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Abstract—Open source development, to a great extent, is a
type of social movement in which shared ideologies play critical
roles. For participants of open source development, ideology
determines how they make sense of things, shapes their thoughts,
actions, and interactions, enables rich social dynamics in their
projects and communities, and hereby realizes profound impacts
at both individual and organizational levels. While software
engineering researchers have been increasingly recognizing ideology’s importance in open source development, the notion
of “ideology” has shown significant ambiguity and vagueness,
and resulted in theoretical and empirical confusion. In this
article, we first examine the historical development of ideology’s
conceptualization, and its theories in multiple disciplines. Then,
we review the extant software engineering literature related to
ideology. We further argue the imperatives of developing an
empirical theory of ideology in open source development, and
propose a research agenda for developing such a theory. How
such a theory could be applied is also discussed.
Index Terms—Ideology, open source development, empirical
theory, literature review

I. I NTRODUCTION
Since the 1990s, open source software development has
gained momentum in the world of software development, and
brings a radical change in the software landscape [1]. In
contrast to traditional commercial software, which is usually
developed by a group of designated developers in a commercial company, and delivered to clients, open source software is
a collective product by a group of developers who voluntarily
contribute their time and effort, the source code is usually
publicly open, and everyone could freely use and distribute
with particular licenses.
Open source development is not merely a different software
development paradigm, it is much more than that [2]. To a
great extent, it is a social movement having profound implications beyond the technical realm [3]. Researchers in the social
sciences have long acknowledged the critical role of ideology
in driving social movements [4]–[6]. For instance, Leveille
[7] offered a detailed case study of how ideology shaped
the dynamic of the Occupy Wall Street (OWS) movement
between the fall of 2011 and 2012. Moreover, sociologists
often argue that the most significant feature of the process
of a social movement is the diffusion and evolution of the
underlying ideology [8]. Thus, by analogizing to many other
social movements, it is fair to argue that ideology plays a
vital role in driving the open source movement’s development
through ideologically coherent social forces. While in this
process, its connotation and denotation also evolve.

At the micro-level, ideology matters to individual’s choices
and decisions [9]. We have long known that a substantial
amount of people’s decisions, to name a few, voting for which
politician [10], buying environmentally friendly products [11],
marrying someone sharing similar religious ideology [12], are
determined by ideologies. Also, in an organization, ideology
determines individuals’ participation [13]. Imagine a scenario
where newcomers are considering which OSS project to join.
They might not only choose the project with the skill set they
are familiar with, but also prefer the project with a community
sharing the same interests as themselves, e.g., building an
inclusive project community, encouraging everyone to share
and study the code, which is the ideology of the project
community.
Given the importance of ideology in open source development at the macro-, meso-, and micro-level, it is striking to
find that the ideology(ies) in open source development has not
yet received much attention in the software engineering (SE)
literature (see our brief literature review in Section V). One
of the main reasons for the lack of ideology research in SE
may be the inherited vagueness of the conceptualization of
“ideology.” In this article, we attempt to clarify the concept of
ideology by summarizing its historical development, revealing
its plural meanings and approaches, examining the extant
SE literature related to it, and finally connecting it with
open source development. Thus, we argue the necessity of
developing an empirical theory around ideology in the context
of open source development. A research approach is proposed
accordingly. We also blueprint some future implications of the
empirical theory to be developed.
The rest of this article proceeds as follows. Section II
presents a brief history of the concept of ideology. Section III
and IV overview the theories of ideology and organizational
ideology in social sciences. Section V offers a literature review
of ideology-related work in software engineering. Section VI
presents our approach towards the empirical theory of OSS
ideology, and the implications are discussed in Section VII.
Section VIII concludes the article.
II. A B RIEF H ISTORY OF I DEOLOGY
A. Origin of the Concept of “Ideology”
The term “ideology” has a circuitous history [14], and it
has been used by different people with various meanings for
over two centuries, in the areas of social science, political
analysis, etc. French philosopher Destutt de Tracy first used

the term “ideology” in 1796. He proposed a new project of
systematic analysis of ideas and sensations and argued that,
instead of the things themselves, we could only know the
ideas formed by our sensation of them, which is our scientific
knowledge. Thus, ideology at that time was a “science of
ideas”, originally a positive, useful and rigorous concept [15],
which de Tracy considered as “the pre-eminent science that
would facilitate progress in human affairs” [14], corresponding
with the spirit of the Enlightenment. Later, he extended the
scope of ideology to the social and political areas, analyzing
the experience, feeling, thinking, etc. The focus of ideology
also shifted to the ideas themselves, instead of the science of
ideas at the beginning, and ideology became gradually abstract
and illusory ideas [14].
Napoleon Bonaparte criticized the idea of ideology in the
political context at the time. He argued that ideology intended
to determine political principles based on abstract reasoning,
which would encourage rebellion actually. Thus, the concept
of ideology was viewed as a political threat from republicanism, and he also blamed it for the collapse of his empire.
With de Tracy’s exploration and Napoleon’s opposition, the
term “ideology” emerged and started its circuitous history and
fuzzy life.
B. Marx’s Contribution to Ideology
Karl Marx played a critical and unique role in the development of the concept of ideology [16]. Marx studied de
Tracy’s work and Napoleon’s negative view on ideology when
he was in Paris. Initially, he followed Napoleon’s attack on the
ideology, and utilized it to criticize the ideas of the “Young
Hegelians.” In The German Ideology, Marx argued that their
views are “ideological”, and they overestimated the value and
role of ideas in history and social life [17]. Furthermore, Marx,
along with Engels, also considered the concept of ideology in
a more general perspective, analyzing the production and the
relations between classes. Thus ideology serves a systematic
role in Marx’s theoretical framework, and refers to “the ideas
of the ruling class”. In his well-known work Manifesto of the
Communist Party, Marx explained the socio-economic transformation, unmasked the ideological forms of consciousness
of the dominant class in the society, and anticipated the victory
of proletariat ideology, with the demise of bourgeois ideology.
The concept of ideology had a giant leap and advanced to a
higher level with the unique contribution of Marx, which also
influences the development of it in the modern era.
C. Modern and Post-modern Development
Since Marx, the concept and discussion of ideology are
widely viewed in terms of its roots in individual and group
interests. It has been used in many fields of social science, and
has been developed with rich interpretations, not just limited
to Marxism. As Marx took over the concept of ideology from
Napoleon, it had a negative sense in most of his work. One of
the major tendencies in modern and post-modern development,
however, was neutralizing the concept of ideology [14].

The neutralization was first started by some Marxists
when Marxist social movements in Europe had challenges
in particular social-historical circumstances. Lenin faced the
polarized political situation in Russia, and he intended to
combat the bourgeois ideology and realize the revolution,
thus he elaborated “socialist ideology”, and Lukaćs, facing a
similar situation in the working-class movement, emphasized
the importance of “proletarian ideology”, which both helped
the proletarian class understand their situation and class consciousness [18]. In both Lenin and Lukaćs’s work, the concept
of ideology is generalized–the ideas to express the interests of
the major classes, not associating with a strong negative sense
[14].
Besides Marxists, other scholars also contributed to the neutralization process. Different from Marxists, Karl Mannheim
did not view ideology as a weapon of a class for the revolution; he considered it as a method of research in social
and intellectual history, which is similar to de Tracy’s idea,
referring to “the sociology of knowledge” [14]. He intended to
use his new approach to analyze all the factors that influence
thought or idea in the social context, which was called the
general formation of the total conception of ideology [14].
In “La production de l’idéologie dominante”, Pierre Bourdieu
and Luc Boltanski offer critical insights into the principal characteristics and functions of ideologies in advanced capitalist
societies [19]. For example, they argue that ideology’s primary
function is to “orient an action or a set of action”, which
indicates the shift from ideology’s theoretical dimensions to
practical dimensions in real-life situations.
With the circuitous history of development, the term “ideology” has been embodied with rich interpretations, and the
concept of ideology tends to be general and abstract, also
vague and ambiguous at times. However, it becomes clear
that the contemporary uses of ideology have already deviated
from the original emphasis on conflicts and tensions among
social classes, and come to have considerable overlap with its
(social) psychological impacts on individual and groups, and
their actions. We will introduce some representative ideology
theories in the next section.
III. T HEORIES OF I DEOLOGY
A. Marxian Theories of Ideology
Ideology is referred to in various context with multiple
conceptions in Marx’s work. Thompson summarized them as
polemical, epiphenomenal, and latent conceptions in general
[14]. First, the polemical conception of ideology was derived
when Marx criticized the “Young Hegelians”, which could
be defined as “a theoretical doctrine and activity which erroneously regards ideas as autonomous and efficacious and
which fails to grasp the real conditions and characteristics
of social-historical life” [14]. Although this conception is a
negative view inherited from Napoleon, Marx developed it
beyond the original scope, where the ideas should be emerged
based on the practice of activity, instead of autonomy.
Marx and Engels intended to empower the ideology a
more general role in the socio-historical analysis, which is

the epiphenomenal conception. This conception of ideology is
defined as “a system of ideas that expresses the interests of
the dominant class but represents class relations in an illusory
form” [14]. Generally, ideology reflects the ruling class’s ideas
at the particular historical period, and the relations of different
classes in the society perceived by the ruling class. This
conception is the result of the examination on the production
and the diffusion of ideas during the movement of capitalist.
And the Marxism theory proposed in the Manifesto is around
the epiphenomenal conception, which guides the proletariat
with the knowledge and experience to understand the class
consciousness, become the revolutionary class, and emerge in
the new era.
Furthermore, Thompson also categorized the latent conception in Marx’s work, which is “a system of representations
which serves to sustain existing relations of class domination
by orientating individuals towards the past rather than the
future, or towards images and ideals which conceal class relations and detract from the collective pursuit of social change”
[14]. This conception mainly characterizes the phenomena
of symbolic life in the society, such as slogans and traditions, which are not explicitly presented in the epiphenomenal
conception. Marx analyzed them because these symbols play
a significant role in orienting people to specific directions,
although they are not abstract enough.
Other Marxists, such as Lenin and Lukaćs, inherited Marx’s
theory and also further developed the theory, with “socialist
ideology”, “proletarian ideology”, etc. However, the conception of ideology remains consistent. In general, ideology could
be defined as “the prevailing ideas of an age” [16], which ideas
reflect the interests of the dominant class in various aspects,
such as laws and literature. Moreover, Marxian theories shed
light on the dominant class in the future.
B. Non-Marxian Theories of Ideology
Non-Marxists’ theories of ideology cover a wide spectrum
in politics, social science, philosophy, etc. Mannheim’s work
is representative among them. In his theory, the conception
of ideology is “the interwoven systems of thought and modes
of experience which are conditioned by social circumstances
and shared by groups of individuals, including the individuals
engaged in ideological analysis” [14], which is the general
formation of the total conception of ideology. His theory aims
to provide “a revised view of the whole historical process”
[20], and ideology is considered as “the systems of thoughts
or ideas” that are socially situated and collectively shared, and
the analysis is the study of how the ideology is influenced by
the social and historical circumstances [14]. And Mannheim
found various social factors that could influence the ideology,
such as location and generation of the class [21].
However, Mannheim’s theory also causes ambiguity. On the
one hand, he emphasized the generalization of ideology due
to the limitation of earlier theories of ideology and applied
his research method in a social and historical context. On the
other hand, he tried to avoid using the term “ideology” to refer
to the sociology of knowledge, and acknowledged that some

problems still exist with the general conception of ideology
[20].
C. Two Ways to Approach “Ideology”
In general, there are two ways to approach “ideology”,
i.e., cognitive and social [16]. Regarding the cognitive way,
ideology characterizes the basis of the social representations,
such as ideas and beliefs, terms used in cognitive science.
First, ideas and beliefs are the product of thinking, or the
objects/processes in the mind [16]; they could be values,
opinions, knowledge, norms, etc. We use ideas and beliefs
to perceive the objects around us. For example, “5>2” could
be considered as a belief, which is the result of thinking in
mathematics, and also becomes our common sense. However,
ideas and beliefs are subjective; hence they could be true or
false, right or wrong, good or bad [16]. For example, the
statement, “the earth is the center of the solar system,” is a
valid belief, even though it has been proven to be wrong by
science. Generally, the cognitive way to approach “ideology”
is as an individual’s ideas or beliefs about particular things.
Besides the cognitive way, the other way to approach
“ideology” is the social way. On the one hand, ideology
emerges within social groups, through the interaction and
communication among the members of the group, e.g., what
kind of people could become a member of the group. When
most of the members reach an agreement on particular things,
these usually become part of the ideology. On the other
hand, ideology is the things that are shared by the whole
group in common, also reflects the common interests of the
group. For example, increasing the benefit could be one of the
common interests shared by the workers in union organization.
Therefore, ideology is the product of the collective effort [16],
and could be approached by the social way.
However, the two ways are neither opposite nor separate
when approaching “ideology”. Indeed, cognitive and social
ways define ideology at different levels; individuals’ social
representations (ideas and beliefs) characterize ideology at the
micro-level, while the interests of the social groups capture
ideology at the meso/macro-level. The individual’s ideas and
beliefs could be considered as an initial set of ideology; then
they interact with others who also have similar ideas and
beliefs, later they could reach an agreement and share the
common interests as a whole group. Hence, a general concept
of ideology is intertwined with both cognitive and social ways,
which is “the basis of the social representations shared by
members of a group” [16], and in this article, we use this
definition in the study of OSS ideology.
IV. O RGANIZATIONAL I DEOLOGY
Since the late 1950s, the concept of “ideology” started
gaining popularity in many social science fields [22]. One of
such field that is particularly relevant to our inquiry is that of
organizational behaviors in management studies. This strand
of work is usually referred to as “organizational ideology.” As
a pioneer in this area, Reinhard Bendix [23] studied the social
relations in four centuries to identify the nature, origins, and

consequences of “managerial ideologies”, an early notion of
“organizational ideology.” He defined such ideologies as “all
ideas which are exposed by or for those who seek authority in
economic enterprises, and which seek to explain and justify
that authority.” Obviously, Bendix’s definition is strongly
influenced by the Marxist traditions in sociology.
Later, management scholars gradually developed the concept of ideology with distinct discrepancies to sociological
traditions. In short, the construct of organizational ideology
has shifted from political-economic propositions to shared
norms, beliefs, and values by an organization’s members at
both fundamental and operative levels [24]. Such a conceptual
adaptation formed the basis for organization behavior scholars
to derive new understandings and insights, which effectively
connected individuals at the micro-level and organizations
at the meso-level. They found that the consensual nature of
ideologies may bring people together around organizational
actions and thus result in certain competitive advantages [25].
However, the fundamental and operative ideologies may not be
logically consistent or even contradict each other. Abravanel
[26] uses the FBI as an example, i.e., while its fundamental
ideology claims that “the FBI is on the side of goodness”, its
operative ideology allows various misuse of power. This example suggests that the presence of organizational ideologies
may yield rich and complex organizational dynamics, making
it is hard to reason the relationship between ideology and other
organizational constructs, e.g., organizational outcomes.
Under the umbrella of organizational ideology, researchers
have used the theoretical lens of ideology to study many
aspects of organizations at both individual and organization levels [27]–[30], to name a few, organizational cohesion, performance, structure, innovation, social responsibility, knowledge sharing, individual social action, engagement,
and so on. Despite having many informal features, OSS
projects/communities are also organizations. Organizational
scholars have already been paying attention to ideology in OSS
[31]. The extant work in organizational ideology would inform
OSS researchers in software engineering the complex interactions among multi-facet ideologies, actions, and organizational
constructs and provide models for developing micro-/mesolevel theories through rigorous empirical methods. Moreover,
the missing link between organizations (meso-level) and society (macro-level) asks for researchers to be sensitive and
vigilant in theory development.
V. I DEOLOGY-R ELATED W ORK IN S OFTWARE
E NGINEERING
In this section, we report a brief literature survey about the
studies related to ideology in software engineering; both the
paper selection process and the literature survey result will be
presented in this section.
In this literature survey, we would like to gain insights into
three questions as follows:
• How is the term “ideology” defined in SE literature?
• What are the overall trend of ideology-related work in
SE literature?

•

What are the focuses of ideology-related work in SE
literature?

A. Paper Selection
To build an understanding of ideology-related studies in SE,
we conduct a literature survey on the papers published over
the past five years, i.e., 2016-2020, and the paper selection
process is as follows:
1) Venue Selection: We select papers from four top-tier
conferences and journals in SE, i.e., the International Conference on Software Engineering (ICSE), the ACM Joint
European Software Engineering Conference and Symposium
on the Foundations of Software Engineering (ESEC/FSE), the
IEEE Transactions on Software Engineering (TSE), and the
ACM Transactions on Software Engineering and Methodology
(TOSEM). Regarding ICSE, we include all papers from the
main track, and also include the papers from the Software
Engineering in Practice (SEIP) and the Software Engineering
in Society (SEIS) tracks, because papers from these tracks are
also full research papers and often focus on the human or
social aspects in SE, which could be potentially relevant to
ideology. For ESEC/FSE, we only consider the papers from
the main track. And for both TSE and TOSEM, we include
all published papers. In total, we have 1,698 papers published
in these venues from 2016 to 2020.
2) Paper Screening: The next step is selecting the papers
relevant to ideology from the published papers. Considering
the ambiguity and vagueness of the concept of ideology,
it is impossible to explicitly define some criteria to automatically screen these papers, as some papers might focus
on particular elements of ideology without using the term
“ideology” or mentioning the concept of ideology. Hence,
we manually screen all collected papers. Two of the authors
independently review and screen the papers as relevant or
not relevant to ideology, based on their title, abstract, and
keywords. The inter-rater reliability is 0.98 (Cohen’s kappa),
indicating excellent agreements [32]. Then they jointly resolve
the disagreements and select 119 papers 1 relevant to ideology
(see Tab. I). Furthermore, they discuss the scheme to determine
the research focus of each paper, which is based on the title
and abstract of paper, then code all selected papers together.
TABLE I
D ISTRIBUTION OF THE PAPERS RELEVANT TO IDEOLOGY.
Venue & Track

16

17

18

19

20

Total

ICSE-Main Track
ICSE-SEIP
ICSE-SEIS
ESEC/FSE-Main Track
TSE
TOSEM
Total

4
2
4
6
2
0
18

4
2
3
2
3
1
15

10
6
3
4
0
0
23

7
1
4
3
5
2
22

13
1
6
10
8
3
41

38
12
20
25
18
6
119

B. Results
Guided by the three main questions, we provide answers to
them in the rest of this section.
1 The

list of papers is available: tinyurl.com/IdeologyInSE
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Fig. 1. The number of publications in each venue from 2016 to 2020.

1) Defining Ideology: Among all selected papers, none of
them explicitly mentions the notion of “ideology”, nor defines
ideology in SE. However, they touch on some elements of
ideology and offer partial knowledge of ideology in their
findings.
2) General Trend: Over the past five years, the numbers of
papers relevant to ideology in SE exhibit an increasing trend,
from 18 in 2016 to 41 in 2020 (see Fig. 1). But in some
particular venues/tracks, e.g., ICSE-SEIP, the numbers are
slightly decreasing. While the percentages of the papers related
to ideology are increasing over the years, they only account
for a tiny proportion of SE literature (≈ 7%). Moreover, the
percentages in some specific venues are even lower, e.g., only
6.25% papers published in TOSEM are related to ideology.
3) Research Focus: The research focuses (determined by
the title and abstract) of these papers are diverse, as shown
in Fig. 2. Generally, we could categorize them into two
types: focusing on individual/organization, and focusing on
artifacts. Most papers focus on individual/organization (75
of 119). Ideology is a concept touching human or society,
which is naturally reflected in individuals or organizations
in SE. At the individual level, researchers mainly focus on
individual development [33] and work practice [34], [35],
e.g., the motivation of one-time/episodic contributors [36]–
[38], understanding the older developers [39] and developers
with disability [40]. At the organization level, researchers
usually study values or beliefs within the community. For
example, gender diversity and inclusiveness are among the
frequently studied topics in the past five years. Researchers
have studied the perception of inclusiveness [41], investigated
the impacts of gender bias/diversity [42], [43], and explored
possible causes [44] and solutions to improve the status quo
[45]. Besides, some other aspects of team and community
are also explored, such as coordination [46], transparency
[47], trust [48]. Regarding the papers focusing on artifacts,
they basically cover every phase in software development,
such as requirement and testing, and intend to improve the
development practice or embed some values in the artifacts
generated in these phases. For example, researchers investigate
how requirement practices evolve in startups [49], explore

the ways to embed fairness into ML systems [50], [51], and
improve the accessibility of application [52].
In addition, we also examine if these papers target OSS
in their studies, as we are interested in ideology in OSS
development. We find almost one-third papers having OSS development as their targets. These papers are related to multiple
aspects of OSS with the presence of several elements in ideology. For instance, improving gender diversity, a key element
of ideology, could help mitigate some specific unfavorable
community smells such as Black-Cloud and Radio Silence
[53]. These “community smells” are often widespread in OSS
development because OSS communities, as social institutions,
would inevitably suffer some detrimental organizational and
socio-technical issues [54]. In this sense, the ideology elements
connect to institutional practices and processes, and thereby
impact their outputs.

Fig. 2. Top 10 research focuses of relevant publications in 2016-2020

4) Summary of Findings: Our literature survey leads to
several findings regarding the extant work related to ideology
in SE. First, SE researchers start to pay attention to ideology,
and exhibit fast-growing research interests, evidenced by the

growing numbers of papers in premier SE venues over the
years. However, these numbers are still relatively small, suggesting there are still large gaps remaining unfilled. Second,
the research focuses are diverse and cover various aspects of
SE (see Fig. 2), including the exploration of the elements of
ideology and the inquiries if these elements’ impacts, with a
substantial proportion of papers targeting OSS development.
These papers provide rich insights which are beneficial for
both software practitioners and researchers. While some elements of ideology have been explored in SE and OSS, they
appear as unconnected knowledge fragments, preventing us to
form a panoramic view of ideology in OSS. Hence, to develop
deep understandings of OSS ideology in empirical contexts, a
theoretical framework to define, accommodate, organize, and
connect its elements is of high necessities. In this article,
we anticipate such a theoretical framework of OSS ideology
would be expressed as an empirical theory.
In summary, we have several insights derived from the
literature survey on ideology-related work in SE:
• The extant literature in SE lacks an explicit conception
of “ideology”. They neither use the term “ideology”, nor
present the definition of ideology in SE.
• The numbers of related publications are increasing in
recent years, indicating growing research interests.
• The research focuses are diverse but often unable to
connect individuals, organizations, and society, which
restricts the prospect of developing a unified theory of
ideology in SE.
VI. T OWARDS AN E MPIRICAL T HEORY OF I DEOLOGY IN
O PEN S OURCE D EVELOPMENT
In this section, we will present the potential of building
an empirical theory of OSS ideology, including its definition,
framework, and the way leading us to it.
A. Empirical Theory of Ideology In OSS–What Does It Look
Like?
The first step of investigating any social construct is to
define it in its context. Regarding the concept of ideology,
one of the general definitions is “the basis of the social
representations shared by members of a group”. In the context
of open source development, OSS ideology could be defined as
the basis of social representations regarding OSS development
shared by the members of OSS community, which the social
representations could be values, beliefs, activities, knowledge,
or other social/cognitive terms. We intend to keep the definition general, as it could cover every aspect of OSS ideology.
A general conception could include various elements that
relevant to ideology as many as possible, however, these
elements could be confusing or overwhelming due to lack
of a framework to organize them. One of the frameworks
employed in the extant interdisciplinary literature [13], [31]
is the three-tenet framework, i.e., beliefs, values, and norms,
which beliefs are understandings of causal relationships, values
are preferences for some behaviors or outcomes over others,
and norms are behavioral expectations [55]. For example, in

the context of open source development, “the source code is
freely available” could be categorized as one of the beliefs in
OSS ideology, and “voluntary cooperation is important” could
be considered as one of OSS values [31].
The three-tenet framework is a subtle framework that organizes these detailed elements, but it only considers the social
representations as beliefs, values, and norms. Besides, the
social representations could also be activities or relations.
In order to establish a comprehensive understanding of OSS
ideology, we intend to employ a more general framework
proposed by van Dijk [16], which consists of six aspects:
• Membership: Who are OSS contributors? Where are they
from? What do they look like? Who belongs to them?
Who can become a member of OSS contributors?
• Activities: What do OSS contributors do? What is expected of them?
• Goals: Why do OSS contributors do this? What do they
want to realize?
• Values/norms: What are the main values in OSS development? How do they evaluate themselves and others?
What should (not) be done?
• Position and group-relations: What is their social position? Who are the opponents of OSS development? Who
are like them, and who are different?
• Resources: What are the essential social resources that
OSS contributors have or need to have?
Based on these aspects and the corresponding questions to
investigate, we could establish a comprehensive understanding
of OSS ideology, and the next step is how to develop it in the
context of open source development.
B. Empirical Theory of Ideology In OSS–How to Develop It?
1) Two-pronged Approach and Its Limitations: In the extant
literature, the “two-pronged approach” is utilized to explore
the OSS ideology [31]. The first one is the narratives of
some famous icons in OSS movement, e.g., Richard Stallman,
the founder of GNU project and Free Software Foundation,
Eric Raymond, founder of Open Source Initiative and an
OSS advocate influenced many OSS projects, some of their
opinions and views on OSS could be related to OSS ideology.
The other one is the narratives from the previous literature that
related to beliefs, values, or norms in OSS [31].
Note that this “two-pronged approach” was used before the
2010s, and it yielded an understanding of OSS ideology at
that time. However, we cannot simply use this approach to
explore OSS ideology with our framework. In the beginning,
OSS emerged from “hacker culture” [1], the OSS community
was a small group of developers, and those famous icons,
some of them as initiators, could significantly influence the
whole community and movement, which means the views
of famous icons basically represented OSS ideology at that
time. But OSS has been evolving quickly in recent decades.
It becomes a prevalent software development process that
attracts a large number of developers to participate due to
the availability of several OSS platforms such as GitHub, and
the popularity of OSS projects, e.g., Android, Linux. The

OSS contributors tend to be more diverse, and even some
commercial companies that used to oppose OSS development
now start to embrace OSS, e.g., Microsoft and IBM. All
those changes make the influence of famous icons limited in
OSS communities nowadays. Moreover, it also contradicts the
spirit of ideology theory, which ideology should reflect the
interests of the majority, instead of a small group of people.
Hence, comparing with the famous icons, the narratives of the
grassroots, i.e., individual OSS developers, tend to be more
important and representative.
On the other hand, based on our literature survey, the
number of relevant publications are limited. Some aspects of
our framework might not yet have been explored. For instance,
the extant literature focuses on diverse topics relevant to OSS,
but the elements of ideology investigated tend to be scattered,
which failed to connect the micro-, meso- and macro-levels
of ideology. Furthermore, most literature lacks the integration
of multi-disciplinary literature, ignoring the interdisciplinary
nature of ideology. Thus, the narratives from the previous
literature might not provide enough knowledge to establish
a comprehensive understanding of OSS ideology.
2) Our Approach: Considering the current development of
OSS and the limitation of the “two-pronged approach”, we
plan to employ a grounded theory methodology in developing
the proposed empirical theory of ideology in the context of
OSS development. The approach would rely on a greatly
diverse sample of OSS practitioners and incorporate a richer
body of literature from multiple disciplines. Theoretical coding
will be used to link the empirical observations with the literature. The approach consists of three major iterative processes:
sampling, data collection, and analysis.
We would sample potential participants through a process
similar to the Address-Based Sampling (ABS) [56]. We view
the major OSS project hosting platforms as OSS practitioners’
“home addresses”. We set the initial study invitation number
as 2000. With a 5-10% response rate, it could result in about
100-200 potential participants. The number of invitations sent
to each platform’s practitioners is proportional to the total
number of users of the platforms. These potential participants
will be screened, selected, and contacted for potential audio/video interviews. This method enables us to reach a diverse
sample of OSS practitioners, particularly some grassroots
practitioners. Then, their narratives will be collected through
semi-structured interviews. We would ask a series of questions
related to OSS ideology. They also have the freedom to talk
about their opinions and experiences they would like to share.
Upon the participants’ consent, the interview would be either
audio-recorded or noted. We expect each interview will last
for about 30-45 minutes.
As an inductive study, the data analysis for theorizing occurs
during and after data collection [57]. Following grounded
theory [58], we start the data analysis parallel to data collection, using open coding with the assistance from the Atlas.ti
qualitative research software. In this process, transcripts of
participants’ will be studied to determine the exact meanings
of their narratives, and assign an appropriate provisional code

to each passage. Multiple researchers will independently code
the data, then share, discuss, and resolve the coded transcript
and descriptive memos about emerging themes.
After the open coding phase, we plan to use the constant
comparative method [59] to identify the recurring themes in
the data. Axial coding will be used to find connections in
the categories. In the last step, we will conduct selective
coding to identify broader themes and dimensions that would
form the emergent theories. This step focuses on an indepth understanding of individual categories and integrating
them into the six aspects framework of ideology defined by
van Dijk. Note that we will not restrict ourselves to van
Dijk’s framework in case there are findings that might not
be integrated into it. Instead, we would adapt it to achieve
a good fit of the empirical data, as required by grounded
theory [60]. Such an organizing scheme enabled systematic
thinking about the phenomenon under study. During the above
coding process, we take an iterative approach to move back
and forth between theory and data by comparing empirical
understandings that emerged from the data with the theoretical
insights derived from the extant literature and vice versa. In
each step, researchers discuss results in details to ensure the
reliability of the analytical process and the mutual agreement
on results.
Note that the above process is iterative until theoretical
saturation. It is possible that more than one wave of interview
invitation would be sent out. Through this process, we could
establish a comprehensive empirical theory of ideology in open
source development.
VII. A PPLYING THE E MPIRICAL T HEORY IN F UTURE
R ESEARCH AND P RACTICES
A good theory must be applicable in future research and
practice. We argue that the aforementioned empirical theory, if
established, would have significant implications to the research
and practice of OSS development. In this section, we will
envision applying the empirical theory in future research and
practice by discussing potential theoretical, empirical, and
practical implications.
A. Theoretical Implications
1) The Empirical Theory as A Terminological System: The
empirical theory to be developed would provide a general terminological system for the group of sociotechnical meanings
of “ideology” in the context of OSS development [61]. Our
literature survey (section V) indicates that ideology-related
work in SE is often tangled in terminological fragments of
ideology rather than a system. The empirical theory thus helps
organize, connect, and synthesize existing literature systematically in a framework [62]. Moreover, as we emphasize in
this article, the meanings of ideology are plural and multidisciplinary by nature. Communicating “ideology” among
scholars from different disciplines with distinct academic
traditions is challenging. For instance, sociologists may feel it
difficult to accept how management scholars define and handle
ideology [13], [31]; software engineering researchers might

disagree with media researchers on associating ideology with
cultural icons [63]. Under these circumstances, the empirical
theory could maximize the pragmatic discourses and interpretations of contextualized personal and group experiences
with ideology while avoiding metaphysical arguments around
them, facilitating multidisciplinary academic exchanges. Such
a terminological system would allow the discovery of analogy
or relation between two academic fields, which leads to each
helping the other’s progress, repeatedly proven in the modern
history of natural and social sciences [64].
2) The Empirical Theory as A Historical Artifact: All
empirical theories related to social phenomena become “outdated” immediately after their establishment. They could only
reflect a small proportion of social reality in a specific snapshot
of history. However, as a historical artifact, such an empirical
theory would serve as a referential point for future theoretical
development of ideology in OSS development, which gives us
a more comprehensive and dynamic picture of the development
and evolution of the open source movement, largely driven
by the evolution of its ideologies. Being a historical artifact
also means that the empirical theory is by default a subject of
deconstruction or critical analysis [65]. Ideal concepts have
the natural tendency to be irreducibly complex, unstable,
or impossible to determine [66]. Therefore, they must be
critically analyzed2 by the Constructive Other and open to new
meanings as well as refutations [67]. Such an openness ensures
the empirical theory to be ethical by exposing and publicizing
the historical, social, economic, political, and psychological
constraints of the theory, not to mention our subjectivity.
3) The Empirical Theory as A Methodological Shift: As we
noted in section VI.B.2, the empirical theory will be developed
with the inductive reasoning approach (grounded theory) with
a broader, more diverse sample of OSS practitioners and
body of literature far beyond the conventional two-pronged
approach. Such a methodological shift is not arbitrary. It is
based on the critical changes of the OSS movement in the last
couple of decades. OSS development has penetrated almost
every aspect of our society, and thus no longer a hacker culture
creation [1], [68]. With millions of participants around the
world, its ideology must be defined and practiced by such
a diverse population rather than a few famous OSS icons.
The OSS grassroots, whose opinions and thoughts are often
neglected, shall be involved in creating the proposed empirical
theory.
B. Empirical Implications
The empirical theory to be developed would inform rich
opportunities for future empirical work.
1) Understanding Individual’s Decisions and Actions:
Weiss & Miller [24] argue: “the issue of why individuals hold
and promote the belief, attitude, and values they do–that is
the question of the origin of ideas–is a fundamental one for
those interested in how human consciousness affects human
social action” and rigorous empirical studies “hold the promise
2 See

an example in Chapter 28 of van Dijk (1998) [16].

of expanding our understanding of the crucial relationships”
between ideology and actions. The empirical theory to be
developed serves as a pivot for such empirical studies. We
are going to give a couple of concrete examples.
Let us first have a look at newcomers of OSS projects.
Ideological beliefs, attitudes, and values have long been suspected of playing a significant role in newcomers’ decisions
and actions in the process of participating in OSS development
[69]. For instance, in deciding which projects to join, some
elements of ideology may become key concerns. Newcomers
whose ideology leans to the progressive side may not want to
join a project discriminating against underrepresented groups.
However, without theoretical knowledge such as the empirical
theory to be developed, researchers may not be able to
systematically answer questions such as which are the specific
aspects of ideology related to such decisions, and how such
aspects interact with other factors in the decision process?
Then, let us shift our focus to the development process. It
is now common for an OSS project to introduce company
sponsors [70]. In this process, it is likely to incur some changes
in the project’s ideology, and thereby lead to ideological
mismatches/conflicts [71] between individual members and
the project. The empirical theory could help researchers study
such mismatches/conflicts to frame their scope, guide their
data collection and analysis by enhancing their theoretical
sensitivity and knowledge base.
2) Understanding Collective Dynamics at Organizational
Level: Ideology reflects the common interests shared by
an organization [16]; in turn, individuals’ actions impacted
by their ideologies also shape the organization’s collective
dynamics. With an empirical theory, we could gain novel and
deep insights into OSS projects’ collective dynamics and reasoning about how ideology interacts with many organizational
constructs. For instance, one of the long-lasting knowledge
gaps in OSS research is how ideology could dynamically
influence a project’s communication structure [72]. With a
comprehensive empirical theory of ideology, researchers may
be able to locate specific ideological elements relevant to
the project’s communication structure without missing some
essential ones and precisely estimate each element’s impact.
Moreover, given the pervasive accessibility of OSS project data
on the Internet, the empirical theory could be integrated with
data science techniques in mining software repositories, thus
realizing the mutual reinforcement between theory and data,
especially when studying and supporting the complex dynamic
socio-technical systems such as OSS projects.
C. Practical Implications
The practical values of the proposed empirical theory are
also multifold.
First, with the empirical theory of OSS ideology to be
developed, developing a full-scale measurement system for
OSS ideology becomes realistic. Such a measurement system
could be implemented in questionnaires, which might be used
by practitioners to perform evaluations on themselves and
projects. Such evaluations on the basis of explicit empirical

theory would help people make informed decisions based
on systematic information, and reduce the chances of being
biased by some fragile information. In a typical use case,
newcomers may use the measurement to evaluate the matches
between their own ideology with the ideology of the project
they plan to join, thus avoiding the pitfalls resulting from
ideology misfit [13]. Besides, automated ideology extraction
techniques may also be invented under the empirical theory’s
framework, similar to what researchers have accomplished in
automatically extracting many social psychology constructs
such as personality, personal values, and so on [73]. Such
techniques, if realized, could further reduce practitioners’
decision burdens.
On the other hand, an empirical theory would also help a
project better communicate its ideology with potential contributors and the public. Doing so would help them attract more
qualified potential contributors sharing a similar ideology.
These potential contributors are likely to be motivated by the
shared project goals. With such contributors’ participation, the
project team’s cohesion may be improved; cooperation may be
more proactive; and turnover may be lowered. All these would
contribute to better project outcomes. In return, individuals’
personal well-being, e.g., satisfaction, also may be higher than
those trapped in an less well-fitting project [74].
At the societal scale, many social values and truths in
ideology, such as fairness, justice, and freedom, are cherished
by all human beings. As a social movement, OSS development
is relevant to OSS practitioners and almost everyone in our
society, with such social values and truths. The empirical theory of OSS ideology could help us recognize and share these
social values and truths across the whole OSS community,
e.g., concerns about inclusiveness or individual developer’s
freedom. An empirical theory could also help the public audit
whether open source projects and their products uphold such
social values and truths. For example, the public could check
if a project implements mechanisms and practices for creating
harassment-free community or if an OSS project addresses
accessibility issues for people with disabilities.
VIII. C ONCLUDING R EMARKS
There has been increasing interest in SE research related to
ideology or some elements thereof. The OSS movement, which
is largely driven by ideology, serves as a perfect candidate
for ideology-related theoretical and empirical inquiries. Thus,
the ideology lens could provide rich insights about OSS at
individual, organizational, and societal levels. This article
argues the necessity of establishing an empirical theory of OSS
ideology and presents an approach for achieving such a goal.
We start from a brief history of ideology and its theories in
social science. Then we report a brief literature survey about
the ideology-related work in SE. Even though SE researchers
have built a body of knowledge about ideology in SE, some
issues, e.g., lack of explicit definition of ideology, still exist,
which are obstacles to establishing comprehensive knowledge.
Therefore, we propose an agenda for developing an empirical
theory of ideology in OSS development. We first define the

contextualized concept of ideology and its general framework
in OSS development. Then we introduce our approach of
theory development using grounded theory. We discuss various
implications when applying the empirical theory of ideology
in future research from theoretical, empirical, and practical
perspectives. Our work sheds some light on research into the
ideology of OSS development, which would potentially benefit
both researchers and practitioners.
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