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IMPACT Award Winner

“ The top prize for IMPACT's first softwar
contest has been awarded to Michael J. |
zino, Chairman of the Mathematics Depa
ment at University of Houston - Clear Lak
(MEZZINO@cl.uh.edu)

Dr. Mezzino submitted a program called
PhaseScope. PhaseScope is a comprehe
The NeXT Users’ Journal (Atlanta) Editor - user interface and general graphical disp
Erica Liebman program for qualitatively analyzing the st:
WANSIG - Washington, D.C. Area NeXT bility characteristics pf dynamical system
Group President - Hugh O'Neill PhaseScope was written to be used as a

. _ . ing tool supporting several topics in a typi
ChiNUG - Chicago NeXT User Group Presi-cq,rse in differential equations. It has a v

dent - Bill Parod easy to use interface, and includes such
GUN - Gotham Users of NeXT (New York vanced features as voice errors.

City) President - Tim Reed PhaseScope obtains the solution to the
DaNG - Dallas Area NeXT Group (Dallas) namical system by hooking to Mathematic
President - Dirk Hardy kernel to perform the numerical integratic

rm NUG - Rocky Mountain NUG (Denver) thereby allowing different numerical integ
President - David Hieb tion routines to be incorporated. In additiot

_ being a general learning tool, PhaseScoy
Vancouver NeXT Group (Vancouver, British 5159 serves as a modeling tool which can

Columbia) President - Lionel Tolan used in other disciplines such as biology
Montreal NeXT SIG of Club Macintosh Pres- chemistry.
ident, NeXT Section - Robert Paulhus As the top prize winner, Dr. Mezzino re-

OSU NUG - Ohio State NeXT User Group ceived a $1000 award and will be offered
(Columbus) President - Chuck Dyer contract to have PhaseScope published |

SCaN - Southern California Area NexT ~ IMPACT Software Publishing, Inc.”

group (Los Angeles) President - Michael Ma-
honey IMPACT

STuN - San Diego Users of NeXT President _Second Software Contest

Nicholas MacConnell IMPACT Software Publishing, Inc. is spo

Next months issue of the rmNUG NewslettersSoring a second software contest for the

will present the highlights of our winning ~ NeXT computer. All programmers who ha
proposal and discuss in detail the exact planaccess to a NeXT computer are invited tc
for the money. velop and submit a NeXT program. The s

Golden Nugget Winners!

Here are the thirteen winners of the NeXT
Golden Nugget awards for 1990

BaNG - Bay Area NeXT Group (Stanford)
President - Rick Reynolds, Eric Ly

Boston Computer Society NeXT Group
President - Dan Lavin
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“We Are
Looking For
Exceptional

Individuals”

The rmNUG Newsletter is
published monthly by the Rocky
Mountain NeXT Users Group.

Readers are encouraged to
send their comments or
contributions to:

David Bowdish
73340.2146@compuserve.com

Any submissions of letters,
artwork, articles, etc. will
constitute implied permission for
rmNUG to publish (in whole or in
part) in print or electronically.

Sorry, but with our budget ($0)
we can only afford to offer our
sincerest thanks for any
contributions you may send.

Special thanks to David Hieb,
Brad Green and Jacob Gore for
their articles for this newsletter.

Editor:
David J. Bowdish

Contributing Editors:
David R. Hieb and Brad Green

ware submission deadline for the second Request From

software contest is February 15, 1991, but NeXT On Campus
programs may be submitted any time before o _
the deadline. The writer of the best submittec'Ve &ré designing the next issue of NeXT

software will be awarded a $1000 prize and €@Mpus and we NEED your input and st
offered a contract to have the software pub- 96stions. WE'RE LOOKING FOR LEADS
lished. ON GREAT ACADEMIC PROJECTS.

Each submitted program will be evaluated aswe,re looking for the most exciting, intere

soon as itis received,_ and IMPACT will im- g]r% &'{:ggf\glno% e?jczgr%rglsctﬁgoéiiﬁt:;a
mediately of_fer a publlshlng.c.ontra(.:t .for any you've had a chance to read the last issu
program Whlch_shows creatl\_/lty_, originality, NeXT On Campus, you know what we're
gnd markecialbl\'/ll';ﬁg_lfhe.lFUb“Eh'n% cr?ntra_ct looking for -- we want to highlight projects
:asratlgilefr)ttr?er’ develo tvr\]'('a V\;(())r r;vr:: atndevvx\/li“t- a variety of disciplines that show NeXT te
then distribute and gell coppiegs of the softwarenoIogy 's being used for thin_g; that can't
for the writer for a flat fee ranging from $5 to done on oth;—:-r pla_ltforms. Th'i.lshx.of cga
$10. Thus if a flat fee of $10 is agreed upon,tO see your favorite account highlighted.

then for each copy of a software sold by IM-Please submit your ideas to David Spitzle
PACT, the writer will receive the price of the (NOC's editor):

software minus $10 from IMPACT. (For ex- The email address is:

ample, if the writer decides to price the soft- pavid_Spitzler@next.com

ware at $30 each and 1000 copies are sold b .

IMPACT, then the software Wrirt)er will re- Or call David collect at (415)780-3875.

ceive $20,000 from IMPACT.) Request for

To submit a program, copy the executable | jprary of Classes

codes onto a floppy disk and send the disk t _ .

| am starting up a library of classes. Suct
IMPACT Software Publishing, Inc. braries will be available to every one thru
306 College Avenue

anonymous ftp account.
Ithaca, NY 14850 The success of such library depends on
Or else, send a NeXT-mail with the program WHAT YOU CAN SEND ME. Please sen

attached to mlee@cs.cornell.edu. me the classes you re using, you've writti

. etc. — to please feed it as much as you ¢
In addition to the executable codes, please

add a README file with a brief description S Uch server class will give developers fl¢
of how to use the software and where to findPility and power.
additional documentation (if any). ltemss must be sent to :

IMPACT Software Publishing, Inc. is an en_phll@cnam.cnam.fr

trepreneurial company interested in publish-I will email when the server will be ready.
ing software written by creative independentplease start NOW to feed it :)
programmers(,j. LMPAI\OCT Wri1” bundle the top  phil Provost

programs and distribute them using CD- _ : . .
ROMSs, optical disks, and floppy disks. Cop- ps: Add a short file Wh'Ch descrlbe_s caps
ies of the top programs will be sold through glties of your classes, with other details suc

software key access system. its domain (music, graphic, ...)

Mark Lee
Software Development Support
mlee@cs.cornell.edu

NeXT Job Openings

NeXT’s Customer Support Team is seeki
Application Support Engineers. We are Ic
ing for exceptional individuals with a strot
understanding of and experience in grapt
user interfaces and the applications asso

SoftwarePublishing,Inc.
306 College Avenue

Ithaca, New York 14850
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“We Think
That The
Market
Will Be
Moving To
This New
Industry

Standard”

ed with them (previous NeXT and/or Macin- Poeltler) working on next-generation wor
tosh experience is preferred). processing/page layout technology. Great
ary, beautiful location (San Diego), loyal

As a member of the Customer Support Tean )
companions, much fun, and a chance to

an Application Support Engineer performs )
post-sales technical activities relating to the change the sofiware industry--not a bad ¢
use of applications on NeXT systems. This Pination.

includes NeXT bundled applications (Write- FAX to 619/492-9124

Now, Workspace, Librarian) and those of thevoice to 619/492-1278

most important third parties. USmail and e-mail addresses below.

The expectations of the position include: Bruce E. Webster Director

* Respond to questions regarding the use 0 Banzai Research Institute
applications. VP, Product Development, Pages/KVM Ir
* Understand and explain applications from 3914 Murphy Canyon Road
a design and “problem to be solved” per- Suite A-156
spective. San Diego, CA 92123
* Communicate strategies for effective use 619/492-9050
of applications; especially in the area of
integration and interaction of multiple ap-
plications. UUCP: crash!pnet01!pnetO3!bwebster
* Feedback customer input to Product Mar-INET: bwebster@pnet03.cts.com
keting, Sales, Developer Partnerships anc

Engineering. Discopylabs Named NeXT’s
Relevant experience/qualities are: Software Production Vendor

E-mail

* Interest to help others understand and DisCopyLabs will provide software duplic
solve problems, customer empathy, pa- tion services in the new 3.5” ED microdis
tience. kette 7 format for NeXT’s new computer

* Great experience in the use of applica- products and.for software products devel
tions with sophisticated user interfaces & oped by NeXT's third party developers.

f_eatures - Pre- or post-sales support eXpeDisCopyLabs. will be a value-added vend
. rience. . . for NeXT by providing duplication service
Demonstrat_e_d apt|tuc_je working as part Offor the new 2.88 MB media. DisCopyLab:
ateam - Ab'“ty o artlcula¥e technically also has the expertise to provide NeXT an
complex issues to the entire range of US€third party developers with other services

: Attention to detail and follqw through. graphic design, package assembly, waret
B.S.C.S or relevant experience (2 years ing and order fulfillment.

experience preferred) _ _
Positi | iable for S ‘e .NeXT reports that DisCopyLabs is the me
OSItions are also availabl€ 1or SUPPOMt ENGlffriant software duplication facility inspe

neers in the areas of networking/system ad'ed and was selected because it can prov
ministration g_nd programming. If you_f_eel the quality needed for NeXT’s high-end,
you are qualified for any of these positions, technologically innovative products..
please respond to Eric Larson at:
“The 2.88 MB is the next logical capacity

point for the computer industry, given the
dramatic increases in file sizes,” reported
Norman Tu, DisCopyLabs President, “We

NeXT Computer, Inc.
900 Chesapeake Dr.
Redwood City, CA 94063

email: Eric_Larson@next.com think the market will be moving to this ne
industry standard. DisCopyLabs is honor
Banzai Job Opening to be chosen as NeXTs software product

The Banzai Research Institute (aka Pages) jvendor.”

looking for a hot-shot NeXT programmer to In operation for eight years, DisCopyLab:

join an existing team (Bruce Webster, Deirdrethe largest independent turnkey software
Page 3



manufacturing service in the region DisCo- 2 pm Tuesday, January 15

pyLabs specializes in software replication oNoN-Site Registration begins at 12 noon o
data cartridges, tapes and diskettes for soft- Saturday, January 12.

ware publishers, OEM and peripheral equip- )
ment manufacturers and other volume Related Conferences In San Francisco
software developers. DisCopyLabs has overMACWORLD Expo, January 10-13

100 dedicated staff members working in a
new 85,000 square foot facility in Fremont,
Califonnia.

American Mathematical Society Meeting,
January 16-19

DisCopyLabs Features:

48641 Milmont Drive
Fremont, CA 94538-7354
(415) 651-5100

* |nvited Lectures

*  Application Highlights Show
* Forums/Panels

* Mathematica Clinics

* Workshops

* Programming Competition
* Special Interest Groups

Celebrate Mozart

In ‘91 the world will celebrate Mozart -- Two
hundred years since his death we have en-

joyed his magnificent achievements. Tutorials
I I With this celebration and the many forms and’IkEIementaryl: .
m interpretations of his music, the Dallas Area * Introduction to Mathematica
NeXT Group (DaNG!) is coordinating and * Int_roductlon to Mathematica Program-
sponsoring “A Tribute to Mozart” on the ming _
Cube. * Numeric Computation

. . * Algebraic Computation
This salute will encompass three general area’ss 1oyt M anipulation

Mozarts life, His music, His country. * Using Notebooks

With the NeXT being such a great media, music* New Features Update
machine we thought this would _be a greaj[ WaYy|ntermediate:

to show the power of the cube, its educational ) )
benefits, and at the same time involve alot of * Graphics Programming

*
people, particularly the NeXT community. ~ * Data Analysis _

* Calling Programs from Mathematica
*

Mathematica Programming Style
Producing Graphics for Publication

We need your help. If you could get into
something like this please send me some max

and let know how you can contribute. * Mathematica Educational Labs
luunet!blackbox!kti!root or blackbox!kt- * Creating Mathematica Courseware
i'root@uunet.uu.net Advanced:
This could be alot of fun!! ‘/\ *+ Advanced Programming
Dirk Hardy DaNG President * MathLink
* Mathematica Implementation

1991 Mathematica Conference * Designing Mathematica Packages

2 * Networking
January 12-15, 1991 * Advanced New Features
San Francisco, California * Mathematica System Administration
Location: * Other topics to be announced.
Hyatt Regency Hotel Exhibits

Embarcadero Center

. o Hardware systems
San Francisco, California

Compatible software
Books/Publications
Mathematica services
Training/Consulting

Times:
Sessions and Exhibits:

2 pm Saturday, January 12
Page 4
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Other Contributed Material

* Short Talks

* Computer-aided Poster Presentations
* Teaching Laboratory Sessions

* Graphics Gallery

Fees

Before December 14, 1990:
Regular: $275

Educational: $175

Student: $50

After December 14, 1990:
Regular: $325
Educational: $225
Student: $75

Information/registration:

1991 Mathematica Conference
P.O. Box 3848

Champaign, IL 61826-3848
217-398-0700

fax: 217-398-0747

email: conf@wri.com

Deadline for conference submissions No-

vember 15, 1990
About Mathematica

Mathematica is an integrated technical com-
puting environment,which performs numeric,
symbolic and graphical computations, and em}
bodies a high-level programming language.

Developed by Wolfram Research, Inc. Math-#
ematica is available onMacintosh, MS- DOS

386, workstations and larger computers.

C++ Integration in 2.0

Q: Can lintegrate C++ code in to my appl
tion Interface Builder/Objective-C applica
tion? How?

A: Yes, you can and it’s pretty easy (once:
know how)!

The procedure breaks down into three cat
ries of things that you must do: Compiling
Interface Builder and getting the two
languages to talk to each other.

Compiling
First, you must use the C++ compiler for
of your source files — including the Obje

tive-C sources.To do this, add the followil
line to your Makefile.preamble:

CC=cc++

Now that you are using the C++ compiler
you have to notify the compiler when/if yo
header files contain non-C++ code. For C
jective - C header files, encapsulate your ;
port directives like this:

extern "Objective-C”

{

#import <appkit/Application.h>
#import <appkit/Panel.h>
#import <appkit/TextField.h>
#import <appkit/Button.h>

For regular C header files, encapsulate y
import directives like this:

extern’C”

. . {
The 1991 Mathematica Conference is 'ntend#import <appkit/publicWraps.h>

ed for all current and prospective users of

Mathematica.

#import <objc/error.h>
#import <objc/NXStringTable.h>

Sponsored in part by Wolfram Research, Inc#import<strings.h>
and Addison-Wesley Publishing Company }

FTP access for the rmNUG Newsletter.

Issues of the rmNUG Newsletter are now available via anonymous ftp from the fgjleite
nova.cc.purdue.edu:~ftp/pub/next/Newsletters/rmNUG.
cs.ubc.ca:~ftp/next/rmNUG.

The rmNUG Newsletter (along with other goodies) will also béata on our local ftp sit
alumni.colorado.edu (ipaddr == 128.138.240.32):

alumni.colorado.edu:~ftp/pub/rmNUG.

This represents a big step for rmNUG as far as national recognition goes. | hope thnat
NUG Newsletter (along with others) will help serve as a motiggparadigm for user grou
around the world.
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“It Allows
You To
Link With
Libraries
That Have
Not Been
Compiled
With The
Objective-C

Compiler”

The C++"linkage” directive serves two pur- ables, or public methods of a C++ object,
poses (when importing interface files that  dereference the object with the -> syntax
contain straight ANSI - C / Objective-C you would a structure member. And this i
code). It: allows you to link with libraries that how you would refer to an Objective-C obj
have not been compiled with the C++ compil-from C++:

er. Since Iipraries on Fhe .NeXT computer areidobjectiveObj;

compiled with the Objective-C compiler (cc, o _

not cc++), you must use the C++ linkage di- [néwobjectiveODj]; _

rective when importing interface files that  [objectiveCObj doSomethingElse:what];

represent NeXT libraries (or any library that Basically, in either case you use the langt
is not compiled with cc++). This tells the  constructs of the object to which you are

compiler to ignore C++ keywords that will  ferring, and imbed them in the source file
result in syntax errors when importing ANSI- the other language.

C or Objective-C interface files. The linkage
directive essentially tells the C++ compiler to
treat key words (such as the method names There is an example located in /NextDev
"new”, “delete”, etc.) as normal identifiers. oper/Examples/Calculator++ which illus-
trates the integration of Interface Builder |
files, Objective-C source code, and C++

Within Interface Builder you need to add the source code into one program.

C++, .c and .h files to your project. Add the

files separately — the .c file goes in the .c catSystem Release 2.0

egory, and the .h file goes in the .h (other)cat i

eg orz 9 ( ) There are two versions of the NeXT Softw
| _ Release 2.0: the end user release and th

If you already have a _main.m file, make tended release. These releases differ in

sure that the option in Interface Builder for tent and also hard disk size availability. S
generating the main file is turned off. Then, their contents outlined below.

remove the void declaration of the main pro-
cedure by replacing:

Example

InterfaceBuilder

System Release 2.0 - End User Release

void main(int argc, char *argv[]) { All NeXT Computers equipped with a
with: 105MB Hard Disk Drive offer the followin
main(int argc, char *argv(]) { software preinstalled:

Modifying Source Code End User

Since the nib files generated by Interface Workspace Manager
Builder are based the appkit, and it generate Edit

source templates in Objective-C, we must enPigital Librarian
vision our program such that Objective-C and NeXTmail

nib files are the foundation of our program, Preferences

and the C++ code is a supporting library. ~ Preview for PostScript
PrintManager

Now that we can compile, we need to get angpster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictional
Objective-C object and a C++ object to pass\y,upster’s Collegiate Thesaurus

messages to one another. Suppose that we \yritaNow Word Processor
have two created objects —a C++ object an(py4¢4viz Bridge (DataViz)
an Objective-C object. This is how you would

refer to the C++ object and tell it to "dosome-D€éveloper Tools

thing”: VT100 Terminal Emulator (with cut and
class CalcEngine *cplus_object; ~ Paste capability)
cplusObject = newCalcEngine; Systems Administration Applications

cplusObject->doSomething(); MailManager

C++ objects are implemented as regular C NetinfoManager

structures, so to access public instance vari-Printer Tester
Page 6



“‘May Be
More
Rumour
Than

Fact”

UserManager Installer Here are somerumours we've heard from
ious sources recently:
1. Steve Tyson tells me states Texas com,

is coming out with X windows with OSF/M
System Release 2.0 - Extended Release tif for the NeXT.

All NeXT Computers equipped with a 340MB, 2. Steve Jobs (in InfoWorld or PCWeek)

660MB or 1.4GB Hard Disk Drive come with Promised a product to connect a NeXT tc

all the software above plus the following: AppleTalk network sometime during this
coming year.

End User

Oxford Dictionary of Quotations rmNUG’s Software
William Shakespeare, The Complete Works Contribution Program.
TeX Document Processing System (Radical
Eye Software)

The above 2.0 software backup release is
available on floppy.

Here is the list of the software that rmNU
has received as of this date:

Developer Tools TextArt, Stone Design.

Compilation Disk, Lighthouse Design.

Interface Builder TopDraw, Media Logic.
Objective-C Language Compiler

C++ Language Compiler
Objective-C Class Definitions
J Diagram!, Lighthouse Design.

56001 DSP Tools Displaytalk 1.0, Adobe

GNU Emacs Adobe Plus Pack, Adobe
GNU Debugger

BUG-56 Debugger (Ariel)
Malloc Debugger

Here is the list of the software that rmNU
has been promised:

Here is the current wish list for the rmNU
software contribution program:

BugByte 1.0
Applinspector Absoft Fortran 77
PostScript Tools FrameMaker 2.1
Application Kit Wingz 1.1
Music Kit PaperSight
Sound Kit Contact! 1.0
On-line Technical Documentation Communicae

Click Art

Rumours
o Compuserve Access.
Here are some tidbits from Usenet. However

some of the following may be more rumor For those of you that do not have direct &
than fact. cess to the Internet, but do have a model
1. All new Lotus products will come out on YOu can exchange email with our Interne
the NeXT (before any other platform). Ap- €rsina fairly easy fashion. Although this
parently, Lotus is prototyping all of their might only be an interim solution (until Cc
products on the NeXT. orado Supernet provides Internet access

2. The “68040” problems are only problems US), it seems reliable and can be utilized
for Hewlett-Packard. HP apparently need mediately.

some special features on the chip for their
machine, and those special HP-features are
still buggy. NeXT will not be affected by the

From the Internet: user#l.user#2@com-

netlcompuserve.com!user#l.user#2.

HP problems.

3. The NeXT will ship in quantity in the 2nd If you already have compuserve access |
week of November. still have a U.S. air mail address (instead
4. NeXT developer training is offered in ~ email) for your rmNUG mailing list entry,

Pittsburgh and CA. Cost has risen to $1000 please put your compuserve address on

plus travel, lodging, etc. sign-in sheet.

Page 7



“They Have
Attractively
Priced These
Machines
At Very
Low

Prices”

NeXT Cube Auction of X11 Release 4 of X-windows. This is n
in beta and we hope to have it in general
lease within weeks. In the meantime, it hi
gone out to well over half a dozen sites, :
more are writing every day asking for deta

Businessland Inc. is having to clear out their
inventory of new/used 68030 cubes to make
room for the new machines. They have attrac

tively priced these machines at very low pric- : h ) ,
i . . The server is a true two-bit per pixel port,

es and are selling them at an incredibly fast . , . .
. .~ is an adaptation of the MIT eight-bit serve

rate. For those of you that are interested in e, . . .

. . : This release contains NO proprietary code
NeXTDimension system or a cube with a . . )
full sources will be available. We plan to gi

Floptical disk drive, this just might be the 0 yitrs hack to MIT for inclusion in a futu
best solution for you. Consider this: buying A alease.”

brand new Floptical disk drive alone would

cost you ~ $3000.00 (non-educational pric- We have also included the recent press r
ing) whereas you can buy one of these “In- lease from PENCOM Software in regard
Box” machines with a Floptical disk drive for their port of the X-windowing system:

right under $ 4000.00. Pencom Software Brings X To NeXT

Even considering the price of upgrading to New York -- October 31. 1990 -- Pencom
the 68040 CPU board, you can still come oulg ¢y are today announced plans to port .

ahead. My understanding is that several of market the MIT X Consortium’s X11.R4 a

these “Demo” units have _been sold (if nqt all e Open Software Foundation’s Motif 1.1
of them) and that by the time you read this ary o NexT Computer System. The produc

ticle you will probably just be able to pur- iy he available directly from Pencom Sc

chase the “In-Box” machin_es. | also have ware early next year and will provide a fu
been told that these machines carry a 1 yeaiv11 ra server running within NeXTstep

warranty. A C(_)ntact person that | have had NeXT's Display Postscript-based graphic
success with is: user interface. The server will be capable

Businessland supporting standard X11.R4 clients and ¢
Terry Barbato plications and will provide NeXT machine
801 East Butterfield Rd. users with the graphical connectivity critic
Lombard, Illinois 60148 to functioning in today’s heterogeneous n
(708)571-2266 working environment.

Pencom has designed this X-server to coe
X11R4 for the NeXT. in the NeXTstep gnvironment, allowing th
Currently there are at least two ports under- execution of X applications and X public
way of the popular X11R4 windowing sys- main software. Users will have the capabi
tem to the NeXT computer. Although some to develop and use both NeXTstep and X
feel that X-windows was not good enough toplications. Pencom will also offer and sur
base the NeXT computer’s windowing sys- port Motif 1.1 on the NeXT platform.

tem on, X-windows has indeed become the a¢cording to Pencom Software’s Preside
De factg wmdoyvmg standaro! in distributed g4 Taylor, “Our goal is to provide seamle
computing environments. This fact coupled integration of the X window system and

with the large number of X-windows soft-  NexTstep, allowing NeXT users to have
ware applications seem to indicate that it past of poth worlds. Pencom will provide
would behoove NeXT computers to have angnnort services as well as additional fun

X-windows interface, at least in addition the tionality for the product.”

NeXTStep windowing interface. _ o _
Pencom’s Austin facility is fully equipped

with a variety of hardware platforms and u
NeXT computers for product developmer
“Ours is one of the few internal developm:
environments consisting of a large networ
“Our biggest project, and one which is caus-NeXT Computer Systems,” Taylor contin-

ing considerable interest on the net, is a porued.
Page 8
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progress at the McGill University in Mont-
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“I Wish To
Protest...
The
Exclusion
Of NeXT

Computers”

Pencom Software, a division of Pencom Sysuct line from your article displays, for whate!
tems, was the quality assurance consultant fcreason, an unacceptable myopia on your p
the recent Lotus 1-2-3 port to UNIX System

V and offers a complete range of off-site de_Those of us who, in the past, have lookex

velopment, porting, testing, and quality as-

surance services from within its state-of-the-

art facilities in Austin, Texas. The firm re-
cently contributed the X terminal perfor-
mance evaluation and cover story for the
October issue of UNIXWorld magazine.

Pencom Software is located at:

9050 Capital of Texas Highway North
Suite. 300

Austin, TX 78759

Telephone: 512/343-1111

Fax: 512/343-9650

Electronic Mail: pensoftljeff@cs.utexas.edu.

Contact:

Pam O’Neal
Pencom Software
512/ 343-1111
pensoftlpam@cs.utexas.edu

Winnie Shows
Smith & Shows
415/329-8880

Motif is a trademark of the Open Software

Foundation, NeXT and NeXTstep are regis-

tered trademarks of NeXT Computer, Inc.

True Confessions
of a Devoted NeXT User.

your magazine for a thorough and inform
tive presentation certainly find ourselves |
plexed by the article and by the general tr
in your magazine of ignoring NeXT. Spec
cally, | refer to the omission on your part
any reasonable coverage of the recent in
duction by NeXT of the new products in th
product line.

| have access to a Sun SPARC 1+ as a col
ing platform for my work, and | can assure \
that my preferences lie with NeXT worksta-
tions, and if your magazine is to occupy a p
in my office other than my trash can, future
sues of your magazine will address a full c
plement of product lines in the marketplace
Naturally, this will include NeXT computers

Sincerely,

Charles N. Herrick
Geophysics Dept.

Texas A&M Univ.

College Station, TX. 77843
(409) 845-1487

If anyone is interested in mailing the Edi
of UNIX Today! with your own comments
regard to this omission, here is the addre
UNIX Today!

CMP Publications Inc.
600 Community Drive
Manhasset, NY. 11030

For those of you that might have seen the re )
cent “Shopping for a UNIX workstation” ar- TMNUG BETA Testing.

ticle in UNIX Today, here is one NeXT

WordPerfect, Lotus and Ashton Tate are

enthusiasts reaction to the apparent omissiohq process of developing software prodt

of the NeXT computer.
To whom it may concern,
| wish to protest in the strongest possible

terms the narrow-minded bias revealed by the
exclusion of NeXT computers from your arti-

cle “Shopping for a UNIX Workstation” by
Paul Krill in your October 15, 1990 issue.

for the NeXT. rmNUG has been selected
each company to participate in their indiv
ual BETA test programs. To date we have
ceived PowerStep from Ashton Tate and
Improv from Lotus. WordPerfect has in-

formed me that they will be shipping their
BETA product to rmNUG in November ar
should therefore be available for you to p

| am currently using a NeXT cube in the Geo- up at the December meeting.

physics Department here at Texas A&M Uni-

versity, and there are many other NeXT

workstations distributed throughout the Univer-

sity. Clearly, the relatively recent entry by
NeXT into the workstation market has made

Here is the current BETA testing roster fr
the October rmNUG meeting:

Word Perfect:
Dave Bowdish

strong inroads, and your omission of the prod-Jacob Gore
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“We Are In
Excellent
Position

To Provide
Internet
Access To
rmNUG

Members”

Lotus of the to-be-described TrailBlazer Plus. It

Dave Bowdish provides PEP and slower speed modulat
Frank Hadsell (2400 bps, as do all Telebit modems), but
Doug Simons PEP mode interface is limited to 9600 bp
Chase Turner PEP is Telebit’s own proprietary protocol
Glenn Davis which provides outstanding error free per
Bob Gregory mance on the worst telephone lines. The

Ashton Tate T1000 is priced at $525.00.

Chase Turner The Telebit T15(_)0 offers the industry_ star
Frank Hadsell dard 9600 bps dialup protqcol V.32 with V.
o error correction and V.42bis data compre
Please make sure you make provisions t0 - gjon. The T1500 operates in asynchrono
load your software onto a disk the night of theg,q synchronous mode and supports all
meeting. Thanks for your participation and jor modulations standards, including CCI

enjoy! V.32, V.22bis, V.22, Bell 212A and 103J.

V.42, the modem uses either the LAP-M |
The Colorado Supernet tocol or MNP Classes 2-5. The T1500 als
“Internet” project. supports call back security and dialup pa

Now that rmNUG has secured the Golden word pr_otec_tion built into the modem. The
NU : .. T1500 is priced at $625.00.
gget award we are in an excellent position

to provide Internet access to rmNUG mem- The Telebit TrailBlazer Plus modem offer
bers. We have been negotiating with the ColPEP capability, but does not support V.32
orado Supernet project representatives and The TrailBlazer Plus interface can run at
am very close to deciding on a final agree- 19,200 bps. The TrailBlazer Plus is pricet
ment. This is one very important item that we$760.00.

will b? discussing at the November rmNUG The Telebit T2500 is essentially a T1500
meeting. dem with PEP capabilities. PEP is Telebi
Before rmNUG signs an agreement with Col-own proprietary protocol which provides c
orado Supernet it would be wise to get a goocstanding error free performance on the w
estimate of the number of connections and telephone lines. The T2500 is priced at
types of services that will be needed over the$895.00.

next year. Please be thinking about your

needs in relationship to an Internet connec- December rmNUG meeting.

tion.
We are pleased to announce that Avie Te

For those of you that are interested in an In-pian will be the special feature for the De

ternet connection, included is a pricing/fea- -amber rmNUG meeting. Avie is currentl

ture overview of Telebit modems from  chief Operating System Scientist at NeX
UUNET. UUNET is offering these incredible 4. and is also largely responsible for the

prices through the end of this year. If you ¢, rent implementation of Mach on the
don’t have a modem yet, Telebit modems areyoxT

guality products that are a sound investment _ _

(not to mention the fact that your modem will A wonderful side effect of being able to he

also be talking to another Telebit on the otheiSuch a popular speaker is that members ¢
end). Front Range Unix Users’ Group (FRUUG

will also be joining us. FRUUG is the larg
Unix Users’ organization in Colorado with
360 members. Hopefully this will be the fi
of several successful joint meetings with

UUG. Their members and expertise certa
have a lot to offer rmNUG and hopefully \
can satisfy their interests in the technolog

The Telebit T1000 is a cost reduced versionthat the NeXT computer offers.
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“...Provide
The Users
With The
Type Of
Newsletters,
Meetings
And
Benefits
That They
Would
Expect”

NeXT Inc. will be sponsoring this rmNUG  DataPhile and Create.
meeting and therefore will be held at a to-be

; i “DataPhile is a flat-file database applicatio
determined hotel in the Denver/Boulder areg, i graphics and sound capabilities that

) lows even the novice to tailor any databa
rmNUG Membership application to their specific needs.

and Finances. Create is the latest complete graphics ap

It has finally become apparent to those that cation from Stone Design that features s
manage and pay the expenses of rmNUG thenew and exciting things like: true 32-bit ¢
it would be in the best interest of rmNUG to or, neon outlines, alpha control and muct
start membership dues in January of 1991. more.

Although we have had fairly good responses
to our request for funds in the past, rmNUG

needs a more sophisticated method of fund

collection to provide the users with the type

of newsletters, meetings and benefits that  Other things that night included seeing a
they would expect. eo tape of the September 18th presentat

given by Steven Jobs and demonstrating
new NeXTstation.

Thanks so much Andrew, we really appre
ated your presentation and your welcome
come visit us again any time.

Starting in January of 1991, everyone who
wishes to receive the rmNUG newsletter, at-
tend the meetings, utilize the free software Sorry for the confusion with finding the
and resources of rmNUG and be eligible for room. It must truly be factual that one wor
an rmNUG Internet connection will have to have to graduate with a 4 year degree frc
pay a $24/year (est.) membership fee. This the Engineering Center before you could
modest fee will be due on or before the day ofect to not get lost in the “inner maze”.
the January meeting (tentatively scheduled

for January 16) and will be utilized to cover User Profiles

the month to month expenses of rmNUG

throughout the year 1991. Dr. Aaron Gordon

Dr. Aaron Gordon is currently a professor
Computer Science at the Colorado Schoc
Mines, where he teaches Introduction to
gramming, Data Structures, Machine Lec
ing, and Atrtificial intelligence.

Since I'm not a salesman, | can’t personally
motivate myself to convince you that this is
the “deal of the century” or anything along
those lines. Although, if you can't justify
$24/year (est.) to be a member of rmNUG
then | would have to say you probably aren’tDr. Gordon is originally from the Chicago
interested in things like: - monthly meetings area and attended the University of Illinoi
with interesting and motivating special fea- before completing his baccalaureate degr
tures. - conversation and feedback from otheWest Virginia University. Following this h
enthusiasts just like yourself. - usage and taught high school math for four years bef
evaluation of the latest and greatest software'eceiving his Ph. D. in Computer Science
hardware. - a newsletter that helps keep you(Distributed Computing) from the Universi
up to date at the local/national leve I. - the of Wisconsin. Dr. Gordon then taught for ¢

cheapest (legal) Internet connection you'll year at Northwestern before joining the fa
find. ty at the Colorado School of Mines.

His current professional interests include
The October rmNUG meeting. tificial intelligence, machine learning, and
neural networks. Outside of work Dr. Gorc
relaxes with woodworking, travel, musica
pursuits, calling square dances (Maybe h
demonstrate for us.) and family activities.

The October rmNUG meeting was extra spe
cial thanks to Andrew Stone’s entertaining
presentation. It was truly delightful to see
someone like Andrew with so much enthusi-
asm and energy for life (and his products). We are glad to have Dr. Gordon as an rn
Andrew took the better part of 2 hours dem- NUG member and are looking forward to

onstrating and explaining his latest products:contributions.
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“NeXT Now
Has 52
Users Groups
In Five
Different

Countries”

Terry Tautz board that will allow you to post question:
and receive answers usually within hours
This forum keep you up to date on what i
happening in the NeXT community.

Terry is one of the newest rmNUG members
by virtue of the fact that he is also Colorado’s
newest NeXT Campus Consultant. Terry is

ment of Cellular, Molecular and Develop-  from North America, Europe and Japan.
mental Biology at CU, where he studies the
molecular aspects of development using ) .
nematode worms as a model system. His urwanted' Ideas & Submissions

dergraduate education includes Bachelor of \we will also accept letters to the editor ar
Science degrees in Biology, Chemistry, and NeXT-related classified advertising.
Computer Science from Union College in
Lincoln, Nebraska. Terry is excited about theAll submissions may be sent to:
potential of the NeXT computer as a produc-Dave Bowdish
tivity tool for both the sciences and other dis-73340.2146@compuserve.com
ciplines. Terry encourages anyone with a .
NeXT-related question or need to contact or by U.S. Snail
him and he will be happy to assist in any waDavid Bowdish

3400 South Lowell Blvd. 1-106
User’s Groups Denver, CO 80236

NeXT now has at least 52 users groups, loca .
ed in five different counties. Due of the size From The Editor

of list we will not include it in every issue. | hope that you enjoy this issue of the rmN

If you interested in contacting any of these Newsletter. It is our largest yet! Special
groups, you can contact Dave Bowdish or thanks should go to Jacob Gore, Lotus, &
David Hieb for the user group information. Ashton-Tate for there contributions. The |

tions that were written by Jacob Gore ant
Internet Access myself involved the reading of over 150 p
es of court opinions, press releases, posi
papers, and articles. We hope that you w
enjoy the “Debate”.

We will no longer be printing in every issue
how to access the internet sites. If you shoulc
need this information, you may refer to one of
our earlier issues. The December issue will be a special on
new products that are coming out for Ne>
Many of these products are not listed in t
Fall Software and Peripherals guide.

If you do not have access to one of our earlie
issues, you may contact Dave Bowdish or
David Hieb for this information.

The January issue will be our first annua
Compuserve Forum Best and Worst of 1990 issue. In the futu
you will see more exciting and informativt
articles. As you can see, we put out one o
largest monthly NeXT Newsletters in the
country. If you have any ideas of what yo
If this forum is approved, it will provide would like to see in future usues of the ne
NeXT Users a place hold “live” conferences |etter, feel free to contact us.

with other NeXT users and developers from _
around the world. We are currently looking for volunteers tc

write monthly columns in the newsletter.

A NeXT forum also has a library section you have a special interest and would be
where you can upload and download free- terested you can contact me at;

ware programs, templates, programming
tools, and text files. 73340.2146@compuserve.com

As was mentioned in last month’s “From the
Editor”, Dave Bowdish has made a formal
proposal to Compuserve for a NeXT forum.

Finally, the forum will provide a message = Dave Bowdish, Editor-in-Chief
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The User Interface Copyright Controversy

Introduction

An issue that has become increasingly important in the computer inbdastbgen the issue of user interface copyri
This issue affects NeXT users because there are individuals in the industry whbigeor a boycott of prominent
software companies that are supporting NeXT by producing NeXT compatible software.

Because this issue has become to emotionally charged. We decided to run the folloviésgreldiing to the issue c
user interface copyrights. The first article is a position pdyantas put out by the League for Programming Free
Interspersed within the position paperiadics) is a counterpoint argument written by David Bowdish. This was ¢
because rmNUG has chosen to take a neutral stance on this issue, but wished to have legileseleed.

In addition, rmNUG has gotten exclusive articles from both Lotus andAsSkdte. Jacob Gore (a member of LPF)
also written an article in support of LPF’s stand. Because thé&sld@sition paper was not originally intended for a p
counterpoint debate, Jacob offers another view in defense of the IéE.dfée wish to give special thanks to Jacot
the many hours of time he has spent helping to develop this special section.

We wish to make it very clear that these following articles are opinions only and do nclangcespresent the view
held by rmNUG, rmNUG members, rmNUG Newsletter or NeXT arttieir employees. Our sole purpose is that w
you are done reading these articles you will have a better understanthigyisfue from the various parties that ar
rectly or indirectly involved with this very complicated issue.

Against User Interface Copyright
September 24, 1990
The League for Programming Freedom

In June 1990, Lotus won a copyright infringement suit against Paperback ®ofivsanall company that implemente
spreadsheet that obeys the same keystroke commands used in Lotus 1-2-3.

Paperback admittedly copied Lotus’ unique menu structure, and advertised themselves astba&ilygdentical to
Lotus 1-2-3. The keystroke commands (Macro’s) were, admittedly, intende@xactly like Lotus. In fact, Paperbac
V-P Planner was changed from it's independently developed version to copy Lotus’ command ntenel struc

Paperback was not accused of copying code from 1-2-3---only of supporting compatible user commands.

As the final judge’s ruling states, they could have created compatititgut copying almost exactly the identical m
structure. For example, they could have incorporated a translation program |egagiportability is not illegal.

Such imitation was common practice until unexpected court decisions in recent yeadeexhe scope of copyrigh

Copying complicated menu structures was not commonplace, and even if itavdegss not necessarily make it a le
right. “unexpected” is not defined or elaborated, but does make the decisions sound ominous.A coomtiddiasiec
upon the constitution and on Congressional Law, the courts have not extended th®sljoengress can, which th
did with computer programs and other items such as motion pictures, dramatical presentations, sodiyse@nd
artwork.

Within a week, Lotus went on to sue Borland over Quattro, a spreaddiest user interface has only a few similari
to 1-2-3. Lotus claims that these similarities in keystroke segs@mckor the ability to customize the interface to emi
1-2-3 are enough to infringe.

There has not been a ruling, nor has both sides of the case been fully presented yet. A Lotus spolezsthahtbiat
lawsuit is over the 1-2-3 option in Quattro which mimic’s Lotus’ 1-2-3m&ation, they are not arguing Quattro’s o
original presentation of a spreadsheet.

More ominously, Apple Computer has sued Microsoft and Hewlett Packard for implemewiimgpav system whose
displays partially resemble those of the Macintosh system. Subsequently Xerox suesAipmbéeinenting the
Macintosh system, which derives some general concepts from the earlier Xersysgtar.

“Ominously makes the case sound scary, but the lawsuit was filed over a contract that was made betwesmdA

Microsoft in 1985. The contract gave Microsoftr@oh-exclusive, worldwide, royalty-free, perpetual, and non-
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transferable licen8en various derivative works in present and future programs and the right to license thesd tt
party’s. Unfortunately, the agreement said nothing about later versions of Windows, and a lawsuwtdwakdljudge
has since ruled on what was and wasnt permissible under the contract and rest of the casede@ih@eanuch, if at
all, Microsoft went beyond the written agreement. Hewlett Packardhetasled in the lawsuit because they had rece
a license from Microsoft for the products in question. This case, while involving copysgbrisyarily over a poorly-
written contract both parties had signed.

Xerox filed a six-claim lawsuit, lost on five claims and chose to withdraw the sixth clai

These suits try to broaden the Lotus decision and establish copyriglarga elass of user interfaces. The Xerox law
was dismissed because of a technicality;

The “technicality was that Xerox was trying to circumvent copyright law. In copyrightlalgas are not copyrightabl
only the expression of an ideXerox’s suit was trying to say their ideas (as opposed to expressions) were prote

but if their planned appeal succeeds, a monopoly of unprecedented scope could still result.

What the appeal, if there is one, is based on is unknown; as are the results of the appeal. To say that a mono
unprecedented scope could result is alarmist and unrealistic.

And Ashton-Tate has sued Fox Software for implementing a database program thatthesspte programming
language used in dBase. This is a radical demand, but in the current judicial climémesaheannot be dismissed.

This case has not yet been decided in court. Anyway, it is not relevtars &rgument because this lawsuit is about
copyrightability of a programing language, not over the copyrightability of a Wderface. ‘radical demang® current
judicial climaté, “ threat — These author’s very emotional statements were not supported with any factual dat

While this paper addresses primarily the issue of copyright on spes#r interfaces, most of the arguments apply
added force to any broader monopoly.

The primary issués “user interfaces”, the rest of the sentence seems to allude to other (unrelated) topic
What Is a User Interface?

A user interface is what you have to learn to operate a machinasé&himterface of a typewriter is the layout of the k
The user interface of a car includes a steering wheel for tupedg]s to speed up and slow down, a lever to signal 1
etc.

The user interface is the expressed results of the computer prdgismot analogous to items such as automobiles
typewriters which fall under patent law, instead of copyright law. A prapalogy would be a comparison with elemge
of a play, book, piece of artwork, etc.. Items that are covered under the copyright law.

When the machine is a computer program, the interface includes that of the comsutesbaoard, screen and mot
--plus those aspects specific to the program. These typically intledemmands, menus, programming languages
the way data is presented on the screen.

Again, the point is confused by the mixing of objects that are covered badeptyright law (computer, keyboard, scre
& mouse) with items that are addressed under the copyright law (commands, menus, programming langeemge
presentation).

A copyright on a user interface means a government-imposed monopoly on itstheeexample of the typewriter, tt
would mean that each manufacturer would be forced to arrange the keys in a different layout.

Copyrights (and Patents) are, by definition, limited monopolies allowed by the government and thetiGonst
typewriter is an item that is covered under patent law, not copyright law, and is irrelevaatdathor’s contentions.

The Purpose of Copyright

In the United States, the Constitution says that the purpose is to “promote the prognessefasa the useful arts.’
Conspicuously absent is any hint of intention to enrich copyright holders to the detriment of tloé cspysighted
works.

A more complete reading of the Constitution states thhe“Congress shall have Power . . . To Promote the Progr
Science . . . by securing for limited Time to Authors . . . the exclusive right to their . . . WritifigBhe .constitution
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does give the copyright holder the approval to baerfched. As to the “detriment of users of copyrighted wotksow
is the user detrimented by using a copyrighted program (or reading a book, watching a play, viewing a photoc

The Supreme Court made the reason for this absence explicit, staimgFilm vs. Doyal that “The sole interest of
United States and the primary object in conferring the [copyright] monopoly lie in the gemafitslaerived by the
public from the labors of authors.”

This is not a reasoning of an absence in the constitution, but one sentence, in a longer ruling, that explains w
government allows a limited monopoly (copyright).

In fact the Supreme Court ruled in Mazer v. Stein (1954) teatburagement of individual effort by personal gain is
best way to advance public welfare through talents of authors and inventors in ‘Science @ isSef

In other words, since copyright is a government-imposed monopoly, which iateweh the freedom of the public ir
significant way, it is justified only if the benefit to the public exceeds the cost futiie.

This restatement of the Supreme Courts rulinganvayresembles what the ruling stated. Copyright law allows fo
copyright of an original expression of an idea as long as that expression is not obvious or functionalgryecess

The spirit of individual freedom must, if anything, incline us against monopoly.

Perhaps, but are we not benefited by some limited monopolies such as drug companies that créas thatgave
lives because their right to their limited monopoly allows them the ability to rettweost of research and
development?

Following either the Supreme Court or the principle of freedom, the fundamental questibatisalue does user
interface copyright offer the public---and what price would we have to pay for it?

We've already argued theSupreme Couttand “ principle of freedorhpoints. Besides, copyrightability is not
determined by some imaginary, arbitrary scale of benefit -vs.- cost.

Reason #1: More Incentive Is Not Needed

The developers of the Star, the Macintosh system, 1-2-3 and dBaséheltwithout interface copyright there would
insufficient incentive to develop such products. This is disproved by their own actions.

Each of these developers made separate claims, any attempt to lump them together is obscsugy tiso, the
statement about their actions as evidence to the contrary is unsubstantiated.

Until 1986, user interface copyright was unheard of. The computer industrpplegeinder a system where imitatin
user interface was both standard practice and lawful.

The technology of screen displays (user interfaces), or lack of, is pyadabimary reason. The technology limited
expressability of the program.

To say that imitation wasdoth standard practice and lawfui standard practi¢as a qualitative term that could be
stretched to just about anything. To say it was lawful is inaccurate on it's face since dicgys are based on the
Copyright Act of 1976 and amendments of 1980. Because somebody does not defeglitsheéiras not mean that tf
do not have rights.

Under this system, today'’s plaintiffs made their decisions to develop their products. Abéenvith the choice in
actuality, they decided that they did, indeed, have “enough incentive”.

These companies have produced new products. But that is irrelevant.

Even though competitors were free to imitate these interfaces, this did not preveot thewriginal products from
being successful and producing a large return on the investment.

Competitors were not free to copy interfaces as the later lawsditated. As to the second point, is it fair for a comy
to lose it's copyright because it's product was so good it made money?

In fact, they were so successful that they became {de facto} standards. (The XewwasSdailure due to poor
marketing even though nothing similar existed.)

Again, should a company loose it's copyright because it's product is so good. Besides, hindsight has proven tt
“ standardshave not remained constant or permanent.
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Even if interface copyright would increase the existing incentive, additional improvemerster interfaces would n
necessarily result.

It is ludicrous to say that if a copyright increases incentive toowgrthat improvements may not come anyway. E
it is an incentive or not, and why would anyone argue against giving incentives for improvement?

Once you suck a bottle dry, more suction won’t get more out of it. Thingpiscentive is so great that it may well suff
to motivate everyone who has an idea worth developing.

There is no evidence to support this statement. In fact, some of today’s software produciausof dollars to
produce; the more expensive the project, the riskier it becomasdiially), the more incentive is needed to produce
product.

Extra incentive, at the public’s expense, will only increase the price of these devat®pme

What “extra incentivé? These are basic rights given to the people by the Constitution and thegSenigs hard to hav
an “increasetiprice if there was no development in the first place because there wasnt enough protecgative).

Reason #2: “Look and Feel” Will Not Protect Small Companies

The proponents of user interface copyright claim that it would protect small compamesging wiped out by large
competitors.

Many companies have argued that user interface copyright will benefit small companies hyingdaser
organizations (with larger resources) from creating visual duplicates that will dominagekaetn

Yet look around: today’s interface copyright plaintiffs are large, established companie

The size of a company does not determine it’s rights. In virtually aw@a of consumer product you have companies
are producing illegal copies (designer jeans, luxury watchs, etc.).

User interface copyright is crushing when the interface is an effective standard.

“ crushing sounds terrible but do we say it's okay to copy something becauterdied in the marketplace? Is it ok
to sell fake Rolex watches because of the popularity of Rolex? The fakes use differ¢éntcpaate the same appea

However, a small company is vulnerable when its product is littie, @sel its interface is little known. In this situati
user interface copyright won'’t help the small company much.

So? Because a law doesn't help some people as much, you deny everybody their rights?

Imagine a small company with 10,000 customers: a large company may believe there isal pateet of a million
users, not reached by the small company, for a similar product. Geectampany will try to use its marketing might
reach them before the small company can.

As long as it doesnt violate a patent oc@pyright it's their right. More people will ultimately benefit from theguct
by it's use, it’s called capitalism.

User interface copyright won’t change this outcome.
If no copyright law is violated, correct.

Forcing the large company to develop an incompatible interface will have littl¢ @ffélce majority of potential
customers---those who have not learned the other interface.

The copyright laws would be working. For the larger company to get the customers to adapt to a difesfane] it
would have to produce a better product. The consumer benefits.

They will buy from the large company anyway.

Copyright laws cannot change economic realities, but giveroacepeople will choose the better product. Again, tr
how capitalism works. Remember, all thelge’ companies were small companies at one time.

What's more, interface copyright will work against the small company if the largpasoyrs product becomes an
effective standard.

If the company cannot produce a better product, but only copy another, why should the big company suffer (i.
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Then new customers will have an additional reason to prefer thectarggany. To survive, the small company will n:
to offer compatibility with this standard---but, due to user interface copyright] metibe allowed to do so.

Again,compatibility is not illegal It is blatant copying that is illegal. The final decision clearly states in the Lotus
v.Paperback case, the ruling even demonstrated examples of products in the marketplace t@whpatible but not
infringing on Lotus’ copyright.

Instead of relying upon monopolistic measures, small companies arsunosssful when they rely on their own inhe
advantages: agility, low overhead, and willingness to take risks.

Aside from the incongruity that there can be small companies in a true mgsitpation, this is correct. The compe
will have to create a product that is better in order to increase their market share. Agasmcapéialism.

Reason #3: Diversity in Interfaces is Not Desirable

The Copyright system was designed to encourage diversity; its detaisoward this end. Diversity is the primary g
when it comes to novels, songs, and the other traditional domains of copyegtéerRwant to read novels they have
yet read.

The copyright laws were written to protect thauthor’s right to their work. Diversity was never a stated goal of tr
Constitution or Congress. Remember, ideas are not copyrightable, only the expressintesalémeidea.

But diversity is not the goal of interface design. Computer usersowasistency in interfaces because this promotes
of use.

Consistency does not mean equal ease of use. For example, look at Lotus’ Improv or Ashton-Eteiepand
compare it to the first Standardl VisiCalc. Besides, diversity means choice. It is not fair to the consumer taHenit
choices available. It creates stagnation.

Thus, by standardizing street signs and symbols on automobile dashboards, mad®itgossible for any driverin t
world to operate any car with virtually no instruction.

Not entirely true, but basically irrelevant to this discussion. Street signs and syn#alst @onsumable products.
Incompatibility in interfaces is a price to be paid when worthwhile, not a benefit.

There are benefits to any successful product, similarity to another product may or may not be a benefit, let alc
compelling benefit.

Significantly better interfaces may be hard to think of, but it is easy to invent ietesMdach are merely different.
Interface copyright will surely succeed in encouraging this sort adrfaxte development”. The result will be gratuity
incompatibility.

As stated before, a product that is not demonstratively better will have a hard time develofiglalgomarket shar

Reason #4: Meaningful Competition Will Be Reduced
Under the regime of interface copyright, there will be no compatible competition dbligised products.

“regime” - another frightening word. A visual duplicate is ndfleéaningful Competitioh Meaningful competition is :
product that is substantially different/better to offer a real choice to the consumer.

For a user to switch to a different brand will require retraining.
Then the benefits of the product will have to worth theitth’ to the new product.

But users don't like to retrain, not even for a significant improverk@niexample, the Dvorak keyboard layout, inver
several decades ago, enables a typist to type faster and more accurately thaneswats#ile standard “QWERTY”
layout. Nonetheless, few people use it. Even new typists don't learn Dvorak, because theyesamthe llayout use
on most typewriters.

Very poor example. This demonstrates the dangers of a “standard”. Progress can be stifled by it.
Alternative products that require such an effort by the consumer are not effectivaitompe
Correct, if they do not provide substantial benefits they will notdie¢tive competitiori
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The monopoly on the established interface will yield in practice a moynopdhe functionality accessed by it. This v
cause higher prices and less technological advancement---a windfall for lucky lessibes$®ad for the public at la

Reality, has proven just the opposite. As stated before, copyrights encourage companies to advaneen&dvanc
required to compete with a popular product, and the copyright law ensures the company will recewtstbkit's
labors. Competition and advancement is created -- both which are good for the companies and the public.

Reason #5: Incompatibility Does Not Go Away

If there had been a 50-year interface copyright for the steering Mthveellld have expired not long ago. During the s
of the copyright, we would have got cars steered with joysticks, cars steered withdedecars steered with pedals
Each car user would have had to choose a brand of car to learn to drive, and it would not be easy to switch.

Again we are mixing patent law and copyright law which operate differently. But if this analogtowerearried out
under copyright law, it would still be incorrect. Copyright law protects the expression ofaamumtethe idea. Further
the expression must not be obvious or functionally necessary. SteeringithGasteering wheel is an obvious expres:
of the idea of steering a car. The proof being that there have been almost no alternatives to keeeanmtroduced
since the car was invented.

The expiration of the copyright would have freed manufacturers to swithlk best of the known interfaces. But if F
cars were steered with wheels and General Motors were steered with pethes coenpany could change interface
without abandoning their old customers. It would take decades to converge on a single interface.

To continue with the very stretched analogy, why is the steering thbestbndard in Ford and GM cars today? Beca
under copyright law the steering wheel would be both functional and obvious. Tieayolvprotected by the copyrig
law that the author is valiantly fighting so hard against. Theory is fine, but reality is proving thg theog.

Reason #6: Users Have Invested More Money Than Developers
The plaintiffs like to claim that user interfaces represent large invettrae their part.

This is playing games with words. The interface is the most visitilef the program and figures heavily in the custor
decision to purchase the product. The large investment is in the develagrtenprogram, of which the user interfz
is an integral part. A bad interface = no sales = $3$$ losses.

In fact, the effort spent designing the user interface of a computer program is usadliyosnpared to the cost of
developing the program itself. The people who make a large investmieatisdr interface are the users who train tc
it. Users have spent much more time and money learning to use 1-2-3thaspent developing the entire program
alone what Lotus spent develop the program’s interface.

There is no loss for the consumer, unless they switch to a diffeoeloict that does not offer enough benefits to offse
learning curve of the new software. Besides, the use of 1-2-3 has sausertheven more in labor and benefits than
spent in purchasing and training to use the product. If this wasnt the case than the product wouldnt have solc

Thus, if investment justifies ownership, it is the users who should be the owners.
The users do own the product. That was there investment.
The users should be allowed to decide---in the marketplace---who may use it.

The marketplace does decide. The products that are perceived to be better will geektzdiyes, and if the product
stinks, than they dont use it and purchasers tell others not to use it.

According tolnfoworld (mid January 1989), computer users in general expect user interface copyright to be he

Expressed expectations are based on knowledge, perceptions and how the question was asked. Théesvare ve
computer users who understand how user interface copyrights reallyte&etveloper, consumer and the marketpl
Just as there are lawyers and economists who do not understand the implications of a superconductingotmp

Reason #7: Discrimination Against Software Sharing

User interface copyright discriminates against freely redistributableageft such as freeware, shareware and pub
domain software.
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This is not true. If the products truly are freeware, shareware and pidoin@in than they are not affected by the copy!
laws.

Although itmaybe possible to license an interface for a proprietary programe, @gwner is willing, these licenses reqt
payment, usually per copy.

This is true, but why not develop an original interface, instead of copying one.

There is no way to collect this payment for a freely redistributable program.

Obviously, copying someone else’s work and then giving it away free is illegal.

The result will be a growing body of interfaces that are barred to non-proprietary softwar

Only PARTS of interface are copyrightable, the parts that are obvious choices or are functienafigary are NOT
copyrightable! The only parts of the user interface that are copyrightable are those that haveldimitless way of
being expressed.

Authors of these programs donate to the public the right to share them, and sometimesualg@talsthange their
workings. This is a public service, and one less common than innovation. Hatoeake sense to encourage innova
of one sort with means that bar donation of another sort.

Programmers who produce original programs for the free use of others are to be complementeck beynatange

Reason #8: Copyright Will Be a Tool For Extortion

The scope of interface copyright is so vague and potentially wide that it will be difificaity programmer to be sul
of being safe from lawsuits.

The copyright law in regards to user interfaces is very clear. The parts of an interfaugpgreyhtable are those tha
are anexpressiorof an idea that ison-obvious not functionally necessargnd have a virtual limitless numbers of w.
that it can be expressed.

Most programs need an interface, and there is usually no way to design an interface esdapt tiesideas you ha
seen used elsewhere.

Ideasare not copyrightable! Furthermore, building on ideas is encouraged by copyright law.

Only a great genius would be likely to envision a usable interface without a deep resemabtament practice. It
follows that most programming projects will risk an interface infringement suit.

Since most of the parts of an interface are functionally necessary aobhaoeis, there will always be similarities. Th
is virtually no risk to a programmer if he/she really understands what is copyrightable on ateskce. It is not a
difficult concept to understand.

The spirit of “Millions for defense, but not a cent for tributelitile honored in business today. Customers and inve
often avoid companies that are targets of suits; an eventual vickgrgame years too late to prevent great loss or
bankruptcy. Therefore, when offered a choice between paying royalties aggbed, most businesses pay, even if
would probably win.

Opinions to the contrary, this type of unethical suing is very rare in the business worldeDeapijust because a
company may act unethical it does not make a sound argument against companies haxigig coatent protectiot
by the government.

Since this tendency is well known, companies often take advantage dfiriggr threatening suits they are unlikely
win. As long as any interface copyright exists, this form of extortion will broaden itdie#fscope.

This is a relatively rare practice that is illegal and unethical. It still doesn't naageod defense against copyright &
patent laws. If a company would do this, it is just as easy for thenmetie¢hrothers for copying code, they dont nee
use interface infringement. Changing the law would not change the ethical practices of a company.

Reason #9: Interface Copyright Inhibits Useful Innovation
Due to the evolutionary nature of interface development, interface copyright willlacatatd progress.

“ Standardsand “ innovatiorf are usually mutually-exclusive terms.
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Fully fleshed-out interfaces don't often ariseé@s's de forcdrom the minds of isolated masters. They result from
repeated implementations, by different groups, each learning from the results of priagiopssaFor example, the
Macintosh interface was based on ideas tried previously by Xerox and SRI, and before thatdnyfdine Artificial
Intelligence Laboratory. The Xerox Star also drew on the inteifi@ees that came from SRI and SAIL. 1-2-3 adapte:
interface ideas of Visicalc and other spreadsheets. dBase drew on a program devéhepaet #ropulsion Laboratc

Once again, IDEAS are NOT COPYRIGHTABLE. This sort of building (legally referred@ake Shoulders of
Giants”) is encouraged by and the reason for copyright law.

This evolutionary process resembles the creation of folk art rather than the way sysyptmreés or films are made
The advances that we ought to encourage are most often small, localized changes to whatealsmbas done.

Again, Ideas are not copyrightable, no matter how good (or small) they are.
If each interface has an owner, it will be difficult to implement such ideas.

Each interface does not have aovinel’ though some parts may be copyrightable and copyrighted. Once again,
are not copyrightable.

Even assuming the owner will license the interface that is to be improved, the inconvemedrexpense would
discourage all but the most determined.

The implication being that interfaces cannot lmproved without the consent of the supposed copyright owner.
Improvements are either new expressions or new ideas, both of whiebard he only thing that would be illegal wot
be the use of the original’s copyrighted elements (which may not exist aftemfir@Vemens”).

Users often appreciate small, incremental changes that make programerdasier to use. This means changes t
are upwards compatible, or affect only part of a well-known interface. Thus, on computer ésyl@anow have
function keys, arrow keys, a delete key and a control key, which typewditenst have. But the layout of the letter:
unchanged.

However, such partial changes as this are not permitted by copyright law. If any sigpifidaont of the new interfac
is the same as a copyrighted interface, the new interface is illegal.

You cannot makerainor changeto anything that is copyrighted and get around the copyright. That just wouldn't.k
But if the author is referring to the adding of keys to a keyboard, agairstha@king patent law and copyright law. T
analogy does not work, they operate on separate principles.

Reason #10: Interface Developers Don’t Want Copyright

At the 1989 ACM Conference on Computer-Human Interaction, Professor SamaeEmory School of Law present
a “mock trial” with legal arguments for and against user interface copyright, and Keehtlas attendees---research
and developers of user interfaces---to fill out a survey of their opinion on the subject.

The respondents overwhelmingly opposed all aspects of user interfacebgyias much as 4 to 1 for some asp
When they were asked whether user interface copyright would harm dahédlgd, on a scale from 1 to 5, the aver
answer was 1.6. {See the May 1990 issue of the Communications of the ACM, for the full results.}

The advocates of user interface copyright say that it would provide §ettgity and income for user interface desigr
However, the survey shows that these supposed beneficiaries would prefer to be let alone.

In statistical analysis there is a phrase that is also used by conognammers. GIGO, Garbage In, Garbage Out
this case you have a non-random homogeneous group of non-legal experts who witneskddal of unknown qualit
and then they were asked unspecified questions in which they respondedsiealike. This is a reason for not hav
user interface copyrights? Determining law based on a poll is absurd. Anothef pomputer software company dir
tors could give an entirely different response and it would be just as valid an argument.

Do You Really Want a User Interface Copyright, Anyway?

For a business, “locking in” customers may be profitable for a tim a8 the vendors of proprietary operating syst
have found out, this generates resentment and eventually drives customers to try to esmamangmun, this leads
failure.

What is the difference betwedonc¢king in” and “ industry standardsThey provide the same results. That's why prog
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is inevitable.

Therefore, by permitting user interface copyright, society encourages counterproduckivegtim its businesses. Nc
all businesses can resist this temptation; let us not tempt them.

User interface copyright is the reward for progress. To take away the award, is to hinder p@ggesncourage the
status quo.

Conclusion

Monopolies on user interfaces do not serve the users and do not “promote the progress of scieaceseaiiod drts.”
User interfaces ought to be the common property of all, as they undisputedly were until aréeaggea

There is a lot of ignorance on this issue of user interface copyrighthamavsuits that were mentioned. Xerox sued
lost because of the copyright law. Lotus won a lawsuit where the defendaiitedgimhanged their spreadsheet so
it was virtually identical to 1-2-3. Apple’s lawsuits were primaaler a poorly written contract that was signed betw
Apple and Microsoft. Ashton-Tate’s trial hasnt concluded yet, but the lawsuit is not pridaoily user interfaces

You are being asked to boycott four different companies because thegvigeits. The companies are not changint
creating law, but they are only trying to protect what they belietreeis legal rights. There has been no evidence tc
contrary. They have one other thing in common, they are big companies. lisk fo@ssume that because a comg;
is big it must also be bad. There have been several lawsuits filed by small computer companiespwf the same
issues. Why hasnt the LPF called for a boycott of those companies? Wthg h#3- called for a boycott of compan
before all the facts are presented in court? Finally, with new technology there is going to li@engltbst are going t
have to be answered by the courts. This has happened with every new tedhiab logy appeared since the Constitu
was written. Why punish these companies with boycotts, just because they are the firspaigesotm go to court to
protect what they believe is their rights? Protect yourself from ignorance and gettthe fac

What You Can Do

Don't do business as usual with the plaintiffs, Xerox, Lotus, Apple andAsFdte. Buy from their competitors inste
sell their stock; develop new software for other computer systems and port existiogtag@iaway from their syst

Above all, don’t work for the “look and feel” plaintiffs, and don’t accept contracts from them.

Join the League for Programming Freedom---a grass-roots organization of progrananessra opposing software
patents and interface copyrights. (The League is not opposed to copyright atuialdivograms.) Annual dues are §
for employed professionals, $10.50 for students, and $21 for others. We appreciate activists peus miemcannot
contribute their time are also welcome.

Phone us at (617) 243-4091, send Internet mail to {league@ @prep.ai.mit.edu}, or write to:

League for Programming Freedom 1 Kendall Square #143 P.O. Box 9171 Cambridge, MA 02139

Give copies of this paper to your friends, colleagues and customers.

In the United States, write to your representatives and to these Congressional stieesmmi

House Subcommittee on Intellectual Property 2137 Rayburn Bldg. Washington, DC 20515

Senate Subcommittee on Patents, Trademarks and Copyrights United States SenagdaDC 20510

In Europe, the European Commission is proposing to institute interface copyright. Express youoogposititing t

Jean-Francois Verstrynge DG 3/D/4 Commission of the European Communities 200 Rue dé#91®riuxelles
BELGIUM

Also write to your own representative to the European Parliament.

If you disagree with the LPF, contact the companies involved and get théofagourself and send your opinions to
above addresses.

Support whatever company you feel treats you right and dont buy anything from any company who mistreats
Take your $10.50 to $42.00 and buy yourself a nice dinner or donate it to a worthy,¢hatityuch money could dc
lot of good.
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Lotus Responds

Recent criticism of Lotus’ efforts to protect its copyrights in Lotus 1-2-3 has baé@edpi believe that this criticism
reflects a poor understanding of copyrights in general and limited dayilvith Lotus’ lawsuits against Paperback S
ware International, Mosaic Software Inc., The Santa Cruz Operation and Borlandtioteal.

About copyrights in general, many are in the dark about what is and witdaigjuestion of copyright. Some seem
vinced that Lotus is seeking protection for such non-copyrightable elemdn&s®s its grid of cells organized in ro
and columns, its two-line moving-cursor menus, the ability to have thealeet an item by typing its initial letter, o
single command sequence such as “File Save.” We are not. Thesatslane not copyrightable, and we have long r
clear that they are not the basis of our suits. Lotus has not beemsgpigntime in court trying to stop developers fr
including these non-copyrightable elements in their designs.

What we have done is to assert any copyright holder’s right to stop other vendors from copying dyiestanfats
user interface, in particular 1-2-3's menus, their commands, structure and sequericeeVéhalking about here is
complex sequence of more than 300 commands. In each of our four suits, theycampave sued has copied virtuz
verbatim 1-2-3's menu commands and sequence in their products. Thedeggraght law protects authors from havi
“substantial” parts of their creations copied by others. As JudgeKémind in the Paperback opinion, there are n
ways to express the functions of a spreadsheet in menus; the 1-2-3 interface is but onenyfrihdstoices. As Mi-
crosoft’s Excel and as Quattro Pro’s non-Lotus 1-2-3 menu choicesleagftosie can develop a spreadsheet with m
radically different from those of 1-2-3.

The Paperback decision does not break new ground in the copyright law. Before that caseditivélate to engag
in what the Judge called “overwhelming and pervasive” copying, the kind of copywlgicmwe have sued. Our ind
try’s success rests on innovation, and it is copyright law that provides the main bulwark lz@ants someone expr
priate your innovation as if it were his property.

Lotus’ claims against Borland also remain misunderstood by many. Borland’s Quattro @md Puaehave their own
native menus, developed by Borland’s own development teams. Purchasergrof Qoiaever, get more than what E
land itself has to offer. At the beginning of each session, Quattro users choose whether tBonaokkEs menus anc
commands or whether to sue the nearly 300 Lotus 1-2-3 commands in theiglktguysequence and structure. Tyf
“Q123” at the DOS prompt brings up the Lotus 1-2-3 menu. That, we belieVearl unlawful under the copyright Iz
— just as itis illegal to include two songs on a record — onedloaiginal and one that is a copy of the work of somge
else.

Critics suggest that Lotus is litigating at the expense of itda@wvent efforts. The accusation that we litigate rather
innovate simply won't stick. Protecting our creations as well as building new productshanapottant elements in
responsible management. We've been doing a lot in the research lab aratkegplace — both to enhance 1-2-3 an
develop and improve other products. We devote immense resources tdraasdatevelopment (much, much, more t
to litigation) — and the results are innovative new products such as Notes, Improv, and inremraiveements to e
isting products such as 1-2-3/G and Freelance Graphics for OS/2.

We see nothing wrong with standing up for our rights in a highly competitive marketplace. Buighisse-rnot just
Lotus’ rights, but everyone’s rights on this matter — are also in the best interestoftih@re industry and in the be
interest of our users.

Thomas Lemberg
Vice President and General Counsel

Lotus Development Corp.

Editor’s note: the following was included from Lotus, it was not identified but is liketytfie closing argument that
Lotus presented at the Lotus v. Paperback suit.

If various elements in new software were not protected by copyright, the big losers wouldipaltrdevelopers. As
you know, the history of our industry has been one of creative designers whiy identnfilled need in the market a
then design and build a superior product to fill that need.

Without copyright protection, you can imagine what would happen. The first time the developer darmastiattras
tive new product at COMDEX or some other industry gathering, hundreds of iprogra in corporate research lab
tories would quickly hunker down to create their own versions of the program. A big firm could soeraaiesie of
almost any new program, and then market it heavily, and rob the developer of the value of Weseffeds. Without
copyright protection, creators would lose out. And because rewards thatteryould soon be fewer creators, fewer
products, and users would suffer. Mr. Vizachero, however, expressed a bdasonéidence that government users
always have “plenty” of good software; the irony is that this luxury is contingent upon the very coawidgindt Viza
chero decries
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LPF Member Responds

RESPECT
Due to a mistake in the printed schedule, waiting for the OOPSL@AMZ90 banquet was the kind of experience th
brings people together. (Two thousand of them in one small lobby.) The food was typical cateredsbafigiget the
banquet speaker made it all worthwhile. | don’t envy those who will have to follow Bill Buxicireg future OOPSL

Bill is an Adjunct Professor in Computer Science at the University of Toronto, and a anhguerox PARC and tc
Commodore. He controlled his entire audio-visual presentation with higa&mhich he thanked in his last slide for
crashing). The title was “C. P. Snow’s Two Cultures Revisited.” The moral of thevdalthat computer technology

now at a point where the “two cultures,” liberal arts intelldstaad scientific intellectuals, have a wonderful opportt
to cooperate. The gap between them can be bridged using effective and venlowatan-computer interfaces. The

sentation is really a “must-see,” and | hope ACM makes the video tape of it available.

During his talk, Bill, a musician by profession, took out his electronog@one and played a jazzy tune. “This is n
toy,” he said, displaying the foot-long black instrument. “Built into thisglié RESPECT.” Respect for the years he s
perfecting his skills as a saxophonist. While it would be much dasilrsign something that amounts to a pipe-sh
keyboard, this electronic instrument lets him use his craft of controlling lip muysoemt them: twelve”) to produce
music.

Respect

This was the gist of Bill's talk. The purpose of a user interfate bring the computer into the user’s world, rather:
drag the human into the world of the computer. Respect -- for the semdbe habits, for the intelligence of the hun
being.

Let's look at habits. For new uses of technology, a good interfaceapitialize on habits from similar activities. For «
rently popular uses of technology, these habits already exist. If you da#ith,an unsuspecting subject and tell tl
to close their eyes and mimic the following actions: starting a car; opening an oven; windita dmay not work o
younger Americans); closing a zipper; turning on a TV set (guaranteed to work on younger Americans

As heretical as this may seem at this point in time in oun®ylthere is no law of nature that says that watches mi
wound by turning a knob clockwise, or that a car must be started by tvadteygbeyond its “on” position and releas
it. Just imagine asking Michael Faraday, a man quite good at discolsevsgf nature and no novice to the concep
electricity and motion, to mimic starting a car. Yet, these actions are natusahbw.

This demonstrates that not only do our habits affect the user imettaour devices, but the reciprocal is also true.
habit development and user interface development are symbiotic. Same goes for owarizktieésprogress of hume
knowledge -- just as “habitual,” “obvious” is a function of time. Not so long ago, it was obvious tEarthavas flat
(still is, to some people).

The understanding of this symbiosis is lacking from Judge Keeton’s deicisi@case of Lotus v. Paperback. After
claring most of 1-2-3’s user interface uncopyrightable (items listed as uncopyrightabtes’ article, above), he pn
nounced the menu structure of 1-2-3 copyrightable. Out of the 113-page decision, this is the paragapmtrize:
why the case went to Lotus:

I conclude that a menu command structure is capable of being expressed in many if not an unlimited nwaybet
and that the command structure of 1-2-3 is an original and non-obvious way of exppeessimmand structure. Acco
ingly, the menu structure, taken as a whole -- including the choice of command terms, the stnactuder of those
terms, their presentation on the screen, and the long prompts -- is an espatB that is not present in every expres:
of an electronic spreadsheet. It meets the requirements of the second elemengaf testlor copyrightability.

Completely neglected in this statement is the fact that what is being discuad¢dMAN-computer interface. Ther
may well be an unlimited number of ways to make a menu for a sprefdsinehe limitation here is not on the desig
it is on the user. The number of menu structures a typical humameamber is indeed quite limited. So, this limitat
must also be respected: the number of similar structures a human SHOULD havembeems very small. Respect

Judge Keeton proceeds to confirm my suspicion that he did not take people’s habits into camsiderati

Finally, | consider the third element of the legal test -- whether the structure neeqa@d organization of the men
command system is a substantial part of the alleged copyrighted work i-dtas 1-2-3. That the answer to this ques
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is “yes” is incontrovertible. The user interface of 1-2-3 igitgst unique element, and is the aspect that has made
so popular. That defendants went to such trouble to copy that element &vetetsto its substantiality. Accordingly, e
uation of the third element of the legal test weighs heavily in favor of Lotus.

If 1-2-3’s interface is its most unique element, it is a sacheentary on 1-2-3. Even in the non-graphical PC environr
there are plenty of more convenient ways to organize the menus (foplexasiin Quattro). The reason for 1-2-3's |
ularity is that it was the first spreadsheet on the market to effectiveBettie IBM PC, which was penetrating mar
offices at the same time. As interest in spreadsheets rose, many outéts aff@ring courses in their use and progr
ming. Since 1-2-3 was the only significant spreadsheet for the P@&s the one whose commands were taught. Sii
is easiest for offices to have everybody use the same spreadsheet, 1-2-3 becamentitesposad one (the whide-
spreadsheet, so to speak). That is why 1-2-3 became popular. Not beésausse ihterface was something outstanc
-- if it was so wonderful, people wouldn’t have to take courses to learn it.

Spreadsheet developers that reached the market later respected the investiadmyt time users into learning 1-2-3
commands, and provided them as their main command mode (as in PapafBdelkdaner), or as an optional backw
compatibility mode (as in Borland’s Quattro). That is why 1-2-3's iderface was emulated. Not because the othe
signers couldn’t (or didn’t) come up with a better interface.

While there is obviously great variation in usefulness of user interfaces, when elestsrane the odds are largely
favor of the incumbent. Witness the currently raging debate in comp.sys.next about “clicksb¢fbe only behaviol
in NeXTstep’s Window Manager) and “point-to-focus” (the default behavior in X11 windowgaes)aDo you think
I’'m over-stressing “respect’? Read some postings from people accustomed todgorug” about not having that :
an option on the NeXT -- they are genuinely insulted! Other good examelédeaecurring Usenet wars of Emacs v
FORTRAN v. all other computer languages, etc.. While | know that Hrergechnical reasons for using Objective-(
stead of C++, | am well aware that | favor Objective-C because it was thermefimy introduction into the world c
object-oriented programming. Habit is also why | use the Esc key as the Meta prefixas, Euen though using the
Alternate is the more reasonable choice. | learned to use Esc for this first, so...

My experience with Lotus, Quattro, and their users was in my job asahager of Northwestern University’s Compt
Science and Engineering Lab, which provides support to the faculty anof steffElectrical Engineering and Compt
Science Department. Several of our secretaries and techaitals&td a spreadsheet. Initially, it was 1-2-3 -- becal
was donated to us by Hewlett-Packard with some Touchscreen commMBeXJS but not PC compatible), and bece
courses were available for it. With time, spreadsheet work moved to IBM PCs, and 1sZ{llwze one we used.

After a while, though, the support staff, including yours truly, got so fed tinpplwtus’s user abuse under the name “c
protection,” that | started shopping around for another spreadsheet. Resgexgxperience (and files) accumulates
our users, the requirements for the new spreadsheet were: (&} itgad 1-2-3 files; (2) it must emulate 1-2-3; (3) it n
not be copy-protected; (4) it must be reasonably priced, naturally.

We chose Quattro. It met all four requirements. (Press releaseit the Lotus v. Borland suit imply that 1-2-3 emule
option was added in Quattro Pro, but it in fact was always pres@nfittro.) Lotus, by the way, announced at about
time that it would stop copy-protecting 1-2-3, but we had to wait for and pay for the next releasg¢e.Too |

| observed that as soon as a user found some time to try the naifeceto Quattro, they dropped the 1-2-3 interf
So, Borland created a different interface because it was significantly thettelcotus’s, not just to be different. But |
could not tell my users, “you’ll drop the 1-2-3 interface that you already karaawou’ll learn and start using the Qua
interface.” This is the reason for having a 1-2-3 menu mode. Respect.

Being different for the sake of being different is known to softwaseyders as “gratuitous incompatibility” and “the |
Invented Here (NIH) Syndrome” -- follies that good designers work hard to avoid. Yet, the numiagrsaine can b
different for the sake of being different became the major reason to find 1-2-3's merurstcopyrightable, and the
Paperback was punished for not being gratuitously different. “Incontrovertible” indeed.

Here is another illustration of disrespect for the human in the Lotus v. Paperbaaindecis

...copying the menu structure was not the _only_ way to achieve aspedsiesit@d compatibility [of VP Planner wi
1-2-3]. For example, the defendants could have instead added a macro conversiontgagsathié creators of Excel ha
successfully done (the Microsoft Excel Macro Translation Assistant), and could have goaoviole-line help functior
that would show users the VP-Planner equivalent for 1-2-3 commands.
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Well, thanks for telling us that we cah Ashton-Tate Responds

convert the macros in our files, but Position on “Look & Feel”
what are we to do about the macrog
burned into our brains? | can save a
Quiattro file with my eyes closed. | ca
save an Emacs file in my sleep (anc
probably have). This is a recipe for
compatibility with a 1-2-3 file, not
with a 1-2-3 user. “On-line help func
tion” is not compatibility, it's an aid
for re-learning. A 110V toaster is no

| expect that the legal system will continue to recognize copyright prote

for computer program user interfaces, and that we will see singeacknowl
edgment that elements of user interfaces such as command“tatgoages’
reflect the same create authorship and are deserving of thespymight pro
tection as other aspects of work.

_ Those who argue that copyright protection should be different than the

dards applied to other works will not find support in the courts. Thisesuse
t Congress has afforded copyright protection to computer programs, and
made compatible with a 220V powe courts will foIIow_this Congr_essional_mandate and apply copyright law tc
source by providing instructions for grams and user interfaces just as it is applied to other works.

replacing the power supply, online or Judge Robert Keeton's recent decision in ‘Lotus Development Corpora
not. Paperback Software International’ offers insight in this regard. He summ
dismissed Paperback’s arguments that it had to copy Lotus 1-2-3 beédead
become a “standard” in the industry and that it was impossible to compe
fectively without copying the industry “standard.” Judge Keeton noted th:
_er publishers successfully offer spreadsheet that do not copy Lotus 1-2-

he recognized that a successful product like Lotus 1-2-3 should not lose
copyright protection merely because it is successful. As Judge Keeton s
.+ Copyright protection would be perverse if it only protected mundane inc
ments while leaving unprotected as part of the public domain those adv
ments that are more strikingly innovative.”

Software companies like Ashton-Tate, which invest significantly in rese:
and development to produce new products and have fiduciary obligatior
their stockholders and moral obligations to their employees to attemgtive

dream up a multitude of ways to in- t_he r_naximum_beneﬁ'g from their collective endeavors, will continuetasse
voke an action is irrelevant -- the bot- V€ in protecting their valuable corporate assets.

tleneck is on the other side of the As the industry matures, | believe the owners of proprietary riglssfiware
interface, in the user. will take innovative approaches to market and license those rights. Muc
the practice of cross-licensing patents in industries like elgcs. | believe w
specting the user are conflicting will see a trend toward cross-licensing of software proprietary rights am

goals. This is one of the reasons Wrysoftware companies. . . iy .
| oppose user interface copyrights. The software industry is highly dynamics and competitive. Ownership @

. tection of particular technology or rights will not be an assuranagturef suc
Jacob Gore <.Jacob@gorfe.com.> cess. If customer needs are not adequately met, established Veiidalisand
P.S. I'hope Bill Buxton will forgive | new innovators will rise to take their place. Meaningful legal ptiatedor soft:
me if | misquoted the number of lip | ware will provide the incentive for creative developers to produceetkiegen
muscles. eral of new and imaginative products.

LOTUS, PAPERBACK SOFTWARE SETTLE COPYRIGHT DISPUTE

(Oct. 17) Lotus Development Corp. has reached an out-of-court settlement with Papeftvaaie 3nternational anc
Stephenson Software Ltd. in a dispute over 1-2-3 spreadsheet copyrighbrglattcording to Business Wire, US L
trict Court Judge Robert E. Keeton has ruled that Paperback and ispme®st partner, Stephenson Software, viol:
Lotus’ 1-2-3 copyright by copying substantial elements of the software program’s usacmt&aperback has agre
to remove from the market its spreadsheets V-P Planner, \ARdPIBlus and V-P Planner 3D. In addition, the com}
must pay Lotus $500,000. Paperback also agreed not to appeal the court'sdgaad.tid drop its counterclaims aga
Lotus. Business Wire notes that Lotus filed suit against PaperbddWd@saic Software Inc. in January 1987. The de
dants were charged with deliberately copying, keystroke for keystroke, the spreadsheet mb@uBe ©he case wa:
tried in February and March 1990. “We filed suit more than three ggarbecause these companies had created :
petitive product by copying our work,” said Thomas Lemberg, Lotus’ vice president and general covmgeliéve
the protection of intellectual property is fundamental to the healtieaoftware industry,” Lemberg added. “We and
customers benefit from competition, but not from competition based onethh®t someone else’s work. Success in
industry is derived from creativity and innovation. The copyright laws protect softwatersrand innovators and e
courage them to deliver products with new benefits for customersriwkgle, Mosaic has conceded that its spread:
“The Twin” is copied from 1-2-3 and has agreed to be bound by Judge Keeton’s rulings in the Paperback cas
(News announcment from Compuserve Information Services)
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Judge Keeton presented four tests for
copyrightability of a user interface,
all of which must be satisfied for the
interface to be considered copyright
able. But one of them, “are there

many ways to do it differently,” can
never be satisfied, because the “user
in “user interface” refers to a humar
being, and there is always a very lim
ited number of habits a human can
form for a particular action. The fact
that the interface’s designer can

Copyrighting user interfaces and re:
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