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News from the Secretariat
Jane Morrison

This year July and August were exceptionally busy for the W3Joffice as all attention was focused
on the LinuxConf Europe event held in Cambridge at the begiof September. Bookings just kept
coming in and we eventually had some 250 attendees. As Cdgais quite local to the office it was easy
for me to attend, and it was nice to meet people who | had ordyipusly exchanged emails with. The
event was a great success and UKUUG is very grateful to tha’'s\aponsors: Intel, Google, Bytemark,
Collabora and The Positive Internet Company. Linux Empaoruery kindly produced the event CD and
our Gold sponsors Novell and Sun Microsystems allowed usutlyét for some add on extras. There
were two social events, a Dinner in Churchill College on thet fiight of the Conference and on the next
evening a Social event which included a tour of Duxford (Aius#éum) with a buffet meal. The papers
and slides from the event can be found on our web site at:

http://ww. | i nuxconf. eu/ 2007/ programe/ ti met abl e. sht m

On Tuesday 16th October we have two events organised, btith aame venue (Imperial Hotel, Russell
Square, London): RT Tutorial and a Seminar on Databaseas®bee full programme details on the web
site at:

http://ww. ukuug. org/ events/rt/

http://ww. ukuug. or g/ event s/ sem nar s/ dat abases/

We are also planning another single day seminar at the endw#iber with the topic of 'Storage and
Backup’ full details will be available shortly and sent teeey member.

Looking further ahead to next year we have already circdlttte Call For Papers for the Spring Confer-
ence being held from 31st March to 2nd April 2008.

The event will be held in Birmingham at the Birmingham Coragwire, and will include papers and
tutorials on the major dynamic languages, including Pesthé&n, Ruby and Smalltalk.

The next Newsletter will be the December issue and the copy ida23rd November. As usual any
articles, letters etc. can be sent for inclusion to:
newsl et t er @kuug. org

News about Liaison
Sunil Das

“The Linux Desktop, Present and Future” is a light-heartegspntation and demonstration about the
desktop that | have arranged on Wednesday 26th SeptembeaQhiversity College London: 6.45pm
for a 7pm start (to follow the AGM). Michael Meeks, Distinghied Engineer at Novell, will prod some
of the new toys coming into the desktop from promising tedbgies to curvaceous applications. More
information is at

http://ww. ukuug. or g/ event s/ agnk007/

“Databases and the Web” is the first in a series of UKUUG semiriehe event will be held on Tuesday
16th October 2007 at the Imperial Hotel, London. | have pgetber an exciting programme of six
speakers covering diverse topics which include Postgres®9SQL, Oracle, DB2, XML, Linux and
AIX. More information at

http://ww. ukuug. or g/ event s/ sem nar s/ dat abases/

For our newsletter, my friend, the author Peter H. Salus hamited another excellent “Letter from
Toronto”. I've been in regular contact with our colleaguedJisenix and this has resulted in publication
of “ext4: The next Generation of the ext3 File System” anddhiguary of John Backus.

Please continue to help with the liaison activity by emailedephone. Initial contact can be made using
suni | . das@kuug. org
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Conference announcements
We have received notification of the following events:
AUUG Annual Conference 2007

The AUUG Annual Conference will be held in Melbourne, Aubral3-14 October 2007. The con-
ference will be preceded by one day of tutorials, to be held®®ctober 2007. This year's theme is

'Quality’.

Further details are at:
http://new. auug. or g. au/ AUUR007/

USENIX/SAGE LISA '07 Announcement

The 21st Large Installation System Administration Comnfieeewhich will take place in Dallas, Texas,
USA between 11th and 17th November 2007, and will includegelaumber of tutorials and technical
sessions.

Full details can be found at
http://ww. useni x. org/lisa07/

NLLUG 25th anniversary conference

NLUUG will celebrate its 25th anniversary with a very spéaatumn conference to be held on 7th
November 2007 in Amsterdam.

Full details of the programme and on the special annivensabsite at:
http://ww. nl uug25. nl/

As with all NLUUG conferences UKUUG and other NaLUUG memberit get a special discount for
this conference.

LinuxConf Europe 2007
Roger Whittaker

The annual summer Linux Conference took place in Cambritifeedeginning of September. The event
took a slightly different form this year, as it was jointlyganised with the German Unix Users Group
(hence the European title), and was held immediately befamd partly overlapping) the 2007 Linux
Kernel Developers’ Summit which took place at the same venue

Despite the different title, the format and atmosphere efdbnference were similar to previous years:
this was very recognisably an Alasdair Kergon production.

The relationship with the Kernel Summit guaranteed a vendgarogramme and a high turnout of dele-
gates: the number of attendees was around 250.

The conference was held at the University Arms Hotel in Caalgiar. Delegates had the choice of staying
in the hotel or in college accommodation very close by. Theem® provided by the hotel for the confer-

ence sessions suitable and of a good size: the only mindgignit | heard was that the rooms used for
the different conference tracks were not adjacent.

There were three tracks: throughout the conference pr&erday 2nd to Tuesday 4th September) one
room was occupied by tutorials for most of the time. Theskioted a tutorial on System Tap and kdump
by Richard Moore of IBM and tutorials on RDMA and on programmfor the Cell processor.

The other two tracks took place in a large room downstairsaanadher smaller room on the first floor. As
always, there were one or two occasions when one felt tonudest the two tracks, but the programme
was well thought out, and in general the subject matter oftweetracks was contrasting rather than
clashing.
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Another room was set aside for registration and exhibitesdibitors included O’Reilly, Sun, Novell,
Google and the Linux Emporium.

| found that | spent more of my time in the larger room downstai

Many of the talks were impressive: particularly memorabérendonathan Corbet’s contributions (“The
kernel report” and “How to work with the kernel developmemnbgess”), Lars Marowsky-Ee’s high
availability talk, Chris Mason’s presentation on his newdfilesystem, and Michael Meeks' talk on his
IO/grind performance analysis tool.

The two talks (by Arjan van de Ven and Matthew Garrett) on kipower consumption were also very
impressive: the use of the powertop tool in tracking downliapfions which unnecessarily prevent the
processor from going into idle mode in desktop use was detraiad.

Dirk Hohndel of Intel spoke interestingly and persuasivety how to encourage hardware vendors to
work with the Open Source community.

With that in mind, it was very good that the Kernel Summit wdseve the news came out that AMD will
open the specifications for their ATl graphics cards.

The last two sessions of the conference proper were “How twage patches with Git” given by James
Bottomley followed by an “Advanced Git BOF session” whichl diot have a speaker’s name shown in
the programme. No-one was particularly surprised, howetemn Linus Torvalds stood up and ran that
session.

On Wednesday 5th September, there were further tutorinlR M package building, chip development
and writing Ruby on Rails extensions).

On the Sunday evening there was a conference dinner at Gh@aolege after which Dr David Hartley
spoke about the history of computing in Cambridge.

On the Monday there was a trip to the Duxford air museum (spreaksby Positive Internet), where food
was served before delegates split up into groups to lookstdiiical aeroplanes.

The hotel provided very good food and refreshments (speddwy both Intel and Google) and there were
as usual many other opportunities for ad-hoc socialising.

Overall, this conference was a great success. Details atthats of all the talks and slides and papers
for many of them are on the conference web site:
http://ww. | i nuxconf.eu/ 2007/

LCFG workshop report
Sean McGeever

This year's UKUUG Spring Conference featured a talk fromlPaderson on “Mass System Configu-
ration”. Interest in this aspect of system administratias grown with the increasing affordability of and
requirement for large scale deployments; and also fromribwigg maturity of both free and commercial
tools that help to manage such deployments. Paul desigreedfdhe earliest (and now most mature) of
these tools, LCFG — which has been managing a deployment i&f than 1000 nodes in his own School
for more than a decade. As LCFG adoption gathers pace, tHeopaontributors widens, delivering
LCFG support for a wider range of platforms and applications

The University of Edinburgh held a one day tutorial worksleog@System Configuration and LCFG on 13
June 2007 in Edinburgh.

This 1 day workshop targeted would-be adopters of LCFG wighegtical, cost-effective “bootstrap”,
aimed at getting novices over the well-known obstacles tptdn: Namely, the notoriously steep learn-
ing curve; patchy and sometimes outdated documentatiahth@nack of simple examples to enable and
support worthwhile and efficient small-scale deployment.
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As this workshop was the first of its kind on LCFG, the team vggegeful to receive support and guidance
from UKUUG during planning and preparation. This helpedeashat attendees from across the country
experienced a successful and producpivacticalintroduction to LCFG.

The workshop started with an abridged version of Paul’'s UK3Jdlk, in which Paul described the con-
text and rationale for large-scale system configuratiotstd@aul highlighted some of the most common
constraints on effective and efficient large-scale systemagement. In particulachangeandrelation-
shipmanagement emerged as critical factors in the successs# #iforts.

Following Paul’s high-level context-setting, attendeesravled through a series of structured tutorials
using VMPlayer images of a typical LCFG “client” (represegta Fedora Core 5 host). This approach
proved both helpful and efficient, by safely and quickly dimapattendees to practice the basics of the
“LCFG way” of system configuration. Each tutorial built oa iredecessors, giving a logical progression
from the trivial and small-scale to the more complex anddasgale.

Kenny MacDonald (Information Services, University of Bdlimgh) led the first of these sessions, an
introduction to LCFG Basics. This introduced most of the gayts of any LCFG deployment:

¢ the “component” abstraction (each component is defined bytdite containing a set of key/value
pairs representing some kind of system service or resosuich, as a web server);

e the LCFG compiler (which generates, from a defined set of corapt files, a profile for each
LCFG-managed machine);

e the LCFG client/server model (which enables an LCFG seveontrol the installation and up-
dating of LCFG clients by distributing generated or modifgedfiles).

The VMPlayer image conflated this client/server model tesem a “self-hosting” LCFG client (that is,
one whose LCFG server was, in fact, itself). Kenny used thagge to walk attendees through the LCFG
lifecycle:

e modifying a component;
e generating a new profile reflecting this change;
e automatically distributing this new profile to affectedecits.

Subsequent practicals introduced one of the core LCFG coemgs (“File”, delivered by Stephen Quin-
ney); and how to design, build and test new components. Ormpletion of these practicals, attendees
could deploy a new LCFG-managed machine and could creafgesit®@FG components of their own.

The success of this practical-based approach was onlytigligioiled by the lack of time for two af-
ternoon talks from Alastair Scobie (author of the Linux port CFG) on advanced topics (Prescriptive
Management and Site Management). However, the consenaitentiees was that the workshop was
both a practical and efficient first step for new adopters,asala convincing demonstration of the power
and flexibility of the LCFG approach to “Mass System Configjiora.

EuroBSDCon 2007
Sam Smith

EuroBSDCon in Copenhagen in September was an extremelyai@conference, with a wide variety
of topics related to BSD from Europe and beyond. As ever, & wahance for BSD developers, users
and friends to gather, meet each other, and make connecttisa strong programme, and broad base
of support from all the BSDs, the high promise of the confeeedidn’t disappoint.

Highlights of EuroBSDCon included Kirk McKusick giving averview of his 28 years’ work on FFS
and Robert Watson giving a rapid overview of all the novelsigg features in FreeBSD, many of which
Robert at least worked on. Steve Murdoch from the Cambridg@liter Security Lab gave a lively
and highly descriptive talk of fingerprinting hosts througlhck skew, and the impacts and mitigation
required by anonymisation services like Tor on which he workhis led to and involved other timing
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impacts from temperature across “air-gap” boundaries ant@mental impacts (including the amusing
aside that in a building at Cambridge, if you leave the winglawen overnight, the building management
programme will turn the heating on in the morning to warm théding in case the sun doesn’t come
up). A very entertaining session with immediate and sigaificeal world impact, threats and benefits.

Other sessions covered the host failover daemons in OpenBS® and the problems that come from
trying to put wireless links in remote countries across 3@0KUnfortunately, Sam Leffler was ill and

unable to travel to the conference for this talk, so the dsgan arranged for him to record his talk in
Berkeley, and it was downloaded and played on the two langeess (with slides being displayed on the
third). A novel solution to a common problem, which workedsisingly well.

BSD Conferences normally have a “State of the Daemon” sesdi@re the projects get a few minutes to
inform on what they're doing and to cross pollinate ideas &éman’t covered in talks. Taking a different

tack this year, it took the form of a Question and Answer sesgihere the questions were asked of all
the projects, and they all gave their perspective.

The big issue of the moment is the impact of GPL version 3.fBrithe BSD projects have no idea what
those impacts will be. The anti-TIVOisation clauses hagaificant impacts on the potential use of GPL
v3 even in the ports collection, as what is meant by “distebis no longer clear. Packages from the
ports trees (BSD consists of a set of base parts which aréog@ekin a single CVS tree, and then a “ports
collection” which is a set of make files which lets you builddgrackage any third party software) may
well be in contravention of that license; and that’s withoonsideration of the legally enforced security
standards explicitly forbidding what the GPL v3 says you nalas As with any potential problem of this
nature, there are opportunities as well as significant thré&hile losing all GPL v3 software (which is
certainly anything controlled by the FSF, plus additiordtware that chooses to switch), a comment from
George Neville-Neil (part of FreeBSD core) shows the paakppportunities, in that while GPL v2 was
not the preferred license for the BSDs, it was “good enoubat it wasn't generally targeted or resources
prioritised across the projects for proactive removal fritra base source trees. GPL v3 will almost
certainly change that. The upside of this is that there veilahto be a BSD licensed compiler (pcc is how
being actively worked on by OpenBSD, and there are potergj@acements for all tools) and related
tools which are BSD licensed. This will reduce the monogeltof compilers and the other tools where
GPL'ed software is currently the only free choice. A systetriolt doesn't rely on GNU'’s gcc specific
extensions will have a wider range of compiler choices. Thstnobvious impact is some temporary
reductions in the speed of compiled code, although apmitsitwho place a higher value on run speed
will be more likely to be able to choose from the range of comuia¢ compilers (e.g. Intel’s icc) and
potentially get even better performance than from gcc. Qivartage of pcc is that although it produces
executables that are slightly slower in some cases thartgooduces those executables in around 10%
of the time. This significant time saving will directly in@ge the productivity of programmers on BSD.
These licensing changes focusing on embedded uses mattierB&D projects as embedded devices (at
this point an iPhone, which runs Mac OS X, was waved in theaa#)the future of the vast majority of
unix devices — and while Mac OS X and it's BSD heritage mak#gimost successful measurable UNIX,
it is completely dwarfed by the embedded space where sysienishave a keyboard or a monitor, and
you have no idea what they run. Like BSD on the desktop (orRheme), they just work.

Decisions on inclusion of GPL v3 software within ports aréngdo need to be made within weeks (pos-
sibly by the time you read this they will already be public -tiate of writing (Sept 15), they're not
back from the lawyers). It is extremely unfortunate thathbibe FreeBSD and NetBSD Foundations are
having to spend non-trivial sums of money on lawyers to gstdkvice rather than spending their re-
sources on more directly supporting the projects’ aims. & griard action of squabbling while covering
their legal backsides from legal attacks from people whdga®to have the same goals, benefits only
the lawyers. Previously, the projects might have gone t&thfevare Freedom Law Centre, run by Eben
Moglen, although their recent opinion (in the case of tweoBSD-licensed files in the Atheros driver)
suggesting that it is legally permissible to take a BSD lgmshpiece of code, and wrap a GPL round it
without the changes required to make it a derivative works puvery significant hole in any claim of
impartiality towards GPLv3. At the time of writing, the aljed thieves are refusing to back down, and a
formal lawsuit is possible, although not necessarily sasrthe author whose code was relicensed without
permission has until 2047 to file it. While the Atheros drivedeveloped by a number of people often
under dual-licensing regimes in single files, the two filegjurestion here were written by one person,
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who very repeatedly over a number of years as he was askedratistes a weekly basis by individuals
who didn't like the previous answer, always stated that he ma interested in dual licensing his work —
it was BSD only (as is the OpenBSD way).

While this licensing disagreement over two files in one drinaly seem trivial, it threatens the heart of all
the BSDs and all BSD licensed projects. If it is permittedlfiux or other GPL projects to take a piece
of BSD code and simply relicense it under the GPL without ietivey the legal definition of a derivative
work, then all BSD licensed code can go down that street anellmensed. However, that road is one
way — those changes, improvements and fixes can not be |égdlback in to the original projects. This
potentially makes impossible any bilateral sharing betwagen source projects; but has the Linux/GPL
developers saying thank you for your work and offering a lgifimger handshake as “thanks”. Even if
that was legally permissible through a novel reading of #vednd licenses, it could be considered more
than a little morally dubious. While there has been livelyatelover the best license to reach our similar
aims, until now, the choices made by an individual for th@in@ode have always been respected.

Given the concerns over GPL v3, and this issue, licensingiigently getting a significant amount of
attention, and while the BSD projects may not like the GPLig8rises, the embedded market (which
FSF explicitly targeted, the BSD projects are just in thessrire) pro-actively can not use it. This
may bring in significant amount of potential new resources e when they’re needed. One concern
expressed in the room is that there isn’t enough new blood the work, but there is historic BSD code
which can be cleaned up, updated and enhanced, that magei@very significant starting point. If you
doubt this approach is feasible, there’s a little projediedaOpenSSH which followed this route. You
may have heard of it. The collaboration and success of Opén$& testament of what a small group of
people can do when motivated. For more on this developingtitn (which has changed significantly
in the 24 hours since | returned from EuroBSDCon). See thexB$B Journal at

http://ww. undeadl y. or g/

With three annual regional BSD Conferences now very wellldisthed (Europe, Asia and BSDCan for
Canada/USA), there’s significant cross-pollination ofasl@round the globe. This year's conference
was extremely well organised by EurOpen/DKUUG, and BSD-Kh special thanks to Paul Henning-
Kamp and Sidsel Jensen for all their work. With 2008’s coarfiee being in Strasbourg, the 2009 con-
ference will be returning to the UK and Cambridge in 2009, bgdRobert Watson and myself. While
the question “are you mad?” was asked more than once, we twalkafd to the next 2 years. UKUUG's
involvement will be substantial, and there will be many opyities for you to get involved and help if
you're interested.

If you are interested either specifically or genericallygsie contact me on

sans@kuug. org

The interim group organising the event consists of Robets@a(FreeBSD code and the University of
Cambridge), George Neville-Neil (AsiaBSDCon) and myséifoxcan be contacted on

eur obsdcon@dkuug. org

In Memoriam: John W Backus 1924-2007
Alex Aiken

Computing has been such an integral part of everyday lifeddong that many people alive today don't
remember a time when it wasn't so. In the 1950s, digital caemsuvere only a few years old, and very
little of what we take for granted about modern computers l@eh invented. One thing was already
apparent, however: the new, powerful hardware neededlgqaaVerful software if it was to be of use to

anyone, and software was turning out to be surprisinglyadiffj timeconsuming, and expensive to write.

A big part of the problem was that software at the time wastamitdirectly in the machine’s native
assembly language. As anyone who has ever written in asgeblvs, it takes a lot of error-prone
coding to get anything done that way.

John Backus, who was working at IBM at the time, had the ide& phogramming could be greatly
improved if the programmer could write more abstract and feachine-specific commands and if the




news@UK UKUUG Newsletter

program could be organised in a way that seemed more naturalifmans. A special program called a
compiler would take care of translating from the higheeldanguage into the machine’s language. The
obvious problem with this idea, a difficulty that led some tedict it would fail, was the concern that the
translation would end up being much less efficient than afalyevritten assembly program; since ma-
chines were very expensive, computer time was a valuablencutity.

But John was literally a visionary; he had a vision of whatlddie. He led a team that spent three years
(1954-1957) designing and implementing the programminguage and its compiler.

Within a few months of its first release, FORTRAN (for FORmUIRANSslation) was a huge success for
IBM, dramatically improving software productivity. FORPRI was an even greater intellectual triumph,
for it changed forever the way people thought about progremgmomputers and led directly to a surge
of interest in the design and implementation of high-lewshputer languages.

John was also a prototype of the modern computer sciencarobsmanager, an oxymoron if there ever
was one. John always claimed that his contribution to the HRMN project was only breaking up the
chess games after lunch, that really he hadn’t done anytiimgelf.

His characteristic modesty aside, his management stylona®f almost no management at all, taking
only the role of articulating the vision of where the projshbuld go, both to inspire those working with
him and to convince his backers to continue funding the ptoje

The key was to let the project be guided by the technical caim$ of the problem they wanted to solve,
which was poorly understood at the time, and not by a managarly guess at what the solution should
be. It's a great trick, but really quite difficult to pull offince projects of FORTRAN's ambition succeed
only after many failures. It requires both great technidality and a gift for connecting with people to
keep an effort like that on track, but John made it look easy.

After FORTRAN, John went on to invent BNF (or Backus-Naur iayrthe notation used universally
today to describe the syntax of programming languages. stewshas a major force behind the early
development of functional languages, championing evendritevel programming as necessary to move
beyond languages of the FORTRAN era.

For his work he won the Turing Award and the Draper Prize, agnoiany other awards, but he never
stopped being a researcher, always interested in new ichebways to make programming easier and
more useful.

Originally published inlogin: The USENIX Magazine, 32, #3 (Berkeley, CA: USENIX
Association, 2007). Reprinted by permission.

Help everybody love Free standards and Free Software!
Marco Fioretti

Free as in Freedom file formats, computer protocols and aoftare an excellent idea at many levels:
ethical, moral, educational, economical and so on. | amioged of this. Whenever | can, | only use
Free Software and write articles explaining how to use argfiocnise it. | also believe that mainstream
usage of such technologies is an essential component okaaRteadvanced society.

At the same time, however, | am worried every year more thatrdditional way to explain, justify and
advocate Free as in Freedom software has reached a comtimmateau or, if you will, some built-in
limit.

There is nothing wrong in the Gnu Manifesto or in almost afigtical proposals of Richard Stallman,
and of the Free Software Foundation, both of whom | greatpeet. | find, however, that their language

and arguments are as intrinsically right as not applicablerelevant to the great majority of computer
users of today.
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Aren’t Free Digital standards and software a matter of sthgwvil rights and equal opportunities? Sure.
Nevertheless, talking of how beautiful it is to study, impecand share source code was enough when
almost every computer user was an ICT student or profedsiona

Today 95 out of 100 computer users do little more than playagifile holiday pictures or (because they
areforced to do so) write office or school reports. There are very littiags that these people find more
boring than programming or having source code available tla@re is nothing changeable, or wrong, in
this.

Everybody who could be convinced with just the GNU Manifelsés already read it. This, however,
is an age where we also need as soon as possible the votee findth or as consumers) of all those
other people to make Free, open standards and softwarec tmasnstream part of a more free society.
But we’'ll never convince them by assuming that they, too,usthgrogram, file bug reports or write

documentation.

These thoughts are what led me to write pieces like “The sthiegs we're tired of hearing from soft-
ware hackers” or “A Free Software Manifesto for all of us” thh@vailable in the Opinion section of
Digifreedom.net. Those were just starting points, of ceuiide solution | suggest, and the main subject
of this article, is another.

The Family Guide to Digital Freedom

| consider the recent campaign of the Free Software Fowrdtiireach out social activists as a proof that
they share these concerns of mine and, generally, a veriwimitiative. | see two limits in it, however.

One is that software, Free or not, is just one of the many compts, closely linked in ways still ignored
by the general public, of a better world. Mandating the usafgénu/Linux in schools, for example,
would do nothing to fix the current abuses of the copyrightesys Making OpenDocument-compatible
applications the only ones acceptable for Public Admiat&ins is essential, but if certain documents
aren’t published online, how can citizens effectively cohif everything is right?

The other limit of the FSF campaign is the definition of “séaetivists”: from what I've seen so far, it
seems limited to “the ICT staff or maybe also the employetfranally organised groups, big enough
to have their own full time ICT infrastructure”. Again, ndly wrong with this, and the FSF can do it
much better than me: still, this definition leaves out whahéslargest and most ubiquitous category of
social activists of all times, everywhere: parents.

This is why, in the last year, | have published a book and exlazt website to complement the current
efforts. The Family Guide to Digital Freedom is not anotherux Guide for beginners, but something
pretty different: it is a book that gives all parents (anccteas) the real reasons why they should start to
care about Linux and many other things which | call the Digitangers: from copyright to biometrics,
e-voting, software induced pollution, RFID, Net NeutigliDRM, online activism and much more!

In the Guide, things like source code, licenses and simiadaliberately mentioned almost by accident.
The book, which counts just above 200 pages, is divided ings@ short chapters, which prove, through
very practical examples, how all the issues above are @lgged and how ignoring them directly hurts
the budget, civil rights, education opportunities and gatement possibilities of every family.

The problem that we FOSS activists have today is not to teashtb use Gnu/Linux: is how to make
people understand why they should ever bother to listendb &lks in the first place. This is why | have
written the Guide and why, by the way, it is possible to ordapies with a custom back cover which
promotes your LUG or pro-FOSS activity.

The Guide is not a book for FOSS activists: | have done my lesirite the perfect gift that every
FOSS activist could give to non-geeks parents, partnées)ds, room-mates, coworkers and so on, to
make them finally understand why we consider a weekend spemtqting Free Software a worthwhile
activity.

The other half of this project, that is the companion of thenfia Guide to Digital Freedom, is the
Digifreedom.net website: | am building it to be the first plaghere all parents and teachers, starting
from those who still hope that computers had never been fadecan come to figure out why it is bad
to ignore the existence of DRM, Free Software and all thetBigdangers.

10
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Besides excerpts of the book, the visitors of Digifreedanwill be able to meet other parents and
teachers who want to fight those dangers or just share redafegtience. Above all, visitors will find a
lot of useful news and resources to better understand thiebems and fight them.

Right now, such resources include a database of Digitaky Bchools, one of Trashware (associations
which refurbish old computers with Free Software for fagslischools and non-profits) and other mis-
cellaneous links to relevant websites. Over time | plan tha@deast a database of Bad ICT information,
a series of flyers temporarily called “The Fridge copyriginiation cheatsheet” and very short tutorials
(1 or 2 pages maximum) on several arguments.

The first of those tutorial will probably be “How to try Free fSeare and migrate to it without getting
hurt”. A possible outline, just to give an idea of what the irgedom approach is meant to be, is the
following:

e Start using Free Software for Windows.

e Once you're comfortable with it, choose the best version ofifGinux, that is anyone, as long its
online user community is tolerant and friendly with begirme

e Try alive CD of that distribution, without installing anyitiy.

e If, and only if, you like what you see, install that distrimrt: Otherwise, stick to Windows,
but please never ever send proprietary attachments in emaileate web pages unusable with
Gnu/Linux.

The Bad ICT information pages will try to explain how to reaise incompetent reporting in mainstream
press. They will link to articles which give misleading oal wrong information about FOSS, P2P
and so on, briefly explaining what's wrong with them. An ddititled “Hackers attacked public servers
and made them crash”, for example, will earn a caption erplgithe difference between hackers and
crackers. One boasting that “File sharing is illegal”, &zst, will get a “only if the file license forbids it”
note attached.

The Fridge cheatsheets will be lists of short answers anstigms, one for each country, where a FOSS
activist of that country explains what is legal and what nahwligital content and where to complain,
something like:

Q: Can | make a backup copy of my own legally purchased CDs?

A: Not in this country, if the law proposal number XYZ is padse

Q: If I don't like the law, how can | stop it from being approved

A: Write to you Parliament Representative or sign the petiibwww.somewhere.org

Even in this case, the purpose is to help people to firedlgwhat is happening and make informed
decisions about it.

| always welcome feedback about the book, the website ambpeds for future initiatives. Please let me
know what you think at
mar co@li gi freedom net

Google’s Position on OOXML as a Proposed ISO Standard

Introduction

Google is concerned about the potential adoption of MiditesOffice Open XML (OOXML) format as
an ISO standard. Google supports open standards and thed@pament Format (ODF), an existing ISO
standard that has been a driver for innovation. We do nokftihis beneficial to introduce an alternative
standard when the Open Document Format already meets the@odefinitions of an open standard, has
received ISO approval and is in wide use around the world.gl&®concerns about OOXML include,
but are not limited to:
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The limitations on the openness of OOXML format;

The lack of proper review as compared to other ISO standards;

The continued use of binary code tied to platform-specifitfees; and

Unclear licensing terms for third-party implementers.

The following is a Q&A to help clarify Google’s position ondHSO standardisation of OOXML.

Aren’t multiple document standards good? We have PDF and HTML so why not ODF and
OOXML?

Multiple standards are good, but only if they are designeatidress different problems. HTML is a very
simple mark-up language designed for rendering within lseys, while PDF is a display-only format
designed for high-fidelity print output. ODF and OOXML arethalesigned as a format for editable
documents. As such they both address the same problem andtaiompletely overlap. The current
state of file formats for editable documents makes life véificdlt for consumers and vendors of office
productivity software, and is a looming disaster for loegat document storage. Having two mutually
incompatible formats for editable documents will allow therent non-interoperable state of affairs to
continue.

Microsoft has been arguing that OOXML is a good thing as iegiwvendors and customers choice.
Multiple incompatible standards are a bad thing for custoowice, as purchasers of Betamax video
recorders discovered to their cost. Multiple implementagiof a single standard are good for both the
industry and for customers.

If Microsoft wishes to create a document format that is ettde to address the problems of the many
editable legacy documents created in their older propsidtamats Google welcomes them to help ex-
tend the existing ODF ISO standard, in order to add the cépebithey require. Allowing OOXML to
become a parallel ISO standard will propagate the currgatche situation into what is supposed to be a
solution to the problems of long-term document storage.

OOXML is a perfectly good ISO standard. Isn’t this just complaining by other vendors?

In developing standards, as in other engineering proceigsesa bad idea to reinvent the wheel. The
OOXML standard document is 6546 pages long. The ODF standdridh achieves the same goal, is
only 867 pages. The reason for this is that ODF references eftisting ISO standards for such things as
date specifications, math formula markup and many othersekdn office document format standard.
OOXML invents its own versions of these existing standawdsich is unnecessary and complicates the
final standard.

If ISO were to give OOXML with its 6546 pages the same levelasfiew that other standards have seen,
it would take 18 years (6576 days for 6546 pages) to achiewgatable levels of review to the existing
ODF standard (871 days for 867 pages) which achieves the garpese and is thus a good comparison.

Considering that OOXML has only received about 5.5% of theéere that comparable standards have
undergone, reports about inconsistencies, contradgtod missing information are hardly surprising.

Isn’t this standard needed to support the millions of existhg Microsoft Office documents?

OOXML is a brand new format, different from the existing .DQELS and .PPT formats that are widely
used by Microsoft Office. In order to move to an XML-based fatrthese documents will have to
be translated anyway. There is no wide use of OOXML formatudwents on the Web. Counting the
number of documents found by doing Web searches for difftedenument types the older Microsoft
Office formats dominate, but the second most widely useddbimthe existing ISO standard ODF. As
translation is needed anyway it would make more sense tcecoto/ODF, the existing ISO standard for
editable document types.

In addition, if OOXML were necessary to faithfully convehesse legacy documents to an XML format, it
would have to contain the complete specification of theseraldcument formats. Without this OOXML
would be incomplete in its descriptions for an ISO stand&td.specifications for older document for-
mats exist in the OOXML descriptions, and so any argument@@XML is needed for their accurate
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translation is false. Such legacy documents may just alydsestranslated to ODF (as can be seen in the
way some existing ODF implementations handle the imporhefiégacy Microsoft Office file formats).

Doesn't OOXML already have wide industry adoption?

Many companies have announced they will support OOXML, aveisl have announced translators for
the new formats. This is only to be expected, as Microsoftfisagor vendor in the office automation
space. Wide industry support doesn’t necessarily make d g0 standard, although it definitely helps.
What matters more for a good interoperable standard is nmiitipplementations. On this score ODF
is very well served, with around twelve different impleregidns of software that can read and write
ODF files. Most of the OOXML implementations are from partef Microsoft who have contractual
agreements to implement OOXML software.

Multiple independent implementations help a standard reaquicker and become more useful to its
users. It fosters a range of software choices under diffdimamsing models that allow products to be
created and chosen whilst still faithfully adhering to tB®l standard.

Isn't OOXML safe to implement by anyone?

NB. This section is not legal advice from Google. For a fulhlgsis of the OOXML licensing conditions,
please consult a lawyer.

Microsoft has offered an Open Specification Promise coge@®XML which they claim would cover
third party implementations of the standard. See
http://ww. m crosoft.conlinterop/osp/defaul t.nspx

There is considerable legal uncertainty around the scopi@sopromise, which appears only to cover the
exact version of the specification currently published,rmttany future revisions or enhancements. The
legal uncertainty surrounding the scope of this licensatgreeighs heavily against the propriety of ISO
acceptance of the OOXML standard. The existing ODF ISO stahi$ covered by Sun’s “OpenDocu-
ment Patent Statement”, which does not suffer from thesesSee

http://ww. oasi s- open. org/ conm ttees/office/ipr.php

This description of Google’s position on the proposed OOX&tandard is reprinted by
permission.

ext4: the next generation of the ext3 file system
Avantika Mathur, Mingming Cao and Andreas Dilger

Last year, a new Linux file system was born: ext4. A descenaléihie ext3 file system,
ext4 will soon replace ext3 as the “Linux file system”. Extévyides greater scalability
and higher performance than ext3, while maintaining rédligland stability, giving users
many reasons to switch to this new file system. The primary fgoaxt4 is to support
larger files and file systems. Once it is mature, the devedppii4 file system will be
suitable for a greater variety of workloads, from desktopriterprise solutions.

Why Ext4

Among the many file systems Linux offers today, ext3 is thetrpopular, with the largest user base and
development community. Having been designed with stghalitd maintenance in mind makes ext3 a
very reliable file system with relatively good performandéus it has been the default file system in
many commercial Linux distributions for many years.

However, the conservative design of ext3 limits its scéitgténd performance. One of the hard limits
faced by ext3 today is the 16-TB filesystem size maximum. Tiimi has already been reached in large
installations and will soon be hit by desktop users. TodayBlexternal hard drives are readily available
in stores, and disk capacity can double every year.
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Last year, a series of patches were sent to the Linux kerniihgpdist, to address filesystem capacity
and to add extents mapping to ext3. The extent patches wauiskecintrusive changes to the on-disk
format and break forward compatibility for file systems thaed them. In order to maintain the stable
ext3 file system for its massive user base, it was decidedhkdtie ext4 file system from ext3 and address
performance and scalability issues in this new file system.

Why not use a file system such as XFS for this? The answer ishbhakXES code in Linux is very
complex, being burdened with an extra layer of compatibiibde for IRIX. Even with the addition of
the features described here, ext4 is still much smaller aoe mnderstandable than XFS (25k lines vs.
106k lines). Also, there is a considerable investment irsthbility and robustness of the ext3 and e2fsck
code base, most of which will continue to be used for ext4.

What's New in Ext4

Ext4 was included in mainline Linux version 2.6.19. The fijstem is currently in development mode,
titted ext4ddev, explicitly warning users that it is not rgaidr production use. There are many new
features in the ext4 road map under development and tesBogne of the features in progress may
continue to change the filesystem layout. Any future charagsvith the current ones, will be protected
by appropriate feature flags so that existing kernelse®ids pr ogs will be able to know whether it

is safe to mount a given ext4 file system. Once the layout idised, ext4 will be converted from
development to stable mode. At that point, ext4 will be stabid available for general use by all users
in need of a more scalable and modern version of ext3.

The initial version of the ext4 file system includes two new f@atures: extent support and 48-bit block
numbers. Combined, these features support larger fileragstad better performance on large files.

Extent support

The ext3 file system uses the traditional indirect block niagscheme, which is efficient for small
or sparse files but causes high metadata overhead and pdampemnce when dealing with large files,
especially on delete and truncate operations. To addrisdssbe, ext4 uses extent mapping as an efficient
way to represent large contiguous files.

An extent is a single descriptor that represents a range migtmus blocks. A single extent in ext4
can represent up to 128 MB. Four extents can be stored difiedthe inode structure. That is generally
sufficient for small to medium contiguous files, but for veayde or highly fragmented files, an extents
tree is created to efficiently look up the many extents reguir

Extents mapping improves performance on large files, suchp®s DVD, video, or database files, as it
is tuned toward allocating large contiguous blocks. Extdming about a 25% throughput gain in large
sequential I1/O workloads when compared with ext3. A similarformance gain was also seen on the
Postmark benchmark, which simulates a mail server, withigelaumber of small to medium files. With
extents the metadata is more compact, causing greatlyeddCieU usage.

Although the indirect block and extents mapping schemesammpatible, both are supported by ext4,
and files can be converted between the two formats. Thisdsisied further in the migration section.

Large file system support

The first issue addressed in ext4 is the filesystem capanity IBecause ext3 uses 32 bits to represent
block numbers and has a default 4k block size, the file systdimited to a maximum of 16 TB. Ext4
uses 48-hit block numbers. In theory this allows it to supdeEB (1-million-TB) file systems. This
change was made in combination with the extents patcheshwisie 48-bit physical block numbers in
the extents structure. Other metadata changes, such as supler-block structure, were also made to
support the 48-bit block number.

In order to support more than 32-bit block numbers in thenaling block layer (JBD), JBD2 was forked
from JBD at the same time that ext4 was cloned. There is als& waderway to add checksumming
to the journal in JBD2 to validate this critical metadataextavery time. Currently, JBD2 is only used
by ext4, but eventually both 32-bit and 64-bit Linux file syrsis will be able to use JBD2 for journaling
support.
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One may question why we chose 48-bit block numbers ratharttiearound 64 bits. Although it is possi-
ble to design for 64-bit ext4 file systems, this is impradtioday because of reliability and serviceability
problems. Having full 64-bit physical and logical block nioens would have meant that fewer extents
could fit within the inode (2 vs. 4) for only very theoreticaigs. It would take 119 years at today’s
speeds to run e2fsck on even a 248-block file system. The extdlapers will focus their efforts on
improving the reliability aspects before worrying aboubadretical size limit.

What's Next

The increased file system capacity created by the 48-biklslambers and extent mapping features that
are currently in ext4 will provide many new features in thadanap. These features are focused on
enhancing ext4 scalability, reliability, block placemeamid performance.

An ext4 git tree is hosted at

git://git.kernel.org/pub/scnlinux/kernel/git/tytsolext4 The tree contains the series of patches
in line for ext4. Up to date information on new ext4 featugstch sets, and development discussion can
be found at the ext4 wiki page,

http://ext4.wki.kernel.org/

Block allocation enhancements

Fragmentation is a key factor affecting filesystem perforcea The following features in the ext4 road
map attempt to address performance by avoiding or decggésigmentation. This is essential for the
efficient use of extents and maximising performance on mobigh-bandwidth storage.

Persistent preallocation

Applications such as large databases often write zeros te fofiguaranteed and contiguous filesystem
space reservation. Persistent preallocation in ext4 atkaca contiguous set of blocks for a file without
the expensive zero-out. The preallocated extents contiig apecifying that the blocks are uninitialised.
These uninitialised extents are protected from undesixpdsare of their contents through read opera-
tions. A new system cal§ys_f al | ocat e, is planned to be added to the Linux kernel, and the existing
posi x_fal | ocat e library is being modified. These interfaces can be used bysusespecify the
portion of the file to preallocate.

Delayed allocation and multiple block allocation

The ext3 block allocation scheme is not very efficient fobediting extents, as blocks are allocated
one by one during write operations, so ext4 will use delayataion and multiple block mechanisms
to efficiently allocate many blocks at a time and contributeatoiding fragmentation. With delayed
allocation, block allocations are deferred to page flustetirather than during the write operation. This
avoids unnecessary block allocation for short-lived filad @rovides the opportunity to queue many
individual block allocation requests into a single request

The multiple block allocation feature uses a buddy datecsire to efficiently locate free extents and
allocates an entire extent referencing multiple blocktherathan allocating one at a time. Combined,
delayed allocation and multiple block allocation have bglemwn to significantly reduce CPU usage and
improve throughput on large I/O. Performance testing shte®8% throughput gain for large sequential
writes and 7-10% improvement on small files (such as thoseigamail-server-type work-loads).

Online defragmentation

Even though there are techniques in place to attempt to dileiftagmentation, with age, a file system
can still become highly fragmented. The online defragnt@ntdool is designed to defragment individual
files or an entire file system. The defragmentation is perfotioy creating a temporary inode, using
multiple block allocation to allocate contiguous blockstthe inode, reading all data from the original
file to the page cache, then flushing the data to disk and riigrtite newly allocated blocks over to the
original inode.

Scalability enhancements

Besides enlarging the overall file system capacity, theeenzany other scalability features planned for
ext4.
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Although ext3 has support for different inode sizes, theadkfinode structure size is 128 bytes, with
little extra room to support new features. In ext4, the difamode size will be enlarged to 256 bytes.
This will provide space for the new fields needed for the pahfeatures, nanosecond time stamps, and
inode versioning. The latter is a counter incremented oh &cmodification that will be used by NFSv4
(network file system) to keep track of file updates.

By using a larger inode size in ext4, the EA-in-inode feattae be enabled by default. This feature is
also available in ext3, but because of the smaller defaotérsize it is not widely used. EA-in-inode
stores extended attributes (EAS) directly in the inode boagking EA access much faster. The faster
EA access can greatly improve performance, sometimes byir2e3, for those using SELinux, ACLs,
or other EAs. Additional EAs, which don't fit in the inode bodye stored in a single filesystem block.
This limits the maximum EA capacity per file to 4k. In ext4,thés a plan to remove this limit by storing
large EAs in afile.

To address directory scalability, the directory indexiegtfire, available in ext3, will be turned on by
default in ext4. Directory indexing uses a specialized &iiike structure to store directory entries, rather
than a linked list with linear access times. This signifiaimhproves performance on certain applications
with very large directories, such as Web caches and maésystising the Maildir format. Performance
improvements were often by factors of 50-100, in particédardirectories with more than 10,000 files.

An additional scalability improvement is eliminating th2,800 subdirectory limit in ext4.

Support for larger files, extending beyond the 2-TB limite &m the road map. There is interest in
efficiently supporting large numbers of files, surpassireg4kbillion limit, which implies 64-bit inode
numbers and dynamic inode tables. Because of the potemiiiabive on-disk format changes involved,
plans and design aspects are still on the drawing board.

Faster repair and recovery

Afile system is not very useful if it cannot be repaired or rezed in a reasonable amount of time. As the
filesystem size grows, the e2fsck time becomes unbearaliagtfrom minutes to years depending on

the filesystem size. This issue is more prevalent for exté, @ support larger file systems. Although

the ext4 journaling support tries to avoid the need for filstsgn recovery as much as possible, in the
event of a disk error e2fsck is still necessary.

The e2fsck tool scans the whole file system, regardless othe@henly a small part of it is being used.
With a little more information about the file system, e2fsauld skip those unused block groups or
inode structures. The uninitialised block groups featwesia flag in the block group to mark whether it
is uninitialised. Once it is written to, watermarks are utseHeep track of the last used inode structures.
Any uninitialised block groups or inodes are not scanned2igak, which greatly reduces the run time.
This feature can speed up e2fsck dramatically, reducingdimes to 1/2 to 1/10 of the original run time,
depending on how the file system is used. The flags markingck lgjmup uninitialised and the high
watermark are checksummed. If there is ever corruptiorsod2kill fall back to the slower, but safer, full
scan for that block group. As new features are added to ex¢duder tools, e2fsprogs, will be updated
correspondingly.

Migration from Ext3 to Ext4

Compatibility between ext4 and existing ext3 file systenstiegen maintained as much as possible. Even
though ext4 has changed some parts of the on-disk formatpdssible to take advantage of many of the
ext4 features, such as extents, delayed allocation, neubijpock allocation, and faster e2fsck, without
requiring a backup and restore.

There is an upgrade path from ext3 that allows existing filtesys to start using ext4 immediately,
without requiring a lengthy downtime. Users can mount arstaxg ext3 file system as ext4, and all
existing files are still treated as ext3 files. Any new filesated in this ext4 file system will be extent-
mapping-based. There is a flag in each individual file to iadiovhether it is an ext3 file (indirect
mapped) or ext4 file (extent mapped).

There is also a way to do a systemwide migration. A set of isalader development to migrate an entire
file system from ext3 to ext4, which includes transferrindiiact files to extent files and enlarging the
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inode structure to 256 bytes. The first part can be perfornmidevin combination with online defrag-
mentation. This tool will perform the conversion from ext3ext4 while simultaneously defragmenting
the file system and files, and it will have the option of corimgronly part of the file system. Resizing
the inodes must be performed offline, and this can be donenjuction with converting files to extent
mapping. In this case the whole file system is scanned, aqmph@mckup is done to prevent data loss if
the system crashes during the migration.

Users who are hesitant to migrate to ext4 immediately caioogity format their ext3 file system with
large inodes (256 bytes or more) to take advantage of thenEHAeide feature today and nanosecond
timestamps if they migrate to ext4. This would avoid the nteedb an offline migration step to resize the
inodes.

There is also a downgrade path from ext4 to ext3, with a metihodnvert the extent files back to indirect
mapping files. In the case that users prefer to go back to the$,can mount the ext4 file system with
thenoext ent s mount option, copy the extent-based ext4 files to new filesamee these over the old
extents, usé unef s to clear thd NCOVPAT _EXTENTS flag, and then remount as an ext3 file system.

Conclusion

As we have discussed, a tremendous amount of work has gantheext4 file system, and this work is
ongoing. As we stabilise the file system, ext4 will becomeadalé for production use, making it a good
choice for a wide variety of workloads. What was once essigntiasimple file system has turned into
an enterprise-ready modern file system, with a good balahseatability, reliability, performance, and
stability. Eventually ext4 will replace ext3 as the defduiltux file system.

Originally published inlogin: The USENIX Magazine, 32, #3 (Berkeley, CA: USENIX
Association, 2007). Reprinted by permission.

Innovation
Peter H Salus

Brief judicial note: On 10 August 2007, Judge Dale Kimbaledithat “the court con-
cludes that Novell is the owner of the UNIX and UnixWare coglts” (i.e. not the SCO
Group). This effectively blows the entire SCO v Novell case of the water (though
there are a few bits still wriggling) and guts the SCO v IBMe&a$/nfortunately, | am
certain that appeals will be forthcoming, as neither theef§ of the now-bankrupt com-
pany nor the legal team are eager to face the various swots §tockholders where both
groups are concerned or from the officers where the bar isecnad). [| am writing this
in mid-August. Stay tuned for more legal flailing. (Oops! lane*legal filing”.) — PHS]

For 300 years, from the Statute of Anne on, copyrights anémathave intended to assure that the
creative endeavours of individuals are protected.

In The Economisfor 4 August 2007, | read:
[llnnovation and the knowledge-based economy are all the.r&ince June innovation
has been enshrined, along with universities and skillshénformal title of a ministerial
department.

It started me thinking.

On a purely etymological level, to innovate is to bring in ®thing new. Innovation, then, is the act of
bringing in something new. Whil#&novareoccurs in Latin, it only comes into use in English in the 16th
Century.

Though employed, it was rare. H.L. Menckerhé American Languagé936) thinks it still “on proba-
tion”, not fully a part of the language.
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Over the past decade or so, the word “innovation” has beernogenh ever more frequently, but with no
gain in clarity. In fact, I'm not quite certain any more whaetword means and what it refers to.

David Katz wrote me

I distinguish between invention and innovation as follows:

Invention is the creation of something new, either a thin@moridea that did not exist
before, or a new arrangement of previously existing elem#hat serves a new purpose.
Innovation is the incremental improvement of an inventiéollowing these principles,
an invention is deserving of (limited) intellectual profygprotections, while innovations
are not.

Writing a song is an invention; creating a new arrangemerft@gbng is an innovation.
Writing a novel is an invention; re-editing it or reissuinginta different format is an
innovation. Lotus 1-2-3 was an invention; Excel is an infimra

Henry William Chesborough@pen Innovation: The New Imperative for Creating and Prafitirom
Technology 2005), writes about running R&D organisations in what hiaks of as a more open way.
That s, balancing internal R&D with the acquisition of tlesults of external (= others’) R&D. He seems
to think, for instance, that IBM invented “open innovatiowith the beginning of the Internet in the
1990s. Chesborough also seems to think that PARC was an Ri&iDefa

A decade earlier, Eric von Hippel'she Sources of Innovatiofl994) seems to assert that innovation is
“process innovation” and that it is something managed byufsturers. Innovation, he argues, will take
place where there is greatest economic benefit to the inoio\#ts I'll point out later, von Hippel's point
of view has changed over the years.)

I'll get to several recent books on innovation later in thisay, but it's important to understand that
whereas Francis Bacon (1561-1626) seems to believe thatations just come about — “As the births
of living creatures at first are ill-shapen, so are all inrimres, which are the births of time.” — Charles
Babbage (1791-1871) believed that innovation was the impigation of invention. [Yeghat Charles
Babbage.] And Norbert Wiener (1894-1964) believed thaatirigy and invention were the spurs to
innovation. (Clearly Babbage and Wiener would agree wittzRa

On a more contemporary level, we have Steve Jobs: “Innavalistinguishes between a leader and a
follower” and Woody Allen: “If you're not failing every nowrad again, it's a sign you're not doing
anything very innovative.”

But neither Steve nor Woody helps us as to what innovatioMight Bill Gates do better? On 3 March
1998 he said: “Innovation depends on freedom to move cotigtaom one frontier to the next”, to the
US Senate Judiciary Committee. And two years later (7 Mayp6@ declared:

The symbiotic nature of software development may not beas/butside the industry,
but it is a phenomenon that has produced enormous consumefitee Windows and
Office — working together and drawing on each other’s featared innovations — have
improved personal computing for millions.

Of course, we may have a few problems with this, for on 1 Maifdhis year, the EU issued a statement

In acknowledging the work of its designated trustee, Dr.| Bairett, the EU said it ex-
amined 160 Microsoft claims to patented technologies, amdladed that among those,
only four may deserve to claim “a limited degree of innovatio

Ah, well. But Gates’ successor may help us here.

On 27 July 2007, CNET reported Steve Ballmer, the PresideMiarosoft, as saying “We are hell-bent
and determined to allocate the talent, the resources, timeynthe innovation to absolutely become a
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powerhouse in the ad business.” | am certain this was intet@lenean something. But | have no idea
what devoting innovation “in the ad business” might involve

Recently, the US Supreme Court (in 550 US 04-1350 KSR Int!I\Coeleflex Inc.; the decision is dated
April 30, 2007) that:

We build and create by bringing to the tangible and palpadddity around us new works
based on instinct, simple logic, ordinary inferences,aoxinary ideas, and sometimes
even genius. These advances, once part of our shared krgeyidefine a new threshold
from which innovation starts once more. And as progressimggg from higher levels of
achievement is expected in the normal course, the resuliedafary innovation are not
the subject of exclusive rights under the patent laws.

In this, | think the US Supreme Court reveals itself to be etde Bacon and Wiener than to the more
mercantile authors/speakers.

Though | realise that this piece is far more laden with aitadi that most of my writings, I'm hoping
that I've not driven every reader away. For | have a handfukoént books | want to mention — all with
“innovat-" in their titles. And some are quite good, thougky may not have much “innovation” in their
contents.

Though | admire much of his work, Clayton M. Christensen igienp employer of today’s vocabulary
item. In 1997, hisThe Innovator’'s Dilemmappeared; in 2003, he was co-authorTdfe Innovator’s
Solution, in 2005, he wrote the foreword teast Innovation

The Innovator’s Dilemméds about corporate adaptation to “disruptive technologyhough he employs
the term quite frequently, Christensen nowhere creditsploSchumpeter’s creation of “creative destruc-
tion” in 1942 - the process of transformation that accomgaimnovation.) The Innovator’s Solution
concerns “creating and sustaining successful growth& gt readrast Innovation

2004 brought médnnovation and its Discontentsy Adam B. Jaffe and Josh Lerner, a fascinating and
insightful examination of the patent process and just horgKbn” it is. Jaffe and Lerner believe that the
patent system is what made American industry great in the d9d early 20th centuries. They are right.
But, unfortunately they confine themselves to the US patgstem and ignore copyright as well as most
of the world outside the USA. (They do mention Clinton’s att@mment of WIPO when opposed by the
patent bar.) But | remain unconvinced that the “system” egées “innovation and progress”.

In 2005, Eric von Hippel brought ol@emocratizing Innovatiara truly interesting brief look at the effects
of the free- and open-software movements as well as somesiiyproducts”. | think that von Hippel
is right as to the importance of what he calls “user innovétioBut I'd prefer to think of it as “user
development”.

And this (finally, you sigh) brings me back to my first point: weer-use “innovator”, “innovation”,
and “innovative” beyond reasonable bounds. A too-fregydrandled coin becomes worn and loses its
features. So too the words of the language.

But The Myths of Innovatiorby Scott Berkum (2007) employs innovation in its title aneduently in
its text, and renders the word nearly featureless. But Beiktmyths” are of a substance nearer to jelly
than to a solid.

Berkum devotes time and energy to debunking th