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Donllll Poreda 

From: 
To: 

Johnlu . 
bni<lsi; davidcol; p.uI~1I 
lolmh.l; :neVl'sl CCI 

Subject: 
DlOte: . 

RE: sllen In .0ff1C8 
TUes~.;,!unaI5. 1993 .10:2Bi\M 

. 0-:'~ . 

. ,' ~: 

I am feeling pretty queaSy .bo~ Ituio •. ~ur worst nightmare Is '. 
novell/lorus biting successful at establishing their. "mlddlevvaro'·a. a 
standard. ours ought to b,,'ubiqu1't!>usIy available to forest." this. our 
huge advantage vis-a-vis noven ls.O\If end-user franchls •• we shouldn't cast 
..sId. this advantag.. ..' _ 

From: bradsl 
To: clavldeol; paulma 
Cc: 10OOlu; stev •• 1 
Subject: REI sh.ll in office 
!);Ite: Tuesday. June 15; 199.3 lO:17AM 

i ..,gree with ell this. 

in addition. I fear that If we are in Shell Wars. it wHllead to the view 
that the sheD Is just an app, not an integral part of the system. Thus 
Sh.n Wars will only serve to delay cairo adoption. the sheR Is .uch a 
centrat part of the-whole notitJ:n of cam's jnf,ormation pccesa; we nevd tQ 
be in eontrol of tho shell or elso cairo will just be yet another (radlcal) 

j
VDrtant and won"t usher fn a new age of component software. 

further,- if tho sheU Is now vfewed as an uw rather than as pan- of the 
system, th~n it d6Values WWl~OW8 itself and .makes jt easy to clone. 

now, one cao argue that lotus 6t .at ata gofng to do It -8nyway. my counter 
15 ; _ 

that it wI» be viewed moreas.s!'me random activity. a layer on top of 
windows rather than a full replacement, and won't get third parry support. 

our competitors are going to do everything they can to fragment windows. 
they will buill! their own middluware to claim al'l ownerohip. they will do 

clones; they will try to diverge~t,the' ullevef.we .hould not take 
actions which encourage and reinforce those efforts. . 

From: davideol 
To: paulma 
Cc:1lradsl; stevesl 
Sub/ect: shOll In office 
Date: Tue.day. June 15. 1993 8:22AM 

J've been thinking lIbout this a~ bit sfnee the I'etreat. It·s an incredibly 
. dangerous thing that we should not <fl). 

The. danger is clear. ShiPping, 8 shell in offiCii fafC)8,s the other vendors 
to .' 
I shtp sheJJ.s' as welf. Either ~~e c'ompetltion teams up and uses the same 
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~heR, or 1IIey aU have 1IIeii" own. In either cas. the Windows Ul world Is 
cOmpletely fragmented and wa lose· control. In fact, since shells are 
usually tho thi""s that break from relesse to ",10"', . we'll be cornered 
Into eith6r braaklng o1her shells ana 1IIus off!ca suites .and makintl 
customers unhapPYi or reatrlctli:\9.what wa do hi ea<;h JlIV. Fohel' "holee 
means Wlnelows stagnates; usersJ"von't upgrade if It's not. compatible anel 

they. '.' .~',. .'. 

I.won~ upgrade.if It's not GO~PeIr~g,:. f,thklk1he ~i:'noer·of major vendOrs 
shipping a Windows shen even if we don't In offlCO Is low, they want to 

part Of the Windows church. Us l<icklng·1IIern out at 1IIe church is the only 
thing that will really forca·1IIem to make." church of1llelr own. . 

The Whole' notion of people buying mere office because It adds value .to the 
system contradicts my view of WindoWs being Just an appliance. People. 

'care . 

labout app., 1IIey buy appa. It. 's not "lear to me that a sliJoificant·number 
of additional people would buy. office if II had some faatures which 

enhanl>ad . . ' ,'d.. . 
~ system or if it had a shell of t~elr own.. !,also .doubt users will . . .. 

1
1IIe MS OffIce jUst because It had'a shell that was more like tho Windows· 
church sheH than a break off shell, People maka buying decisions based 

on 

app3 and how thosa epps Interop~rat"e. ' 

forcing multiple WlndoWll churcli~s is bad. 

: : 
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Mike Maples 

From: 
To: 
Cc: . 
Subject: 
pate: 

PIs don't forward. 

Tom Evslin 
Danie' Petro; Laura Jennings 
Darryl Rubin; Mike Maplos 
system/apps retreat 
Wednosday, Jun& 16, 1993 5:46AM 

A few things came up of importance to wgd. 

1. A very Interesting plan was developed and tentatively adopted to bundle 
the extensibUity of Chicago shell and some of the shell sizzle with Office 
rather thon reI elise with Chic1lgo itsetf. This makes these features B 
compelling reason to buy OffiCII mther than Icing on the cake of an OS we 
can't make as much profit on. implication is that the mail cliont io 
Chicago might not want tc be a8 full featured &s the mail client In Offica 
or Mail itself. Perhaps this is evon tho 16 bit client It Explorer Is not 
extensiblo in Chlcago Itself. This was not discussed In any detail but we 
should be thlnklng about it. PIs gIve ma your thoughts $0 I OlIn write 
followon mall. I think we should push for fun MAP' to be In Chicago but 
that may be controversial. 

It is too soon to pass thIs on to the cr.ent teamS or other people in wgd 
who , know will welcorll& another change like a holo in the head but it /s 
likely to beoome the Chlcago POR around midjuly. 

2. DavidV pro$ontod a fer moro developed plan for unification of datebase 
strategy including Cairo, EMS, and a to be developed engino. Although he 
pre$ented it as immadiete replacing all efforts, it is much more realistio 
·two or three years out.. I spoke to PaulMe, RogerH, OavidFu, and MikoMap 
after and all agreed that ems must go forward as planned IPaul the weakest 
on this) and that we will review the db strategy es it develops to make sure 
wa have a convergance plen. I e$peclally asked thaso four to make sure 
this does not spread es rumor of the demise of ems end all egreed. It Is 
very clear that EMS' value Is strongly linked to It delivery date. It's ell 
we have in thet timaframe to compete with NOTES and It's key that it stay in 
that timeframe. 

3. Darryl presented EMS to gelleral interest but some skepticism that we can 
get it 1111 done. There wes no objection when he presonted exposing MAP.I in 
the 16blt client eltho rm not sure everybody understood the imp11clltion of 
this. . . 

4. There wnt bo greater emphasis on synergy including I> biJIg memo that 
there is no Chinese wall nor imy legel or ethical rcason for having one. 
All groups Including U$ need to bo more proactive in planning and working 

togethlll". A couple ot specifics - we need to plan with JimAll's people how 
the directories will eventually converge; WII nlled to sell if It is possible 
to get NT .1.1 to include support for Netware 4.0 dIrectories and then have 
EMS Inherit this from lilT rathor than support Netware directly. I'll got tho 
right contacts in systems to work on thIS but we are going to have to spare 
$Ome time of valuablo people. -

6. Tho respect people have for wgd has Increased greatly In the last year 
thanks to 3.0. But there is not general knowledge that we now lead olJr 
category or that we hllva releasad anything sinco 3.0. Has thore beon 
anything in MicroNews about 3.2. remot", new gatewevs, eforms designer':' 
don't remember? Anyway, we need to bo more IYF. 
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Erik Stevenson 

From: 
To: 
Co: 
Subject: 
Date: 

T andy Trower 
Bill Gates; Brad Silverberg; Mike Maples; Paul Maritz 
Darryl Rubin 
extensions 
Wednesday, June 23, 1993 10:43AM 

I have been thinking about the discussion we had about where we package "shell' extensions and I am 
increasingly convinced that this is a bad idea. 
1. The extensions are NOT that significant. After talking with JoeB they can be summarized as adding 
commands to icons, adding property pages and adding views to the "explorer'. Perhaps there may others 
we haven't defined yet, but the significance of the 'extensions' seems to be overblown. I don't believe 
these result in any significant benefit in the marketability of· Office. 
2. If there IS any benefit, it just penalizes our own customers who only buy individual products from us. 
3. This significantly raises the stakes of competition. It incents ISVs to directiy compete with us on the 
"shell', You might argue that this may happen anyway, but we maintain a stronger position by ensuring 
that the common base is of high quality. The more we deliver only a weak shell, the more we open the 
opportunity for someone to displace the basic UI and operation of the system. If shells just become a 
commodity of a software suite, then it can no fonger be considered the core· of the system. Minor ISVs 
have to figure out which shell to Integrate with. In short, this strategy potentially makes it harder to 
maintain a sense of standard. 
4. This strategy signals a sign of weakness. This stinks of 'propletary-ness", something that we have 
been critical of others for embracing. We should be able to compete effectively by doing better OLE apps, 
thinking hard about how to evolve from GUI to OOUi apps. There is a significant transition in both the 
architecture and in Ui to be made. (I've seen very little evidence that We are really thinking of the 
implications and moving forward here.) We are better focused on making this transition, like we did from 
character to GUI, than trying to leverage some weak extensions. If we really wanted to leverage a 
technological advantage we should have kept OLE 2 as a proprietary set of APls, 

It just doesn't appear to me to be a smart strategy. It seems contrived and the possible repercussions not 
worth the risk. in the twelve years, I have been here, I've always taken pride in the fact that we excelled 
by doing things better than our .competition, not by withholding some functionality that we might uniquely 
leverage. 'That doesn't mean that I think we should just give away all our technology. I just don't think 
this particular proposal is a good one and doesn't fit our character. 
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