The World’s First Electronic Spreadsheet

LANPAR/OQUTCOM

AN INTRODUCTION

LANPAR .0

“LANPAR"” — LANguage for Programming Arrays at Random is the
world’s first electronic spreadsheet.

Co-invented and developed by Rene Pardo and Remy Landau this
software was created in 1969 and it’s use sold to the Plant Budgeting
Divisions of Bell Canada, AT&T and the 18 Operating Telephone
Companies across the U.S. and Long Lines- in addition to General
Motors in Warren Michigan.

It was invented at the time because Bell Canada and AT&T had the
problem that in changing the 2000 cells in their budgeting forms, the
lead time for the MIS groups to re-write the software in Fortran was 6
months to 2 years.

Pardo and Landau felt strongly that programming should be in the
hands of the users rather than the MIS group.

Using LANPAR, Mr. Art Smith at Bell Canada was able to program the
calculations of the entire application by himself over a weekend.



/
)

\

|
1
l
\
/
\

¢ \
¢ e
i £
¥ i .
L WAL :
Vs AVEIN -
¢ Y& AR Y s
1B -
! H w
UK . lsi3'3 S
v @ %3 -
@ .| 2,1 g
g‘i | I3 -
UAE SHH \ 3
;93 MEXHE =
' i)
i :
1o T
) | -
7|4 u-.c.‘-d-l .!44 é
I RS Y 2 E
A HECRIE T o
'S =
d als | 3|3 E
yif 3HH g\
&4, l
g i
i i34
&

i
3
-
£
T
L ]
2
]

In 1969, LANPAR already foresaw and included the features which are
the cornerstone of the modern spreadsheet — namely Forward
Referencing & Natural Order Recalculation.

LANPAR operated on the General Electric 400 On-Line Time Sharing
Series on several computers in North America.
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Some 10 years later on personal computers, the subsequent popular
spreadsheets Visicalc, TKSolver, and Supercalc did not allow for
forward referencing or natural order recalc. The user had to click on
the "manual recalc” function key to refresh the screen sufficient times
until the cell values no longer changed indicating that there were no
more forward references of cells.

LANPAR features also included sophisticated mathematical function
capability within cells as well as True/False decision making
calculations affecting the calculations to be performed in cells.

Pardo & Landau were among the first to obtain a software patent,
following a decade of appeals in the U.S. courts.
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o Whiteside's arrival, many of Lanpar's
divisions tended to blur into one another.
Today, he asserts, Lunpar's tighter man-

agement is superior to that of Digital.
“We've got less overhead und our people
define their businesses a litile better.”

Omeof Lanpar's major challenges now
is the development of exports — particu-
larly in the US. market. Two products
they are counting on are the shielded
eable connectors, which meet new ULS.
fedarnl wmmumcnbam eommission
standard
the VISION line of video d.wpl.ls termi-
nals. Both products are manufactured
by Lanpar's subsidiary, Northern Tech-
nologies Ine, in a low-slung, 20,000
square foot facility across the street
from Lanpar's head office in Markham,
Ontario. The production line, with oaly
about 30 people, is touted by manage-
ment s one of the most automated of its
sealein North America.

Lanpar's manufacturing facility,
which represents close to a 31 million
investmant, eurrently
SI0Ns ench month, still well below its
maximum capacity of 1000 units. The
VISION was introduced in March 1962,

aflter four years of research into termi-

side, “is a company that provides a
serviee for life. W'ben you bay from us

fech-
you € cr;ut belwhdllwr[urthc
j- | Eife of )rud.ud_Wem.etnﬂmkd
‘ﬂlllru' ice
our ﬂmwewmwbc

corporate
was styled by Bertone, the Italian d:-
sigmer of the Ferrari and Maserati.
Whiteside regardaLanpar'smid-1970s
move into hardware distribotion and

Hohk

Hewever,
and | emulate Lanpar's diversification —

without suecess. “As many as siz or
seven companies have tried to fellew the
Lanpar model,” says Whiteside, “but.
they haven't done well. In fact, some
people who left Lanpar to be independ-
ent distributors & mpl-eef years ago
have tried and then failed.”

He feels that Lanpar's -hllu' ("] I'F

arcand forever — even if the products

change.”
Industry observers applaud that kind
of remark, but they are not as receptive

i- | to Lanpar's determination to be more

than :nsl a distribution and service

O Parvagh ovnership of s distribution
pipeline Lhey negotiate some very favor-

;He dn]s. And tlw-y e lw m]na-ahl.e

of ot
says Graeme I(u'!.l.md. prmdem.
corporate finance at Bell Goulnlock Ltd.,
and editor of The Third Wave, a monthly
Mrwlugh Mmckl"&nlm
od to their

main among the top
dlrml,ydml.omtumnvffmm
company nw]unlmﬁrl-ﬂtulm

C: I stadl of

nde The VISION is wtill just marh.cud
in Canada. And however good the
et is, i Iluthlls.uﬂdl.hul.l

400 V1. | 100 techmicians who will service amy

product sold by Lanpar as far back as
1975 — including (sborne compaters.
“What we are,” pronounces White-

In August 19682, after a

logal butthe, Rend Pardo and Remy Lan-
divis ovireame & major hurdle in nblnln
ing m patent for thelr software product,
Lanpar — Language for Programming,
Huised ot Random — which was also the
name-of the company they co-founded in
1970, Their original application for
patent had been rejected by the US.
Patent and Trademark Office, but after
seven judges in the Customs Court of
Appeals unanimously muﬂd'l.hedad-

Mllwqgh mnl.hemlunl hn-uh.n
involved in their claim Lo s patent — and
the courts have rubsd that the patent-
ubility of 8 mathematical formals is not
possible — Pardo and Landsu were
trying to patent the process which used
the formula. On that basis, the court
ruled their claim was directed to what is
called statutory subject matter und
therefore patentable.

Ome of Lanpar's features was an inne-

S 4 i

ahon, Lanpar was on its way to
the first Canadian software product o
et & patent in the 1S, The patent was
finally granted last Augusi. ]
Ironically, however, their Canadian
patent for Lanpar is less secure. Pardo
and Landau were granted the patent in
1873, but its validity has been in doubt
ainos 1981 when o &ndlﬂ! court deci-
gion (the case of 5 Canada

ingz, which enables a user to program

Thaven't heard about thoes,

Kirkland says |lll'hl._l!mplau|m
for a distributor to beamch into manu-
facturing. Hut once s company does that
it Minds itself in direet eompetition with
some of it former soppliers which
brings it back to the the test of penetrat.
ing the U5, market, thetoughest of all.
The competitivensss of the ex
markets is something thet also worries
analyst Cheryl Meshitt, at Meclood
Young Weir, in Torombe. Ia faci, ahe foils
that Lanpar's entry bste manufacturing
may have been 100 late. “The whole life
eycle of personal sempoters, for in-
stance, is being compeessed into 8 very
shart time,” she s “T's surprising

Lanpar managesest, st surprising-
Iy, dows not share Bay Breet's uncer-
tainty about its futers bn manufactur-
ing. Granted, there swe risks in under-
iaking any new vemtmss, but they em-
phasize the overall emmmmratiam of com-

instructions that are out of sequence. | pany

Although Pardo and Landsn’s sourt vie-

tory and subsequent patent is not as | asserts

pﬂudm'l-nelﬂ.wnmrlnri.s.rw-p
on software patents, it is recognized as

part of a trend in U5, patent law. It also
gives them clout to go after US-based
believe offer the same

Lid. v. Commissioner of Patents) ruled
that comiputer software is nol patent-
able. That ruling was influenced by U.5.

yuars that followed, software patents
begnn to be received with mere favor in
the U.S, Two Supreme Coart rulings (the
eases of Diamond v. Diehr and Damond
v, Bradley) maintained that & type of

kind of forward referencing and, bence,
have been in{ringing on their patent.

“We're bol necessarily going Lo Slop
people from doing what they've been
doing,” says Pardo. “We nsmphm
wtppmth on licensing the patent
ona

In memmun'n.m:.mmeda
sigrificant change in attd AMODG
software developers and users. “Three

any qualms. Now, people are saying
‘Don't copy. wauldmmmnbh.
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Lanpar Technologies licenced Apple Computer within 90 days of the
patent’s issuance in 1983. Pardo & Landau pursued Lotus in 1989
through 1996 for retroactive infringement and potential treble
damages in the order of $300 - $500 million.

They lost their case, heavily influenced by Lotus’ attorneys hiring as
their expert witness the patent lawyer Gale Rhodes who Pardo &
Landau had fired in 1971 as they pursued the case on their own for the
next 10 years. The judge believed the testimony of Mr. Rhodes who
testified against his former client, rather than that of Pardo & Landau.
There was no prior art established as the invention was over 10 years
preceding popular spreadsheets on personal computers; there was
established patent validity by the CCPA (Predecessor Court of the
Federal Circuit — Custom Court of Patent Appeals), and proof of



infringement. Pardo, Landau and their litigation attorneys were not
aware at the time of the lawsuit against Lotus of other criticisms by the
Law Society against Gale Rhodes. Mr. Pardo’s conclusion regarding
patents and the legal system is that “You can be right and lose — and
wrong and win. Perception is reality.”



