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Date: Mon, 25 Oct 2004 15:08:08 —-0700
To: Bill Davidsen <davidsen@tmr.com>

William Lee Irwin 11l wrote:

>> We aren't just stabilizing 2.6. We're moving it forward. Part of moving
>> forward is preventing backportmania depravity. Backporting is the root
>> of all evil.

On Mon, Oct 25, 2004 at 05:15:05PM —-0400, Bill Davidsen wrote:

> Damn! And | thought it was closed source software...

> Let me just put forward my single criterion for stable vs. not, and that
> is that if | am running a stable kernel and upgrade to a new version to
> gain a feature or security fix my existing programs don't break. That

> means to me that if Reiser4 goes in, Reiser3 doesn't exit. If something
> more please to theoretical cryptographers than cryptoloop comes out,
> cryptoloop doesn't go away. Etc, these are just examples.

| don't see the kind of thing you're saying should not happen happening.
This does not seem pertinent to —rc vs. other names.

On Mon, Oct 25, 2004 at 05:15:05PM —-0400, Bill Davidsen wrote:

> |t doesn't bother me (and | believe most users of kernel.org releases)

> when a new features comes in, until it breaks something even though |
> don't use the new feature. It's when there is an incompatible change,

> like the rewrite of modules, that | think a development kernel is needed.

| don't have much of anything to say about modules apart from
"I didn't do it".

On Mon, Oct 25, 2004 at 05:15:05PM —-0400, Bill Davidsen wrote:

> | don't see the need for a development kernel, and it is desirable to be
> able to run kernel.org kernels. | would like to hope that other people

> agree that stable need not mean static, as long as changes don't

> deliberately break existing apps.

If we're chucking out crap, there's generally a massive amount of
notice. The only time I've ever been personally burned is kernel rarpd
removal, which did give a major release's worth of notice, but was a
case where | did not find the userspace replacement satisfactory. I'm
still not entirely happy with the userspace rarpd, but get by as it's
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been improved since the initial changeover. | suspect there will be

some similar cases coming involving early userspace and so on where

bootloader size limitations vs. new methods burn me regardless of notice.

On Mon, Oct 25, 2004 at 05:15:05PM -0400, Bill Davidsen wrote:

> | note that BSD has another serious fork and that people are actually
> moving to Linux after installing SP2 and finding it disfunctional with

> non—-MS software. Nice to see people looking at Linux as the stable
> choice. | would like to hope that continues.

This doesn't really mean much to me. I'm more specifically concerned
with Linux' internals as opposed to e.g. mass—market phenomena or the
various trends going on amongst end users.

— wili
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