ecosystems. As we noted earlier, the debate has
moved beyond open vs. closed, and we believe hybrid environments and competing
considerations are the new norm.21

We’ve separated our case studies by whether they were primarily about open source software
acquisition, the adoption of open standards, mandates for open data, or the promotion of
“openness” as a public good. Doing so makes clear that the benefits to society of being “open”
accrue disproportionately in favor of open data and open standards, and are frequently indifferent
to whether the software is open or proprietary. Not surprisingly, we also see that promoting
“openness” is successful only when specific decisions and behaviors are articulated in support of
the broader objective.

Software Purchasing Decisions
Often, the discussion of “open” in the context of public sector IT decisions refers specifically to
software purchasing decisions. While the debate between “open vs. closed” is sometimes cast in
moral terms - “open is good, closed is evil” - in practice, the procurement process is often more
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pragmatic. When it is viable to consider open source on equal footing to proprietary software, IT
decision makers in the public sector do so.22 For established solutions (Linux, Open Office,
Firefox) the business case is generally built on the same cost/technology considerations as
proprietary solutions, and can be assessed with the traditional TCO framework.23 However, as
our case studies demonstrate, a TCO framework does not make explicit the public welfare and
belief aspects of IT purchasing decisions in the public sector.

As mentioned earlier, in France’s Assemblée Nationale, the decision to adopt open source
desktops was made in 2006 and implemented in June 2007. The decision was largely
unanimous, with consensus across the major parties. The synchronization between smart phones
and the open source desktops, however, cost more than anticipated, and according to one
interviewee, there is still “effectively no local synchronization,” due to technical problems. Still,
feedback published by April (a French free and open source software advocacy group) in July
2008 stated that the migration had unanimous support.24 The Members of Parliament (MPs) said
they were satisfied with their new equipment, and touted the quick and easy adaptation by users.
A survey polling MPs found that 80% were happy with the new software while 14% felt
Windows should return.25 Even the challenges encountered in the context of smartphone
synchronization are described by stakeholders as valuable lessons for other potential adopters,
including that some open source technologies have not yet “caught up” with proprietary ones.

The primary motives in the case of the French Parliament, however, were not technical. They
were economic and explicit in terms of the expected public welfare gains, including
“encouraging” French firms to participate in this “promising economic sector.”26 But did it
encourage economic growth more broadly? The ex-post evaluation of this decision has
highlighted the positive welfare effect of the French Parliament’s adoption of open source in
terms of knowledge externalities. By demonstrating that the switch was feasible for such an
important and relatively large organization, and also by highlighting areas of difficulties, the
Parliament provided valuable information to other potential adopters. As a result, France’s
largest administrative body, the Gendarmerie, announced in 2008 that it will be switching all
70,000 of its workstations from Windows XP to Ubuntu Linux, citing cost reductions as well as
better control of security functions and a greater independence from outside software vendors.27
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The information externality was welfare-enhancing (to the extent that the Gendarmerie’s move
was beneficial for France and that it was made possible by the Assemblée Nationale’s
experiences). It is plausible that tangible benefits in terms of local jobs created and businesses
supported in the IT sector were achieved relative to the public welfare gains that would have
been achieved with a non-open source solution. On the other hand, one may ask if a country
should nurture the service segment rather than the product segment of its IT industry.

Similar to the French Parliament, the public welfare arguments were brought to the fore in the
German Parliament’s decision, including: supporting the local IT industry; restricting the market
power of dominant U.S.-based software firms; and providing a positive information externality
by showing that, and how, the migration to open source is feasible even for large organizations.28
The Bundestag (German Parliament) decided to migrate from a largely Microsoft-based IT
infrastructure to a mixed environment in 2002, after completing a study of the costs and benefits
of various scenarios.29 The decision was influenced by stakeholders within and outside of the
Bundestag that lobbied partly for, partly against, the introduction of open source. The debate
became emotional and political, both within the Bundestag and in the public. Decision makers
understood that costs would be somewhat higher with the chosen solution than with an
alternative containing much less open source, but they were willing to incur these costs for other
benefits. The Bundestag has a fragmented IT support system – with separate organizations for
the Parliament itself and for each parliamentary group. Individuals with whom we recently
spoke from within these IT organizations have differing opinions as to whether or not the mixed
environment is superior to a largely proprietary alternative.

However, the issue of open source vs. proprietary software appears much less emotional in the
Bundestag today than it did in 2002.30 Public welfare arguments still play a certain role, owing
partly to the guidelines decided in 2002, but technological and cost arguments seem to dominate.
For example, in 2007 the Bundestag opted for Microsoft Exchange when a realization of the
required functionality with open source components proved problematic within the available
time frame.31
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The debate in Germany was emotional but controversial, while the debate in France was
emotional and unanimously pro-open source. Motivated by public welfare, both made tradeoffs
with cost and/or technology, and were fully aware they were doing so. Each had a process for
decision making that made these tradeoffs clear. Each used a third party to evaluate open source,
hybrid, and proprietary solutions. While Germany ended up with an outcome that was hybrid,
France did not, in part because this would have been at odds with their desire to serve as a proof
of concept for the implementation of open source. There are no metrics evaluating the TCO of
the French decision to adopt a fully open source desktop. Nor are there measures of the public
welfare impact the French Parliament has had with its decision. However, neither seems to be a
concern as the evidence shows they have motivated other public sector organizations in France to
follow their lead, and they are a frequently cited “success story” for the adoption of open source.

Because public sector decision making typically tries to balance IT efficiency and policy
objectives, if the TCO for competing solutions is close, open source may be favored. But TCO
frameworks do not make public welfare and belief considerations explicit. When policy makers
want public welfare to be considered in the software purchasing decision, a framework to
evaluate these tradeoffs, and a mechanism to measure impact, should be employed. In some
instances, it is, and the results are indicative of this more measured approach. For example, the
technology procurement standards in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts use a “best value”
approach. Return on investment is the primary factor, but there is often a “tipping factor,” and
the perception that open source software as a riskier (read: less predictable in its cost) choice is
common, according to one interviewee. At times these are legitimate concerns, and at times it is
just a perception. Thus we see beliefs working both in favor of and against decisions to purchase
open source software solutions, and not surprisingly, without an explicit recognition of the
tradeoffs involved.

Establishing Standards
In addition to “purchasing” types of decision, today’s dialogue regarding open government
includes another type of decision: those made to encourage more “open” behavior through the
establishment of standards. Standards are important in this context for enabling interoperability
and access; however, an open standard (that is, one that is both developed collectively and
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royalty-free) is not a prerequisite. Whether or not the standard is open or closed is often less
important than whether the standard is effective at encouraging the sharing of information and
data in ways that enhance public welfare.

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts in 2004 adopted a policy favoring the Open Document
Format (ODF) for all state agencies.32 Applications that did not support this format were to be
phased out by 2007. The program’s goal was to ensure that vital state documents would not be
locked up in the event of vendor capriciousness or future standard wars and that access to past
data and documents would be preserved.33 This implied that most proprietary solutions – like
Microsoft Office, Lotus Notes, and WordPerfect – would need to be replaced.34 Interestingly,
one effect of this policy was to spur software vendors to reconsider their proprietary document
formats and develop products and adopt standards that met and exceeded the new state
requirements. This decision by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts to adopt open standards
was not based on reducing an immediate, tangible cost, but was motivated by a longer term
perspective: namely, that data stored in a proprietary format might, in the future, either not be
accessible, or only be accessible at a high price set by the owner of the format itself. The
Commonwealth hoped to avoid incurring potential future costs by requiring vendors to adhere to
common industry standards. This mandate was part of a longer-term technology plan, with the
stated goal of saving money and increasing collaboration across departments by encouraging
open technology and open standards.

Subsequent projects have, in the words of one interviewee, “taken to heart” the policies around
open standards and used them as the cornerstone of their system design and procurement criteria,
including a large scale project in the Department of Health and Human Services. The Health and
Human Services Division (HHS) “Virtual Gateway” is a web-based portal where citizens can
enter data and access information from a centralized location for multiple HHS services, such as
Medicaid and WIC benefits. Launched in 2004, there are now 13 different services centralized
on the Gateway, and HHS has processed more than 750,000 requests submitted by users.35 The
initiative began several years earlier, and was driven by frustration with the “stovepiped” nature
of existing systems: HHS wanted to deliver an ability to provide personal information once, and
deliver the data on the back end to multiple systems. The business case that drove the initiative
11

was savings from eliminating duplicated efforts to enter and maintain user information. HHS
selected standards in which they “were confident.” Built-in, mandated standards were the “key”
to the success and in the end, some of these standards were open standards, but many were not.
Specifically, HHS adopted several well established open frameworks for handling data, but kept
many of the existing proprietary standards for the data they already had. The resulting project
consisted of a hybrid of both open and proprietary standards. If the standard was not sufficient
for the level of reliability and security demanded by a system storing sensitive personal
information within the Department of Health and Human Services, it was not adopted, despite
the mandate for open standards in the Commonwealth.

Both of these initiatives in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts had explicit public welfare
objectives. The open standards initiative was motivated to pursue ODF to ensure future access to
information; the HHS gateway was designed to provide citizens a single point of access to the
Commonwealth’s services. Public welfare was not the primary factor, but the decision makers
we spoke with believe these outcomes enhanced public welfare. And while we can think of open
standards in Massachusetts as strategic, the approach to open standards in Brazil, where public
welfare and beliefs dominate the perspective, is more aggressive: It is a comprehensive mandate
for open standards at a tactical level and a strategic level.

Brazil’s e-PING interoperability standards for e-government were adopted in 2006. These
standards became “mandatory” for all subsequent IT purchases and upgrades by the federal
government.36 The official document contains an exhaustive list of specifications, and a
classification system indicating if the standard has been adopted for use by the government.37 It
goes beyond the technical, however, addressing organizational issues, promoting open standards,
and advocating the use of open source software. The standards have an “explicit commitment to
ensure the alignment of the e-PING architecture with the needs and interests of the society as a
whole, as well as with the evolution of relevant markets and technologies.”38 Similar to the
Massachusetts open standards, the goal of the e-PING project is to enable information sharing
and communication within the government and with the citizens of Brazil. However, it is
evident that this effort was preceded by the government’s move toward transparency. The
mandate for interoperability was motivated by public welfare and beliefs, leading to mandates
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for open standards without regard for whether proprietary or hybrid standards would be more
effective.

By contrast, one IT decision maker we spoke with said: “I can’t go with open standards as the
primary driver of decisions…if it wasn’t secure, accurate and private, that would be the wrong
business driver. I can make it a part of the decision process, but…these decisions can’t be based
on a purist approach.”39 As hybrid becomes the new norm, mixed open and proprietary
environments are likely to prevail in the public sector across software and standards, and
interoperability requirements will become increasingly important. The establishment of
standards is central to this debate. Decision makers with a mandate to enhance public welfare
may foreclose on viable options if they give preferential treatment to standards based on whether
they are proprietary or not.

Making Data Freely Available
Public welfare gains from open data efforts are more straightforward to identify, even when
economic value is hard to quantify, as they are most directly tied to open government. However,
decision makers face a similar set of challenges when mandating open data as they do for open
standards, namely, that these mandates must be explicit about the behavior they are trying to
encourage and the public welfare enhancements they expect to accrue.

A highly successful, small-scale project within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts illustrates
the point. In 2009, an Open Data Initiative was launched by Massachusetts. One of the most
visible projects that resulted has been the release of data from the Department of Transportation
(“MassDOT”). The MassDOT project was the result of a directive by the Secretary of
Transportation to find new and innovative ways to improve transportation for citizens with
minimal (or, ideally, zero) cost. As a result of this constraint, implemented projects had to
leverage either existing assets, community development, or both – a concept referred to as “nocost procurement.” The MassDOT identified potentially useful internal data sources and made
them publicly accessible using an open standard, but relied on the community to convert those
raw data feeds into a usable end product. Projects implemented so far include tools to predict
bus arrivals, determine wait time at Registry of Motor Vehicles branches, and plan public transit
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trips. As the project continued, other departments saw the results and suggested additional data
feeds that might be integrated. The cost to the Commonwealth for all of these projects was
minimal, primarily limited to the time investment to make the data available and automatically
updated online. By encouraging a community of developers to create applications based on data
from the Operations Technology Department, MassDOT has put real-time bus and rail schedule
information into the hands of commuters at little cost to the Commonwealth. The MassDOT
project began (and has successfully expanded) precisely because of the benefits to citizens of
having accurate information about transit services.

Developers who have built applications on the MassDOT data are confident that their
applications can be successfully deployed even beyond Boston, because the location data they
rely on adheres to a standard GPS data format, commonly used by departments of transportation
in the U.S. In Boston alone, more than 10,000 users have downloaded an app to access the
MassDOT data. Scaling this up to other cities nationwide is an attractive option for developers,
because as one developer estimated, 80% of the work necessary to build the application is
reusable for other cities. For those developers who provided their applications as proprietary
software, this standardization of data enables them to gain further revenues from future
commercialization.40

The desire to open data to citizens was framed as a business decision: opening routing and bus
tracking feeds would arguably drive transit use because of the added convenience. Even when
there is no directly obvious business position, governments have pushed to make data open and
accessible on the non-economic argument that the data should be open because the citizens are
entitled to access it. On a larger scale, the recent Data.gov initiative by the federal government
in the U.S. is driven by the same set of beliefs. Yet MassDOT and Data.gov are explicitly not
mandates for open source software or open standards.41 Openness in data is a distinct policy
choice as compared to the use of open source technologies to accomplish the work of
government.
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Broad Mandates for Open Source, Open Standards, and Open Data
Finally, we examine two contrasting approaches to the establishment of broad mandates meant to
encourage “openness” as a public good. We can distinguish these from our other case studies,
where changes to the IT ecosystem were intended to have a broader impact. Here, the IT
ecosystem was only a part of the move toward open government. When broad mandates toward
open precede specific IT decisions, we find that the perception of open source solutions may be
different, but achieving a successful outcome is no less challenging.

The City of Vancouver shares a similar vision to that of the Massachusetts’ Open Data Initiative,
but on a larger scale. In 2009 the City Council approved a motion by Councillor Andrea Reimer
entitled, “Open Data, Open Standards, and Open Source.”42 Implementation of the “Open3”
motion has entailed a comprehensive roadmap and assessment of the IT infrastructure of the city,
and fundamental changes to IT procurement and contracting. The motion requires that open
source be considered on equal footing with proprietary solutions. It then goes beyond the
traditional scope of procurement decisions, incorporating mandates for open standards and data
in an effort to share data with citizens and foster a more engaged and interconnected
community.43

Vancouver’s Open3 motion is an “experiment” in technology and government and a leading
example of what we mean by the public sector moving toward open in order to improve public
welfare. The goals of this initiative are much broader than any individual IT decision. The goals
are explicitly to encourage open government.

The expected benefits to external stakeholders are not just access to data and information, but the
ability to more fully participate in government, and to engage both internal and external
stakeholders more actively. The city has placed this participatory element of the move to “open”
front and center of their initiative. The next phase in Vancouver, one that is still in process, is to
tie the availability of information and data to broader economic goals. In terms of economic
development, the demonstration of commitment by the city government to open data and
standards is part of a broader image of Vancouver as technologically savvy and entrepreneurial.
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Not tied to open source software per se, and not even tied to an IT purchasing decision, this
move toward open by the city government is seen as positive both in substance and image.

In Vancouver, the push towards “open” has begun with open data, and while open source
software is part of the Open3 motion, in practice, the priority is clearly access to data. The
Open3 motion mandates that data be made publicly available – unless there is a compelling
reason not to make it public – but departments have not been given additional resources to do
this.44 One department we spoke with described how they reallocate already scarce resources to
meet the requirement, and prioritize the release of data along the dimensions of “low
cost/complexity” and high “public value.” The IT staff is making the city’s data available using
standards and technologies which enable the broadest use of these data, regardless of whether
they are open source. Particularly in Vancouver, where public welfare motivations dominate
traditional IT concerns, the outcomes will almost certainly be hybrid, not solely open source or
based on open standards. An architect of the Vancouver initiative says that this push met
resistance in many parts of the government which are “afraid” of openness, but that the Open3
resolution has forced them to accept it. For example, the City of Vancouver Archives wanted to
launch a project to make the archives available online to citizens, but was defeated by the city’s
IT policy. The only tailor-made software suite suitable for the project was an open source
package, and the city’s IT department was hostile to software without, as one interviewee put it,
“someone’s throat to strangle” if something went wrong. Once the Open3 motion passed,
however, the project’s proponents were able to cite its requirements to push forward with their
initiative. Aside from the requirement to consider open source software on an equal playing
field, according to one interviewee, Open3 means that “When you make the conversation about
sharing data with citizens you change the context, and it is harder for people to say no.”

Finally, we provide a current perspective on the open source initiatives in Brazil that have been
in place for almost a decade. President Lula first made open source a part of his platform in
2003, not surprisingly because the promise of low/no cost software had broad appeal.45 Brazil
mandates the government use of open source solutions, encouraging open source software use as
a foundation for the economic growth and development of the country. Numerous initiatives to
encourage the adoption of open source, and to foster a community of open source developers,
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have been established and are supported by the federal government.46 Some state and local
governments have also begun their own initiatives, implementing policies with similar goals.
The federal government, as the largest consumer of IT in Brazil, is in a position to steer the
country towards open source, although the pace has not been rapid and the outcomes are mixed.

There is significant rhetoric around the adoption of open source in Brazil, linking this strategy
with “software libre,” issues of sovereignty and national security, and the development of the IT
sector of the economy, in addition to the cost savings. Much that is written about the Brazilian
experience with open source ties this rhetoric directly to the success of open source in Brazil, and
more broadly, to the success of the open source movement.47 A closer look identifies other
factors which may be motivating behavior far more than the government policies that are often
cited, and in some cases, imitated.48

In Brazil, the government is using its purchasing power to promote open source, is encouraging
the growth of the software sector through market intervention, and has a policy of “digital
inclusion” for all its citizens. The public sector, technical, and academic communities in Brazil
have participated in federally sponsored initiatives such as “Software Publico,” and generally
supported open source alternatives for many reasons. The opportunity to cut costs related to
licensing and acquiring proprietary software remains the most common reason (even if, as one
interviewee acknowledged, these costs are to a good extent displaced to other points in the
software lifecycle, as costs related to training, maintenance and customization grow). The belief
that open source software enables digital inclusion and economic development (relatively more
than proprietary) is another.

However, Brazil is in a slightly different position relative to technology. It faces two challenges:
a less developed IT sector in the broader economy and a wide disparity in the relative use of
technology within different government sectors and state geographies.49 As a result, their
challenges are not about replacing systems but concern migrating from paper to digital in many
instances. For example, the system for filing individual income taxes online, “Receitanet,” is a
success story in Brazil and rightly so: According to one estimate, 97% of total income tax returns
were received through the system.50 This is remarkable given the low rate of internet
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penetration. The government has committed to making technology available at libraries, banks,
and other public sector locations to provide citizens access to Receitanet and technology broadly
speaking. Interestingly, Receitanet is also a mixed environment: The software is java-based, but
security and encryption are still handled by proprietary software.51

The process of adopting open source is “maturing slowly” in Brazil. Since 2007, the federal
government has supported a centralized open source software exchange. Today, the “Software
Publico” portal has grown to an estimated 50,000 active users. More than 5,000 applications
have been submitted to the portal and implemented throughout the public sector in Brazil.52
Participation by external stakeholders is both driving and limiting this adoption: institutions and
individuals outside of the federal government are fulfilling unmet IT needs, but primarily in
ways that also allow them to commercialize their work. The public sector push for open source
solutions is driven in part because they do not have sufficient resources – monetary or technical –
to internally develop some of the software that is necessary for the administration of
government.53 The federal government is looking to the public to contribute time and talent to
this effort.54 In Brazil, encouraging specific behavior by external stakeholders is seen as
enabling government, supporting the local economy, and providing IT solutions that are
alternatives to traditional proprietary software.

Conclusion

Why have examples of public-private partnerships, such as Brazil, the MassDOT, and
Vancouver generated so much attention, both within the government and the broader
community? We believe it is because they have successfully leveraged outside innovation. Their
projects relied on existing data and standards, and with some creative and dedicated project
management, successfully engaged the developer community to truly meet a need in the broader
community. Open government, broadly speaking, embodies this concept. However, not all of
these projects required that the applications built were open source. The developers we spoke
with had heterogeneous motivations: Some were concerned with issues of open data and wanted
to create free solutions; others saw opportunities to commercialize their applications (or in the
case of Brazil, where there is a mandate for open source, they can commercialize their support
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services for the software). This is fully understood by the parties. As discussed by the project
leaders in the Commonwealth example, this was encouraged because allowing motivated
developers to commercialize their work enlarges the set of available solutions. The process also
results in a lower cost to the Commonwealth (in this case, close to zero), often higher-quality
programming, and externally provided solutions that are more creative and responsive to the
needs of citizens.

The difference in these approaches is the importance of beliefs about open source. Whereas
Massachusetts has found success through inclusion of any vendor that can comply with the
standard, Brazil’s promotion of open source has limited the set of available solutions (but may,
on the other hand, facilitate collaborative improvement of existing solutions). Similar to
Vancouver, however, the benefits to open government may outweigh the costs, from their
perspective.

While the French and German Parliaments are promoting open source software, Massachusetts is
promoting open standards and open data, and Vancouver and Brazil are promoting the benefits
of openness, all are using their purchasing power and their ability to influence behavior to
achieve these goals. There are many competing factors in each case, and a complex set of
tradeoffs to be considered [See exhibit: Case Studies and the Decision Making Framework].
This fact becomes immediately obvious when talking with the decision makers themselves. It is
less obvious when reviewing the academic literature and popular press which often view these
decisions as “wins” or “losses” for open source, conflating decisions about software, standards,
and data, and often ignoring that these IT decisions are means to an end.55

Much of the fervor around public-sector adoption of open source software technology is centered
on promoting competition and creating a level playing field between long-standing proprietary
technology vendors and the promise of royalty-free open software not owned by any particular
party. The fervor has largely faded as open source adoption decisions are increasingly made
based on cost and technical considerations, but the effect on competition remains. Our vendor
interviews revealed that open source software is often used as a bludgeon to reduce prices from
the proprietary solution provider. Strategically, public sector CIOs threaten the adoption of open
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source to drive their own software acquisition costs down, even if they have no intention to
follow through on the threats. And even if acquirers do not act strategically this way, the
availability of open source solutions and examples of their successful implementation improve
acquirers’ negotiation position vis à vis sellers of proprietary software. Hence, a viable open
source stack can create price pressures and reduces acquisition costs, whether it is a serious
contender or not.

Initial experience in the public sector with large-scale open source software deployment showed
that, despite the absence of license fees, it rarely came for free in either the short, or the long
term. A major driver of these decisions was often the presence of commercial open source
interests that advocated various products and services and tipped the balance in favor of open
source technologies. While the software may have been nominally free, with little to no software
licensing fees, the public sector did have to contend with customization, feature development,
(re)training, service, and maintenance fees. Indeed, now both private and public sector decisions
to purchase software in general are focused on issues of TCO, i.e., not just the initial price, but
all of the short and long term costs associated with the deployment. Depending on the specific
purchasing context, the TCO of open source vs. commercially developed software has been
shown to be higher, lower, or at par. It is beyond the scope of our paper to analyze the various
TCO arguments. However, from a public sector perspective, an explicit TCO analysis done by
public sector staff is essential to understanding the cost profile of any software acquisition
regardless of its licensing arrangement.

Ex-ante TCO calculations for software acquisitions, however, have to be done in light of the
capabilities and competencies of the IT organization that will be responsible for the installation.
As it stands, IT organizations have to manage a complex environment consisting of various
software and hardware systems that need continuous monitoring and updating. In the case of
proprietary software, the burden of identifying, prioritizing, and executing updates is often
driven by the vendor responsible for the software. However, the inherently distributed nature of
open source software development means that the burden of integrating updates across various
projects falls on the user organization and/or hired commercial support. Depending on the use
case and the supporting IT organization, this may or may not be an attractive option. Hence, a
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public sector organization that has intense computational and algorithmic needs may already
have a very capable IT staff who can manage and execute changing use and software
development requirements, and thus may prefer the flexibility in modifying and customizing
source code that open source software offers for their scientific applications. Open source may
also be preferred in less demanding application requirements if the supporting IT staff is
sufficiently skilled and advanced.

The reality in most organizations is that skilled IT talent is a rare and prized asset that is prone to
high turnover, while most user needs are quite stable. In this case, both users and IT staff might
prefer an integrated end-to-end solution that a commercial proprietary software vendor may
provide. This may especially be true beyond the desktop and in the back-office setting where
databases, application and web-servers are to be seamlessly integrated for both internal public
sector use and citizen usage. Hence, the cost and technology factors in IT decision making need
to be assessed in light of the available talent pool in both the IT staff and the potential users. The
experiences of the French and German Parliaments provide backing for both the costs and
benefits to be considered in such assessments.

Our case research also revealed that some desired public welfare outcomes are hard to quantify,
such as enhanced local technical capabilities, independence from foreign companies, and
economic development. In contrast, the effect of public open source adoption on related
technical entrepreneurship, job creation, tax revenues, and competition could be measured.
However, while it seems feasible to trace new firms, jobs, and taxes to, say, the Bundestag’s
adoption of open source, one must take care in evaluating the counterfactual. That is, to what
extent would these goals have been achieved if proprietary vendors had been selected, which do
have local content and presence in various countries? Furthermore – beyond the choice between
open source and proprietary software – could it be that more direct subsidy-based programs
targeting those goals may have an effect that is bigger, and more efficiently obtained, than the
side benefits of open source adoption? Also, given that open source deployment leads to the
creation of service-oriented rather than product-oriented software firms, governments may ask
themselves if this is the type of software industry they want to nurture.
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On the plus side, the information externality that a pioneering open source deployment in the
public sector has on potential imitators – by demonstrating feasibility and challenges of an open
source solution – does appear to have a positive welfare effect, even if a precise quantification is
again difficult. In either case, there is no systematic data that compares how the public welfare
and belief goals underlying public sector IT decision making in favor, or against, open source
software are actually instantiated.

The public sector will, we believe, act more and more like the private sector when evaluating
cost, technology, and interoperability in their IT decision making. However, public welfare and
belief arguments will continue to be important drivers of decision making in the public IT sector.
Measuring the achievement of these less tangible goals in a quantifiable way is challenging.
While it is undisputed that the advent of viable open source solutions has increased competition
and put pricing pressure on proprietary vendors,56 for other of these less tangible goals there is
little evidence or research indicating that they are actually and concretely achieved. We
undertook this research project to understand why this was the case, and we created this
framework to address this concern in a pragmatic way.

“Open government” is perhaps the largest and most influential goal in the public sector today.
Whether or not IT decisions enable progress toward this goal is dependent on clear articulation
of the associated motives, choices, and expected outcomes of these decisions by the
policymakers who are responsible for doing so.
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Exhibit A: The Decision Making Framework and Critical Questions

Key Questions:
Cost - Technology - Interoperability

Technology

Cost

Interoperability

Public Welfare

Beliefs

 For each potential software solution, have multiple viable technology options been considered?
 Have the technical requirements been articulated from multiple perspectives: IT staff? Policy makers? Users?
Citizens? How will competing requirements be reconciled?
 Have the necessary changes to the knowledge base of the IT staff been articulated? What new skill sets are
required? Are others made obsolete? Have the cost of these changes be quantified?
 Have the interoperability requirements been articulated? Are there conflicts with existing systems that need
to be reconciled? Is there software- or standard-specific “lock-in” that will prevent interoperability in the
future?
 Have the risks associated with each potential software solution been clearly and objectively identified and
compared?
 Have the switching costs be articulated, in terms of time, money, and risk?
 For each potential software solution, has the total cost of ownership been evaluated?57 Is there confidence
that acquisition and maintenance costs for open, proprietary, and hybrid solutions have been quantified? Does
the option set include doing nothing?

Key Questions:
Public Welfare - Beliefs

Technology

Cost

Public Welfare

Interoperability

Beliefs

 What broader policy mandates does the decision need to adhere to? If there are conflicts, what are
they, and how will they be reconciled?
 Have the benefits to public welfare from this decision been articulated? Have all perspectives been
taken into account: IT staff? Policy makers? Users? Citizens? Has a process for reconciling competing
goals been established and followed?
 How will benefits to public welfare be estimated ex ante, and measured and communicated ex post?
Where these benefits have been quantified, has it been on a comparable basis across all potential
software solutions?
 Have any potential biases of decision makers been identified, discussed, and addressed?
 If the decision is preceded by an open government mandate, is it clear how the software purchase
fulfils the mandate?
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Key Questions:
Tradeoffs

Technology

Cost

Public Welfare

Interoperability

Beliefs

 Which factors, or specific aspects, are “make or break” for this decision?
 Are public welfare benefits the driving factor for this decision? If so, is there confidence that they are
achievable? Have alternatives, potentially more efficient, been identified?
 Are there outside partners or resources that can be engaged in ways that decrease total cost of
ownership, increase public welfare, or both? Have these solutions been considered?
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Exhibit B: Case Studies and the Decision Making Framework

French
Parliament

Cost

Technology

Interoperability

Public
Welfare

Beliefs

German
Parliament

Cost

Technology

Interoperability

Public
Welfare

Beliefs

Massachusetts
Open Standards

Cost

Technology

Interoperability

Public
Welfare

Beliefs

Massachusetts
Open Data

Cost

Technology

Interoperability

Public
Welfare

Beliefs

City of
Vancouver

Cost

Technology

Interoperability

Public
Welfare

Beliefs

Brazil

Cost

Technology

Interoperability

Public
Welfare

Beliefs

Key:

Less Important

Important

Primary Focus

25

Endnotes
1

Guillemin, Christophe, “French Parliament Picks Ubuntu for Linux Switch,” CNet, March 12, 2007, available at
<http://news.cnet.com/2100-7344_3-6166347.html>.
2
“Interview de M. Richard Cazenave, Député de la 1re Circonscription de l’Isère,” Veni, Vedi, Libre, January 27,
2007, available at <http://www.framasoft.net/article4386.html>.
3
Vance, Ashlee, “French Lawmakers Hope to Inspire Linux Revolution,” Bits, New York Times Blog, January 21,
2009, available at <http://bits.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/01/21/french-lawmakers-hope-to-inspire-linux-revolution/>.
4
At the most basic level, “open source” refers to a set of licenses based on copyright, which ensure the accessibility
of the underlying code of software programs.
5
The other defining aspect of open source software - the accessibility of code - does not appear to be important to
most decision makers. One widely cited survey reported that “access to source code” is last on the list of motivating
factors for potential users, with only 7% of respondents mentioning it. Datapro Survey, cited in Kenwood, Carolyn
A., “A Business Case Study of Open Source Software,” MITRE, July 2001, p. 19, available at
<http://www.mitre.org/work/tech_papers/tech_papers_01/kenwood_software/kenwood_software.pdf>.
6
There are many dimensions to the argument that open source promotes open government. See, for example,
Hellekson, Gunnar, “Open source matters to open government. Really.” March 16, 2010, available at
<http://govfresh.com/2010/03/open-source-matters-to-open-government-really>.
7
Take for example Apple’s very successful iPhone mobile communications platform and ecosystem. Historically,
Apple has been viewed as a highly secretive, proprietary, and closed firm. However, a close look at Apple’s iPhone
strategy reveals multiple layers of both open and closed approaches. While the iPhone operating system, iOS,
leverages several open-source software components for critical functionality like security and HTML rendering,
Apple does not make the operating system available to other vendors. Similarly, while the iPhone application store
creates an open market and competition for external software developers, Apple reserves the right to regulate the
market as it sees fit and to exclude applications it deems not appropriate either in terms of content, or more
importantly, strategy (for example the native Google Voice application). Thus, within their platform, there are ways
to be simultaneously open and closed.
8
For additional perspectives on “openness” see, for example, “Roadmap for Open ICT Ecosystems,” Berkman
Center for Internet & Society, Harvard Law School, 2005, available at <http://cyber.law.harvard.edu/epolicy> and
“Open Standards, Open Source, and Open Innovation: Harnessing the Benefits of Openness,” Committee for
Economic Development, 2006, available at <http://www.ced.org/library/reports/36/204-open-standards-opensource-and-open-innovation>.
9
The CSIS database of government open source policies appears to be the most comprehensive source available,
containing an annotated list of 275 open source policy initiatives. Available at
<http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/0807218_government_opensource_policies.pdf>.
10
A recent survey found that total cost savings from open source adoption averaged 10 percent in the public sector,
far less than in the private sector. Accenture, “Open Source Research: Industry Findings,” August 2010, available at
<http://newsroom.accenture.com/images/20020/IndustryFindings.pdf>. For additional discussion of why cost
savings are variable, see Natis, Yefim, V., et al., “The State of Open Source, 2008,” Gartner, April 3, 2008, pp. 4-5.
11
See for example, Skok, Michael, “Future of Open Source,” Northbridge Ventures, 4th Annual Leadership Keynote,
Computerworld Open Source Business Conference, May 6, 2010, p. 11, available at
<http://www.osbc.com/ehome/index.php?eventid=7578&tabid=10376&>; Lyman, Jay, “Cost Conscious Calculating
and Understanding the Cost Benefits of Open Source,” The 451 Group, Presentation at the Infrastructure Computing
for the Enterprise Summit, September 18, 2008, p. 6; Hammond, Jeffrey, “Best Practices for Open Source
Adoption,” Forrester Research, July 28, 2009, p. 1, available at <http://www.blackducksoftware.com>; and Walli,
Stephen, Dave Gynn, and Bruno Von Rotz, “The Growth of Open Source Software in Organizations,” Optaros,
2005, p. 10, available at
<http://www.novell.com/news/press/pressroom/wp_optaros_oss_usage_in_organizations.pdf>.
12
For a discussion, see “Open Source Turns Strategic,” CIO Insight, November 2005, available at
<http://www.cioinsight.com/c/a/Research/Open-Source-Turns-Strategic/>.
13
The survey by North Bridge clearly demonstrates the increasing prevalence of mixed environments. See Skok,
Michael, “Future of Open Source,” Northbridge Ventures, 4th Annual Leadership Keynote, Computerworld Open

26

Source Business Conference, May 6, 2010, pp. 31-32, available at
<http://www.osbc.com/ehome/index.php?eventid=7578&tabid=10376&>.
14
Krantz, Marshal, “An Open Secret: Open-source Software is Quietly Gaining Ground Well Beyond the Data
Center,” CFO Magazine, January 1, 2009, available at <http://www.cfo.com/article.cfm/12835201/c_12838677>.
15
Natis, Yefim, V., et al., “The State of Open Source, 2008,” Gartner, April 3, 2008.
16
For example, in Munich, implementation of the “LiMux” project of open source deployment has been going on
since 2005, with regular reviews. As of May 2009, open source browser and email client are used on all 14,000
desktops of the city administration, and OpenOffice.org on most. Thirteen percent of desktops run Linux, with the
goal of 100 percent by the end of 2011. However, not all similar attempts have been successful. Vienna’s very
similar open source project, “Wienux,” was announced in 2005 but eventually scaled back due to problems finding
open source alternatives for all programs. Instead of mandatory adoption, users are allowed to choose which
platform they prefer, and some local divisions are running entirely proprietary systems. The government is now
studying the long-term coexistence of the two platforms in its IT infrastructure.
17
Buono, Francis M., and McLean B. Sieverding, “Government Procurement of Software: Provident Policies for
Ensuring the Greatest Possible Return on Investment in Troubled Economic Times,” Bloomberg Law Reports, Vol.
3, No. 23, 2009, available at
<http://www.willkie.com/files/tbl_s29Publications%5CFileUpload5686%5C3029%5CGovernment%20Procurement
%20of%20Software%20Provident%20Policies%20for%20Ensuring.pdf>.
18
Simon, K.D., “The Value of Open Standards and Open-source Software in Government Environments,” IBM
Systems Journal, July 1, 2005, available at <http://www.accessmylibrary.com/article-1G1-133183810/value-openstandards-and.html>.
19
For an economic perspective on these arguments, see Evans, David, and Bernard Reddy, “Government
Preferences for Promoting Open-Source Software: A Solution in Search of a Problem.” Michigan
Telecommunications and Technology Law Review, Vol. 9: 313 (June 2003), available at
<http://www.mttlr.org/volnine/evans.pdf>.
20
According to Gartner estimates, 2010 worldwide public sector IT spending will be $433 billion - $184 billion in
spending by national and international governments, and $249 billion by regional and local governments. “Gartner
Says Industry Vertical Market IT Spending Will Grow 4.1 Percent in 2010,” Gartner, May 18, 2010, available at
<http://www.gartner.com/it/page.jsp?id=1371313>.
21
In addition to these in-depth cases, our analysis draws on other public sector IT decisions involving open source
software which we studied on a less detailed level. Among these were the government of Thailand, the federal
government of the United States, the Indian State of Kerala, the Brazilian state of Sao Paulo, the District of
Columbia, and the Cities of Munich and Vienna.
22
Although some recent open source software procurement guidelines are explicitly motivated by government
policies that promote open source software, even though their stated goal is to put open source software on equal
footing with proprietary solutions. See, for example, Ghosh, et al, “Guideline for Public Administrations on
Procurement and Open Source Software,” June 2010, p. 18, available at <http://www.osor.eu/studies/expertguidance/guideline-for-public-administrations-on-procurement-and-open-source-software-2010>.
23
For assessments of open source software within a TCO framework, see Kenwood, Carolyn A., “A Business Case
Study of Open Source Software,” MITRE, July 2001, available at
<http://www.mitre.org/work/tech_papers/tech_papers_01/kenwood_software/kenwood_software.pdf>. See also,
“Separating Fact from Fiction: The Impact and Benefits of Using Open Source Software,” Atos Origin, June 13,
2006, available at <http://www.nl.atosorigin.com/NR/rdonlyres/CF55008D-A498-4A75-96B99AD552F49825/0/OS_Whitepaper.pdf>; and Hammond, Jeffrey S., “Best Practices: Improve Development
Effectiveness through Strategic Adoption of Open Source,” Forrester Research, February 2, 2009, available at
<http://download.microsoft.com/download/7/1/B/71BEC711-FBB4-400A-984C-0DCCC36248E0/BPOpenSource.pdf>.
24
“Feedback from French Members of Parliament Following the Migration of their Desktop Computers to Free
Software,” April, July 31, 2008, available at <http://www.april.org/en/groupes/institutions/migration-postesdeputes/retours-experience-cio-online.html.en+>.
25
Quoted in Vance, Ashlee, “French Lawmakers Hope to Inspire Linux Revolution,” Bits, New York Times Blog,
January 21, 2009, available at <http://bits.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/01/21/french-lawmakers-hope-to-inspire-linuxrevolution/>.

27

26

“Feedback from French Members of Parliament Following the Migration of their Desktop Computers to Free
Software,” April, July 31, 2008, available at <http://www.april.org/en/groupes/institutions/migration-postesdeputes/retours-experience-cio-online.html.en+>.
27
Bierhals, Gregor, “Towards the Freedom of the Operating System: The French Gendarmerie Goes for Ubuntu,”
OSOR, February 12, 2009, available at <http://www.osor.eu/studies/towards-the-freedom-of-the-operating-systemthe-french-gendarmerie-goes-for-ubuntu>.
28
Externalities, generally speaking, are by-products of consumption and production that may benefit or harm other
people. Information (or knowledge) externalities are generally seen as positive, i.e. opportunities for individuals or
firms to benefit from information which others have incurred costs to obtain. This benefit is frequently cited in case
studies of open source adoption in the public sector. See, for example, Karjalainen, Martti, “Large-scale migration
to an open source office suite: An innovation adoption study in Finland,” Dissertation Manuscript, University of
Tampere, October 2010, available at <http://www.adullact.org/IMG/pdf/978-951-44-8216-8.pdf>.
29
“Vorlage Für Die IuK-Kommission Des Ältestenrates, Migration des Betriebssystems Windows – NT,”
Bundestag IT Administration, February 18, 2002; and Lettice, John, “Report Favours Open Source, Windows Mix
for Bundestag,” The Register, February 13, 2002, available at
<http://www.theregister.co.uk/2002/02/13/report_favours_open_source_windows/>.
30
That is not to suggest that Germany and France no longer are at the forefront of open source adoption. According
to a recent survey by Forrester Research, Germany and France have the highest rate of private sector adoption of
open source (Hammond, Jeffrey, “Best Practices for Open Source Adoption,” Forrester Research, July 28, 2009, p.
14, available at <http://www.blackducksoftware.com>).
31
This information was provided by various interviewees. See also “Bundestag soll Microsoft Outlook für die Mailund Terminverwaltung bekommen,” Heise Online, June 21, 2007, available at
<http://www.heise.de/newsticker/meldung/Bundestag-soll-Microsoft-Outlook-fuer-die-Mail-undTerminverwaltung-bekommen-142486.html>.
32
“Enterprise Open Standards Policy,” Massachusetts Executive Office for Administration and Finance, Policy
Number: ITD-APP-01, January 13, 2004, available at
<http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=afterminal&L=4&L0=Home&L1=Research+%26+Technology&L2=IT+Policies%
2c+Standards+%26+Guidance&L3=Enterprise+Policies+%26+Standards&sid=Eoaf&b=terminalcontent&f=itd_poli
cies_standards_open_standards_policy&csid=Eoaf>.
33
DeNardis, Laura, and Eric Tam, “Open Documents and Democracy: A Political Basis for Open Document
Standards,” Yale ISP White Paper, November 1, 2007, pp. 17-20, available at
<http://odfalliance.org/resources/Yale_Open_Documents_and_Democracy.pdf>.
34
LaMonica, Martin, “Massachusetts to Adopt ‘Open’ Desktop,” ZDNet, September 1, 2005, available at
<http://news.zdnet.com/2100-3513_22-144466.html>.
35
“EOHHS Virtual Gateway: Health Insurance and Health Assistance Programs,” June 2010, available at
<http://bluecrossfoundation.org/HealthReform/~/media/Files/Health%20Reform/Health%20Reofrm%20Implementation%20%20Massachusetts%20Virtual
%20Gateway.pdf>.
36
DeNardis, Laura, and Eric Tam, “Open Documents and Democracy: A Political Basis for Open Document
Standards,” Yale ISP White Paper, November 1, 2007, pp. 23-25, available at
<http://odfalliance.org/resources/Yale_Open_Documents_and_Democracy.pdf>.
37
“e-PING Electronic Government Interoperability Standards,” Brazilian Government Executive Committee of the
Electronic Government, Reference Document Version 2010, December 11, 2009, available at
<www.governoeletronico.gov.br/anexos/versao-2010-da-e-ping-ingles>.
38
Da Silva, Flavio Soares Correa, “e-PING – Brazilian Government Interoperability Framework: A Critical
Assessment,” October 16, 2009, p. 1, available at <http://www.ime.usp.br/~fcs/LIDET/ePING2009English.pdf>.
39
A similar story played out in Belgium, when the Belgian Federal Public Service attempted to standardize on ODF,
but ultimately rejected OpenOffice.org because of limitations in functionality. Huysmans, Philip, Kris Ven, and Jan
Verelst, “Reasons for the Non-adoption of OpenOffice.org in a Data-intensive Public Administration,” First
Monday, Vol. 13, No. 10, October 6, 2008, available at <http://firstmonday.org/article/view/2238>.
40
Of the currently available apps using the MassDOT data feeds, eleven are paid apps and four are free apps. Of the
four free apps, two are ad-supported and the other two are ad-free and open source. These figures include apps for
iPhone, Blackberry, Palm, and Android, but not websites which use the MassDOT data feeds. For a list of available
apps, see <http://mbta.com/rider_tools/apps/>.

28

41

For an overview of Data.gov, see Lakhani, Karim, R., Robert D. Austin, and Yumi Yi, “Data.gov,” HBS Case
Study #9-610-075, May 13, 2010.
42
“Motion on Notice – Open Data, Open Standards and Open Source,” B.2, available at
<http://vancouver.ca/ctyclerk/cclerk/20090519/documents/motionb2.pdf>.
43
“City of Vancouver Embraces Open Data, Standards and Source,” CBC News, May 22, 2009, available at
<http://www.cbc.ca/technology/story/2009/05/22/tech-vancouver-open-source-standards-software-city.html>.
44
“Motion on Notice – Open Data, Open Standards and Open Source,” B.2, available at
<http://vancouver.ca/ctyclerk/cclerk/20090519/documents/motionb2.pdf>.
45
“Brazil Gives Nod to Open Source,” Wired, November 16, 2003, available at
<http://www.wired.com/techbiz/it/news/2003/11/61257>.
46
For details about some of these programs and initiatives see: “National Institute of Information Technology Software Livre,” ITI.gov, available at <http://www.iti.gov.br/twiki/bin/view/Swlivre/WebHome>; “Public Software
Portal: Welcome,” SoftwarePublico.gov, available at <http://www.softwarepublico.gov.br/>; “A Instituição – Quem
Somos,” Serpro.gov, available at <http://www.serpro.gov.br/instituicao/quem>; “What is ASL?” Association
SoftwareLivre.org, available at <http://associacao.softwarelivre.org/>.
47
Kim, Eugene, “F/OSS Adoption in Brazil: the Growth of a National Strategy,” The Politics of Open Source
Adoption, May 2005, available at <http://wikis.ssrc.org/posa/images/POSA1.0.pdf>.
48
Brazil has participated in projects and meetings around open source adoption with Paraguay, Ecuador, Cuba,
Argentina, and Chile. Bagueros, Ryan, and Isabela Bagueros, “Free Software in Brazil: Analysis & Interview with
Marco Mazoni,” North-by-South, May 19, 2008, p. 4, available at <http://www.northxsouth.com/brazil/>.
49
Bagueros, Ryan, and Isabela Bagueros, “Free Software in Brazil: Analysis & Interview with Marco Mazoni,”
North-by-South, May 19, 2008, available at <http://www.northxsouth.com/brazil/>.
50
Siqueria, Paulo Cèsar, PhD., “The Use of Open Source for Digital Inclusion in Brazil,” IBICT, WSIS Thematic
Meeting Multi-Stakeholder Partnerships for Bridging the Digital, June 23-24, 2005, available at
<http://www.itu.int/osg/spu/ni/wsisbridges/linked_docs/presentations/Paulo_SIQUEIRA.pdf>.
51
Vasconcellos, Maria Virginia, and Maria das Graças Rua, “Impacts of Internet use on Public Administration: A
Case Study of the Brazilian Tax Administration,” The Electronic Journal of e-Government, Vol. 3, Issue 1, pp. 4958, available at <www.ejeg.com>.
52
Hillenius, Gijs, “Using Free Software Improves Relation between State and Society,” OSOR, available at
<http://www.osor.eu/news/using-free-software-improves-relation-between-state-and-society>.
53
A recent comparative study of open source adoption in 22 countries finds a strong correlation between open
source software adoption and the maturity of the information society within a given country. Brazil is an outlier,
with high open source adoption and low maturity. Its position is attributed to the actions of the federal government
in promoting open source. See Cenatic Foundation, “Report on the International Status of Open Source Software
2010,” available at
<http://web.cenatic.es/web/index.php?option=com_phocadownload&view=category&id=9%3A&download=39%3
A&Itemid=20&lang=es>.
54
Freitas, Christiana, and Corinto Meffe, “Floss in an Open World: Innovations and Best Practices from Brazil,”
taken from 2020 FLOSS Roadmap, Version 2.18, December 10, 2008.
55
Often, open source decisions are characterized this way regardless of the outcome. See, for example, Ghosh,
Rishab A., et al., “Study on the: Economic Impact of Open Source Software on Innovation and the Competitiveness
of the Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) Sector in the EU,” Prepared for the European
Commission by UNU-MERIT, November 20, 2006, available at
<http://ec.europa.eu/enterprise/sectors/ict/files/2006-11-20-flossimpact_en.pdf>; and Wheeler, David, “Why Open
Source Software/Free Software (OSS/FS, FLOSS, or FOSS)? Look at the Numbers!” April 16, 2007, available at
<http://www.dwheeler.com/oss_fs_why.html>.
56
See, for example, Vance, Ashlee, “Open Source as a Model for Business Is Elusive,” New York Times, November
30, 2009, available at <http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/30/technology/business-computing/30open.html>.
57
For a concise summary of traditional TCO methodologies, see Dadayan, Lucy, “Measuring Return on
Government IT Investments,” Proceedings of the 13th European Conference on Information Technology
Evaluation, September 2006, available at
<http://www.ctg.albany.edu/publications/journals/ecite_2006_roi/ecite_2006_roi.pdf>.

29

