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PC Software:  The First Decade – Systems Software Workshop 

Conducted by Software History Center—Oral History Project 

 
 
Participants: 

Name     Affiliation 
 

 John Brackett  Boston University, College of Engineering  
 Adam Green 
 John Landry   
 Richard Rabins 
 Larry Rosen 
 Doug Ross  EECS, MIT 
 Oscar Schachter   
 John Toole  Computer History Museum 
 Paul Ceruzzi  Smithsonian Institution, historian 
 Michael Mahoney  Princeton University, historian 
   
 
 

Note: Due to a technical error, part of the recording of this workshop was destroyed. 
Historian Michael Mahoney was asked to provide his notes from the meeting as a summary of the 
topics covered. Following his summary, we have included an edited transcript of the remaining 
portion of the recording. Because of the loss of the introductory material, we are unable to identify 
which participants made many of the comments. 

 

Abstract: The focus of the meeting was on PC systems programs. But, because of the 
audience mix, much of the time was spent in discussing performance considerations in producing 
viable applications. The view was that Lotus 1-2-3 set a performance standard and an IBM PC 
compatibility standard that producers of other applications had to match for them to be acceptable 
to corporate purchasers. 
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Meeting Summary [Notes from Historian Michael Mahoney] 

Larry Schoenberg asked people to introduce themselves. Adam Green started off talking about 
dBase II for which he wrote the fist book, ran training seminars and sold add-ons through his own 
mail order house. At some point, John Landry observed that dBase II was not, properly speaking, a 
database but a “programming language with a B-tree” and that it lacked the full power of a 
database. Adam responded that most users needed no more than what dBase II offered, noting 
that currently the majority of databases are written in Excel, not in Access which many people find 
too difficult to use. 

Richard Rabins talked about Alpha 3 and 4, which were DOS-based and usable without 
programming. He focused on the tradeoff between power and ease of use and on the difficulty of 
finding a fair balance. Power users, he observed, drive the product toward power and away from 
ease of use. Alpha tried to keep the user in mind. 

John Landry reviewed his career, starting in mainframe database systems and them moving to PC 
systems: CTO at McCormack and Dodge (General Ledger System), CTO at Cullinet and at Agility 
Systems, CTO at Lotus (acquired in 1995 by IBM, where he designed the e-business), VP 
Technical Strategy at IBM (participating in smaller companies, but largely in area of large-scale 
enterprise systems). He then described working with clients who were using VisiCalc as a 
budgeting tool and wanted to tie in with the mainframe system, but the products did not talk to one 
another. In 1983, he oversaw the design of a system involving a 3270 board with an API 
programmed in C which linked mainframe systems via the board to Lotus 1-2-3 running on the PC. 

Given their common experience, Green, Rabins and Landry kept the discussion largely focused on 
database systems. John Brackett then redirected the conversation, describing SoftTech’s entry into 
the PC systems business. SofTech had extensive experience in the design of high-level systems 
programming tools and compilers for mainframes in the defense and business sectors (they built 
the finance system for GM using Multics and PL/I). With the coming of microprocessors, they began 
to look around for suitable development tools and in 1978 decided that p-System Pascal developed 
by UC San Diego and available for licensing from the Regents of the University of California, was 
the best programming system in existence. So SofTech took out a license and adapted the system 
to their standards. From 1979 to 1981, Brackett claimed, SofTech was the biggest company 
interested in PC software.  Pfs-File was one of the products developed using the system. 

By 1985, the IBM MS/DOS standard obviated the need for a combination operating and 
programming system, and SofTech left the business. At this point it was observed that Mitch 
Kapor’s greatness lay in his willingness to bet his company that the IBM PC would become the 
standard and had Lotus 1-2-3 written in Intel 8086 assembler, making it lightning fast and the new 
standard for spreadsheets. 
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Doug Ross had little to add to what Brackett said, as far as PCs were concerned. He spoke instead 
about his background and about SofTech as a mainframe systems provider. 

Larry Rosen joined the group at some point and spoke about the “myth of compatibility.” In his 
company, “PC-compatible” came to mean “runs on a Compaq out of the box.” He also noted that 
the 3270 PC was the last attempt to “put the genie back in the bottle.” 

Spreadsheets and Data Base Systems 

[Speaker?]: You need different types of report writers for different types of reporting needs. 
Given that Lotus 1-2-3 isn’t a database, which we’ve just concluded, it doesn’t have an extract 
report writer. When most people talk about report writers, they’re thinking about extracting detail 
and summary data to print, and it wouldn’t fit on a Lotus 1-2-3 data base. 

I think that printing, graphics, and the ability to do layout and so on is handled pretty well, and 
people do it. It’s easy to do, but it’s really just print-to-screen, that’s all. 

[Speaker?]: There are some interesting implications for using it. One thing that always amazed 
me about spreadsheets is how when you got the corporate quarterly report, the individuals making 
this report—who were basically only reporting to you because you were higher up the corporate 
ladder—would rarely tell you about the assumptions they made to produce these spreadsheets. So 
it became like a report of a set of facts, but there were no damn facts in it. 

The point is that the spreadsheet is there for kind of a real-time user—for the person creating data, 
not for the person reporting data. We had a situation where people would say, “Look what our plan 
produces.” We didn’t produce anything—it was only a projection of what was being produced. 

[Speaker?]: That’s an excellent point, because one of the other critical aspects, if you think about 
databases, is not just getting the data off the database system, but database systems are also 
pretty good at data input and validation rules. Good databases set up rules to make sure that bad 
data doesn’t go in. And to get a report off the proper database—well, at least you know that the 
data had some integrity, whereas in a spreadsheet, anything can go in there from anybody, so if 
your data’s lousy, everything else is lousy. 

[Speaker?]: We’re talking about this early era when the primary storage medium was still a 
floppy disk, right? 

Adam Green: Yes, but this expanded in 1980 to 5 megabytes. Yes, this was early. The reason I 
got into the dBase market was that I was in a retail store and we wanted to sell 10-Mbyte Alto 
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computers for $10,000 or so. The problem was, if you bought an accounting system in those days, 
such as Peachtree’s, it would only handle 400 accounts, period. With dBase, you could have 
thousands of accounts. 

[Speaker?]: But how much could you realistically do with the disk capacity in those days? 

[Speaker?]: This was very much departmental: it was either small business or departmental 
computing; it wasn’t enterprise-wide. It fit the needs of the department needing to keep track of its 
billing or its inventory. 

Paul Ceruzzi: Luanne [Johnson] recently made a comment that was meaningful to me because it’s 
something I’m working on. She was dealing with this potential conflict with historians over who 
should write the history of systems software. What she said was essentially, “We’re in the business 
of creating the data input so you can write it,” which was very well said. And that’s essentially what 
we’re talking about here. The question is, were the people who were doing these spreadsheets, for 
example, attempting to interpret the data or were they attempting to gather the data? I think they 
were basically gathering the data. 

Mike Mahoney: The only thing I can add to that is this history’s been done: the PERT chart, which 
most of you know, was inaugurated for the Polaris missile system for the US Navy. And according 
to this history, the purpose of the PERT chart was to show your supervisor that you were on top of 
the problem, not to actually manage the problem. 

[Speaker?]: That’s absolutely true. I worked with a company that produced flow charts for tax 
tables—any kind of structured information—and it produced very impressive-looking flow charts. 
And it was bossware—it was software to show your boss! That was the only point of it. Nobody ever 
did anything with the flow charts, but they impressed the hell out of your boss. 

[Speaker?]: Spreadsheets were about predicting the future. It was about knowing when you 
were going to make money. 

[Speaker?]: Predicting is the key word. 

John Landry: We could get into the semantics, but planning becomes budgeting, and budgeting 
becomes the basis for what kind of money you’re going to get. So, as opposed to just random 
predictions, it actually had an impact. 

Ceruzzi: Could I pursue this a bit? What I’ve just been hearing is that in designing the 
product, what was important is that you people knew business, not necessarily that you knew a lot 
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about computing. That is, you understood what it was that the user—the customer—needed. The 
actual design of the software was a secondary consideration. 

Landry: I think the application is critically important. I think you’ve got to know the application 
area. Ideally for me, I was dreaming accounting. 

Richard Rabins: One reason why it happened differently—knowing the business as opposed to 
the underlying computing—in our market area was that in the mainframe market, people bought 
computers and then built databases on them. In the microcomputer market, you sold the solution. 
So you didn’t buy the computer unless it solved your problem—you had to have software that did 
what you were asking it to do. 

Context MBA and Lotus 1-2-3 

John Brackett: There was a product I’m sure you’re very familiar with: Context MBA written 
in the p-System. 

Green: A great product! PC Magazine ran a review in 1983 and did a comparative sort: 
Context MBA took 3.5 minutes; Lotus 1-2-3 took 48 seconds or maybe it was 15 seconds. And that 
was it: the game was over. 

Landry: At that point, by the time Lotus 1-2-3 came out, there were already power users. 
System software producers had to appeal to the power users, the early adopters. And performance 
was a way of differentiating between products. 

Brackett: The thing that most people miss is that at the time Lotus made a decision to bet all 
their marbles on the IBM PC—there was no sales data. The PC was known to a few of us; we had 
one of the early machines in a closet. Nobody knew how the IBM PC would do; there was no data. 
A lot of people thought, Gee, a big company like IBM compared to all these little upstarts like 
Apple? IBM was not going to be a winner, so do you bet on that? 

About 1985, at a conference, I was sitting with Mitch Kapor and Bill Gates and they were discussing 
that bet. Gates said in the beginning he wasn’t really sure IBM was going to sell as many machines 
as they could manufacture. But, gee, they wanted Microsoft’s Basic, and then what they really got 
was an operating system. 

I think Gates didn’t have the confidence that Kapor had about IBM’s being a winner, which was 
interesting, considering what made Bill Gates. But the interesting thing was that Gates made sure 
that he could sell the operating system to everybody in addition to IBM. So what he ended up with 
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was the clone market as a way to hedge his bets that IBM wasn’t going to sell lots of machines. The 
dynamics are interesting, particularly in that target report where in 1985 Lotus was the #1 company 
and Microsoft was in the #2 position. 

What the p-System basically became was a way to span the architecture of lots of diverse systems. 
The problem was, that that need disappeared by 1985. It was a solution for delivering applications 
on a diversity of architectures. 

Landry: But it’s come back with the Internet. 

Brackett: Yes! Portability came back with Java with applications over the Internet, with lots of 
different operating systems and with different machines. So these ideas were ahead of their time, 
mainly because the programs had to be interpreted. 

Landry: So what would you estimate the ratio was? 10:1? 100:1? How much slower was it 
because of that? 

Brackett: There were ways application developers could embed the machine that had an 
assembly code into p-System programs. There were ways to make sure that the libraries preloaded 
those and a lot of things you could do to speed it up. Context MBA had two products, and I talked to 
Dan Fylstra about VisiOn. You remember, VisiOn and Context MBA were bold, putting a graphic 
user interface and integrating applications on an Intel 8088 that was like a 2-MHz machine, with a 
PC XT with a hard disk that was just announced. They were well ahead of their time. Later, much of 
what killed Context MBA had nothing to do with the p-System. What it came down to was that they 
were trying to run something that today you need 256 Mbytes for, and 640K was too slow. Part of 
the problem was that Kapor made two technical decisions: Lotus 1-2-3 would run in a 256 K 
memory machine, with everything in memory; and it was going to be written in assembly language. 

So basically their design goal was to run on the IBM PC in 256K and they even programmed the 
graphics processor to run like a bat. Lotus 1-2-3 set the standard for applications from then on. If 
you brought out an application that was really slow, whether it was spreadsheet or word processor, 
people already knew Lotus 1-2-3. And if your word processor was slower than Lotus 1-2-3, forget it. 
If you go back to the early Microsoft Word, you’ll find that Gates threw out the first three versions of 
Word and wouldn’t ship them because he could edit documents faster in Lotus 1-2-3 than he could 
in Word. 

Lotus 1-2-3 set the standard for performance. The one thing in my opinion that killed the p-System 
was that it couldn’t compete with the speed of applications once users saw Lotus 1-2-3. 
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Green: If something runs faster, the assumption is the programmer is better. So speed did 
become equated with quality. One question I have for you is: Who did the deal with Apple? Did you 
approach Apple, or did they approach you? 

Brackett: I spoke with Apple before we got our license. 

Rabins: They said it was a very important aspect of the sales strategy of Apple. It showed 
that they understood the idea of differentiating themselves and creating a sort of mystique around 
the product because at the time they were the only ones that had Pascal. All the CP/M machines 
were using Basic—Microsoft or C Basic—and Pascal had the aura that Java or C has now: that it 
was a more professional language, which also appealed to the university crowd. 

Green: My cynical take on the whole thing was that it was a way to sell disk drives. You’d 
need maybe three disk drives. If you could sell three disk drives on a machine, that was pretty cool. 

Programming Languages 

[Speaker?]: So when did Turbo Pascal come out? 

Brackett: About 1984 or 1985. 

Doug Ross:  That had no p-code.  

[Speaker?]: The thing I found most interesting about the Turbo Pascal market was that it was a 
recreational programmer’s market—all the other products were aiming at systems or application 
programmers. Turbo Pascal aimed at the hobbyist who thought it was cool to learn a new language. 
I was one of those people. You didn’t have downloading in those days, but I worked in a computer 
store and then I had a mail order company so I could get all the languages I’d want. 

Forth came out about the same time. No reason to use it, but it was really cool! Because I was in 
the language market, I was interested in it, and in Turbo Pascal. I looked at all the packages sold 
with Turbo Pascal. The company went through a progression where they originally sold just the 
compiler, and then they sold the compiler with source code for sample applications—a chess 
program, for example. 

But then they went through a very interesting transition where they sold the compiler, source code, 
and precompiled versions of the applications. You might wonder, why would you need precompiled 
versions (if you bought a compiler, one would assume you knew how to run the compiler)? Well, 
they knew their customers, and they figured out that a lot of those people thought it was cool to be 
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able to own a compiler so they could tell their friends, “Hey, I’m programming in Pascal.” But they 
couldn’t actually run a compiler, which was the reason for the precompiled code. It’s very strange, 
but it said a lot about the customers. So it was purely recreational. 

Larry Schoenberg: Gentlemen, what would you say today? Other than having once made the 
decision to be in a high-level business, was there anything that could have been done differently? 

Brackett: Hindsight is 20/20. The people who made big money in the late 1980s were selling 
applications—not systems software, not compilers. So clearly, from my viewpoint, the people who 
got in very early were people who built tools and operating systems, on top of which applications 
could be built: Microsoft built Basic; we had UCSD Pascal. We were the ones to create a certain 
class of languages. 

But as the eighties went on, the dynamics changed. Microsoft starting getting more and more of its 
revenue from things like Multiplan, the spreadsheet that had to compete with Lotus 1-2-3, since. 
Multiplan was a non-Windows version. And in Microsoft Word, they basically brought out a version 
of PowerPoint that was almost unusable. Microsoft shifted more and more of its revenue stream 
into applications. If you look at Microsoft today, operating systems and tools are like 25% of its 
revenue, and 75% is from things like Microsoft Office and Photo, Media Player – a lot of these 
things that aren’t tools for building applications. 

[Speaker?]: But the piece that Microsoft had—and I can assure you that I went through this—
was that first of all, they placated their developer community wonderfully. Their relationship with 
developers is terrific, and therefore people readily standardized on Microsoft as their development 
platform. The second thing that happens is, given that you’re controlling the operating system, 
you’re controlling the new features going into the operating system… 

[Speaker?]: You could break everyone else’s apps. 

Landry: That’s right. And those applications that are new are going to take advantage of 
every new feature in that operating system prior to the time that it’s ever released to other 
companies. So for the most part, applications wasn’t a place to run either, because for the most part 
they came out right after Microsoft’s applications and that’s why Microsoft dominates with Office 
today. There’s nobody else there. Adobe lives on the outskirts, if you will, and nobody can compete 
with Microsoft now. 

Oscar Schachter: We had the same issue with IBM in the mainframe area in systems software, 
not so much in the applications because IBM wasn’t interested in them. But in systems software, 
because IBM was developing the operating systems, they were able to feed their system software 
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developers all the information that the outside world wouldn’t see until the product was released. 
And that was a major problem for the mainframe software systems. 

Ceruzzi: I’m curious about SofTech. Did you ever build compilers for mainframes or 
microcomputers? 

Ross: Yes, we did the first time. We did a compiler, for example; we did it for Collins 
Radio—their avionics software. All the Lockheed 1011’s software was done with compilers that we 
made. 

Schachter: I was with a company that was a competitor of SofTech in Advanced Computer 
Techniques, ACT. We did a lot of software for the F-16 and General Dynamics and Northrop. 

[Speaker?]: So, where is SofTech now, Doug? What’s going on? 

Ross: SofTech went through various painful cycles, because I’m entrepreneurial but not a 
businessman. At various stages, one thing or another would sort of blindside us and be costly. We 
never had any venture capital at all, either, so we didn’t have anything to fall back on. At one point 
we were doing the automation of the University of Massachusetts’ campus; we were supplying all 
the supercomputer software to companies like Thinking Machines and others. 

We were the main supplier for that whole line. But again, we couldn’t keep it up because we didn’t 
have the ability to change it over from a manufacturing product line to a software product business. 
That’s what I was trying to do at the last minute before we had to shut that down. At one point, we 
had 750 people in different places around the world, so it wasn’t easy. We did all sorts of things with 
testing equipment and all that, through acquisitions. But with market conditions being so rough, the 
chief technology officer and the chief accountant said, “Why don’t we try to turn this thing around?” 
So that’s what they’ve been doing for the past six or eight years. They’re pretty good at being major 
partners with major companies, making it happen in one place, because they are still carrying on at 
least that bit of what SofTech used to do. It keeps customers happy. I don’t have a single share; 
haven’t for a long time! 

Embedded Systems 

[Speaker?]: Has anyone identified a market for writing software for embedded systems? Most of 
the microprocessors in the world are embedded, and they need professional-quality software 
precisely because they are embedded. Did anyone ever identify that as a market for systems 
development? 
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Brackett: In 1978 we started looking at these small chips, because some of our customers 
were interested in things like the 8086 and embedded systems. Why that market—in terms of 
compilers, development tools—diverted almost totally from the personal computer software industry 
I think happened for two reasons. One is that it was perceived that quality levels in the 1980s in the 
“PC market” were nowhere near what those companies needed. 

There were people who used cross compilers from ADA, from Jovial, from C++, but they were 
almost totally a different set of development companies. Now, SofTech—the parent company—was 
in that business, but the people perceived to be in the PC software industry were generally not in it 
because the Rockwells of the world didn’t recognize any software that came from a PC software 
company as being something you would want to use to build avionic systems. 

[Speaker?]: So that’s a different sector? 

Brackett: That’s a different sector, basically from the personal computer. 

[Speaker?]: Yes, in a sense the military business required embedded systems, and you basically 
did development on a mainframe and then embedded the code into the chip. 

[Speaker?]: That brings up a company that’s also not represented: Digital Research. Its founder 
started out writing code that was cross-compiled for the Intel chip and then for CP/M, not as a 
hobby, but mainly because he thought it would just make his job a little easier. He didn’t really need 
it because he was doing everything on a mainframe and then cross-compiling. They literally moved 
down to smaller and smaller systems to do the cross-compiling until eventually they merged—in 
effect, you could actually compile code on the same chip that you were going to run it on. 

[Speaker?]: UNIX was developed at Bell Labs at least in part there because of using it for 
innovations to be used for telephones. That’s a really good example. 

[Speaker?]: AT&T was working on what was to be an intelligent terminal. They had a machine 
called the Mac Tutor in which you wrote code on the mainframe and then downloaded it and burned 
a ROM. Then you put the ROM in the terminal. I had to have one of those systems in 1976! And 
they used UNIX for writing code for the Western Electric chip that was embedded in those systems. 

Ross: You’re now using that kind of process for making classroom environments for 
college-level training. They design systems and get two- or three-day turnarounds from somebody 
to give them a device they could use in the laboratory. 
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[Speaker?]: Were any of these microproducts compiled and written on the mainframe? I would 
have thought some of them would have been. Certainly I knew other people were doing that. 

Brackett: The answer is yes. The most innovative technology, which isn’t represented at all 
here—let’s say from 1982 to maybe the late eighties, was in the “incompatible” software business. 
Many of those people used mainframes to generate software because they wanted to sell to all the 
people that had machines which were incompatible. The biggest company at the time was a 
company called Infocom. Infocom used big PDP-10 time-sharing systems to generate interpretive 
code that was customized for computer games. 

[Speaker?]: Like the Zork Implementation Language. 

Brackett: Yes, right! It was innovative technology to produce programs in the PC arena that 
spanned multicomputer architectures in the entertainment business, not in what I’d call the normal 
PC software business. 

[Speaker?]: Actually, one example of why that may have been a bad path is that’s the path that 
Software Arts went down. They built a virtual machine; they built an implementation language, and 
that’s where they sank a lot of their money. Rather than building new versions of VisiCalc that 
would run under assembly language, they decided to go upstream and build an implementation 
system. Whereas Lotus decided just to stay on the IBM machine. If you compare the two, it’s a very 
good object lesson that you’re better off staying on the machine and being fast. 

Brackett: Another thing about the entertainment software business: the key reason that they 
did that was the diversity of home machines in 1985 or 1986. Then better graphics chips came 
along. So Infocom kind of went away when graphics games came into being because this 
technology was not adaptable to the high-performance graphics chips. 

[Speaker?]: Zork was primarily a text oriented system. 

Brackett: In those early days they didn’t have any decent graphics. One of the things we can 
take away from a historical point of view is that many of the ideas that were really good in the very 
early days took advantage of architectural diversity and low performance, and the low amount of 
information that could be put on a floppy disk. Once hardware changed, the companies that went 
with the tide and took advantage of high-performance graphics turned out to be the winners. 

[Speaker?]: In addition, at the end of the day, the consumer business exploded, and 
consumers—whether you’re talking about software technology, automobiles, or washing 
machines—are very demanding, no matter what. So these products that had a lot of limitations—
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the market for them never would have grown. For the market to have grown you needed high-
quality and performance. The computer industry stayed small until the software companies got their 
act together, and performance was a critical issue. 

Software Compatibility with IBM’s PCs 

Brackett: You have to give Mitch Kapor credit for one thing: he basically believed that 16-bit 
micros with larger address spaces were going to dominate the future. And if you think of poker 
games on TV now—basically, Kapor got a million dollars from selling VisiTrend and VisiPlot to 
VisiCorp. He decided to support the IBM PC before they’d sold more than a few hundred machines. 

[Speaker?]: But is that such a hard decision? Think about the microcomputer world in 1981. 
Corporate America was ignoring it because it was from Apple. IBM said they’re coming out with the 
PC—August 1981. The hype around that machine, even then, was huge because finally Corporate 
America said, “We can take this machine seriously.” So, was it a foregone conclusion to be a 
success? Of course not. But was it a damn good bet? Yeah. 

[Speaker?]: And it was Ben Rosen’s bet; it wasn’t Kapor’s bet. Rosen had the majority of the 
money in. 

Brackett: But, for his percentage, Kapor put up a lot more of his money than Rosen put in. 

[Speaker?]: Yes, but Rosen was the one who was calling a lot of the shots, and he doesn’t get 
the credit that he deserves. The thing to understand about Rosen is that he was the first person to 
write about VisiCalc. Before VisiCalc came out in the spring of 1979, Rosen said it was going to be 
the tail that wagged the PC dog. He saw it. And what Rosen saw was that Apple didn’t sell Apples; 
VisiCalc sold Apples to corporations. So what Rosen understood was that he didn’t have to worry 
about IBM selling PCs; he understood that if he had a VisiCalc that really took advantage of the PC, 
then that would sell PCs into corporations—which it did. So he bet on being able to create a new 
VisiCalc that would reproduce that same strategy. 

[Speaker?]: There’s another point that no one has ever seemed to acknowledge—that Rosen 
also was a major investor in Compaq. I was a beta tester of Lotus 1-2-3, and I went into Mitch’s 
office at one point, and what he had was a motherboard of a Compaq. Not the case; the case was 
the whole deal—the big trade secret—but they had a motherboard: a mocked-up prototype of a 
Compaq. And what they did was that they made sure that [Jonathan] Sachs and his team wrote 
Lotus 1-2-3 to run unchanged, out of the box, on the Compaq and on the IBM  PC. What Sachs and 
Kapor did was they constructed the myth of PC compatibility, because the way they tested a PC for 
compatibility was: would it run Lotus 1-2-3 out of the box. Compaq ran Lotus 1-2-3 out of the box, 
so if you really look at where Rosen made his money and made his bet, it was on Compaq. And 



 

 
CHM Ref:    X4409.2008                     © 2004 Computer History Museum             Page 15 of 15 
 

Lotus 1-2-3 was a way of pushing compatibility. Every software company thereafter—if the product 
didn’t run on the Compaq out of the box, it was that company’s—not Compaq’s—fault! So every 
software company followed that myth of PC compatibility, and then finally the other manufacturers 
got big enough to say, "You better make sure you run us out of the box as well!" No one was ever 
PC compatible. It wasn’t fraud, but it was a conspiracy. 

[Speaker?]: Before I forget: in the bet, there was a risk that IBM could have done to Lotus what 
Ashton-Tate was doing. Essentially: “We built the PC; now we don’t like it anymore; we’re going to 
take it back and go with a 3270.” In fact, I have a different memory of this. The 3270 was IBM’s 
attempt to stuff the genie back into the bottle that they had let it out of. 

[Speaker?]: It was too late; Compaq was already there. 

[Speaker?]: But IBM was so arrogant that they didn’t realize they’d lost control. 

[End of Session Recording] 

 


