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FOREWORD

I first met Steve Maguire in 1986, when we hired him to work on Macintosh
Excel. He impressed me then as a particularly conscientious and dedicated
programmer. At that time, I was the development manager for Microsoft
Multiplan, Word, and Chart. The company was growing rapidly, and so
were problems with both our products and our development process. Steve
was instrumental in solving some of those problems and with this book be-
comes the recorder of many good practices we developed in response to
those problems. But I'm getting ahead of myself.

I was hired by Bill Gates and Charles Simonyi in 1981 to work in
Microsoft's business applications group. Back then, that meant 7 program-
mers working on one business application—Microsoft Multiplan. Another
30 programmers were working on our language and operating systems
products. The rest of the 100 people in the company were in technical writ-
ing, sales, marketing, and administration. At that time, all 7 Multiplan pro-
grammers were crammed into one large room in an office building in
downtown Bellevue, Washington. We weren’t even in the same building
with the rest of the developers, who were working on MS-DOS and Basic.
They were two blocks away. But that wasn’t a big problem. We were a small
company with a vision of what we wanted to accomplish: a computer on
every desk running Microsoft software.

The system we used to develop Multiplan was pretty sophisticated for
PC development in those days. We wrote the core product in C—most pro-
grams then were written in assembly or Pascal. We did our editing and
compilation on a PDP-11 running Unix. The C code was compiled into
p-code and downloaded to the target machines. We had to build p-code
interpreters for each microprocessor in use at that time.

By the end of 1983, we had interpreters working for the 8080/Z80, the
6502, the Z8000, the 68000, the TI 99/a, and the 8086. And by that time, we
had application specialists working on each of our primary business appli-
cations—a spreadsheet, a word processor, a simple database record man-
ager, and a business graphics package. We had assembly language and
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environment specialists working on the interpreters. We also had a group
working on the compiler and development tools. Except for a small depen-
dence on the minuscule operating system services, the 30-member applica-
tion development team was self-contained, building its own development
tools, compilers, interpreters, and product code.

In 1981, our primary focus had been on shipping original equipment
manufacturer products. We would work with an OEM, customizing our
products to fit the OEM'’s machine and sales channels. Then we would ship
the OEM a disk and photo-ready copies of the manual. The OEM would do
all of the manufacturing of the product, the sales, and the support.

By 1982, we had started to switch to a retail emphasis. The OEM focus
had allowed us to travel light. We'd needed only a few marketing folks to
sell the products to the OEMs, a few developers to build the products, and a
few technical writers to write the manuals. Testing, project management,
product manufacturing, product shipping, product support, and sales had
been provided by the OEM. With the switch to a retail focus, we had to
develop all of these specialized product development and support func-
tions at Microsoft.

Early on, we developed products for IBM and Apple PCs. Our first
retail products were Multiplan for IBM-DOS and Multiplan for the Apple IL
But we still developed many OEM products. We worked on spreadsheet,
word processing, business graphics, and database products for Unix, Xenix,
the TI 99/a, the Tandy M100, the MSX (an 8-bit home computer in Japan),
non-IBM-compatible MS-DOS machines, the Commodore 64, the Atari, the
Apple 111, the Apple Lisa, the Apple Macintosh, 0S/2, Windows, and many
other specialized hardware environments. Some of these environments had
several variants themselves. Before the IBM-compatible became the domi-
nant machine, we’d had to tailor our applications for every MS-DOS ma-
chine that was built. We’d had a different product for the Tandy, the Wang,
the Paradyne, the Consumer Devices, the Eagle, the Victor, the Olivetti, the
DEC Rainbow, and many other MS-DOS machines. While dealing with this
system specialization, we were developing numerous specialized foreign
language versions of our business applications.

Our early products were only English language versions. Today we
build over 30 language products that we adapt, or more often tailor, to the
target language/culture, including Arabic, Australian, Bahas, Chinese,
Czechoslovakian, Danish, Dutch, English (UK), Finnish, French, French
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Canadian, German, Greek, Hebrew, Honguel (Korean), Italian, Japanese,
Norwegian, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish, Swedish, Turkish, US English,
and more.

By 1985, some of the complexity of product development had been
eliminated by the success of the IBM PC. The variety. of video standards
we’d had to support had been reduced to the primary IBM-compatible
modes (CGA and monochrome). But video support started to get out of
hand again around 1988. IBM had developed the EGA video extensions,
then they developed the VGA, and it was soon followed by the SVGA and
all of its variants.

Support for the other hardware peripherals also grew more complex.
We had to support over 200 variations of laser and dot matrix printers. For-
tunately, input devices didn’t get too varied. There was the IBM standard
keyboard and the extended keyboard. And most pointing devices followed
the Microsoft mouse standard.

Today a lot of the complexity and variations in the hardware have
simply gone away or have been incorporated into one complex but com-
plete interface. We have to build products for only two primary systems—
Windows and the Mac. But new levels and magnitudes of complexity have
emerged to replace the complexities of hardware support. Now developers
need to be conversant with message-based GUI programming and with
object-oriented design and programming. They need to support product
extensibility through Object Linking and Embedding (OLE) in Windows
and through Publish and Subscribe on the Mac. And they need to support
consistent access to features across product families and consistent methods
of programmability across product families.

In 1984, the increase in the complexity of our products and the high
standards involved in building retail products led us to start up a quality
assurance group. We called this group Testing in 1984, and we call this
group Testing today, although our testing group has grown from 5 testers
in 1984 to over 500 testers. Our testing group today is really an advanced
quality assurance group that looks out for our customer’s interests.

Before we’d had a testing group, the business applications developers
had relied on the OEM customer to test the product to find bugs. This ar-
rangement worked out well until we started to ship the retail product di-
rectly to end users, before we’d shipped it to any OEM customers. For an
interval, before the testing group was going strong, the developers had to
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test the retail products themselves. The developers who lived through that
experience learned that they had to be very careful not to introduce bugs as
they wrote and debugged the code. They found out the hard way how
costly it was to release a product that had bugs in it.

But as the testing group got bigger, the development groups got more
and more dependent on the testing group to find bugs. The development
groups soon adopted the attitude that the testing group was responsible for
finding all bugs. This led to such serious problems—slipped schedules,
buggy features, incomplete features, even canceled products—that some-
thing had to be done. Many developers felt no shame if bugs were found in
their code after the product had shipped. They’d ask indignantly, “Why
didn’t Testing find that bug before we shipped?” Testing should have re-
sponded, “Why did you put that bug in the product in the first place?”

Eventually, the developers began to realize that Testing can never find
all of the bugs in a piece of software. The bugs might be in the design, or in
the specifications, or in the analysis of the customer’s needs. And testers
can’t do complete code coverage or path coverage in their tests. Bugs might
be hidden in obscure and rarely tested code. Bugs can be temporarily
masked by the operations of other parts of the program—or by the testing
environment. These are the kinds of bugs that testers have a hard time find-
ing. Because of these factors, a testing group will usually find only 60 per-
cent of the bugs in a product.

The developers can bring more knowledge and tools to reviewing and
testing the code. When the developers set their minds and their tools to it,
they can find over 90 percent of the bugs in the code. If the developers give
the responsibility for finding the bugs to the testers, the users of the product
will find 40 percent of the bugs. If Development and Testing both work to
find the bugs, the users will end up finding less than 4 percent of the bugs.
And that 4 percent could be found by the users during the beta test of the
product.

In early 1989, many of the development managers and leads met to
discuss the problem. Out of that meeting came a realization and an attitude
change: Finding and fixing bugs was Development’s responsibility. Devel-
opment had been letting bugs slip past them. Now it became their responsi-
bility again to prevent bugs from being released to Testing and then on to
the customers. The development teams set off on the goal of having a
“nearly shippable product every day.” This means that when a feature is
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marked complete, any bugs found in it will have to be fixed before any new
work is attempted. Work in progress will be brought to a standstill if seri-
ous bugs are found in features marked complete.

We labeled this new attitude “zero defects.” The code would be built,
reviewed, and tested by Development and delivered to Testing with zero
defects. Fortunately, a few of the development groups had already been ex-
perimenting with many of the techniques for developing zero defect code.
We started to actively share those techniques among all the development
groups. Steve Maguire did a lot of troubleshooting from group to group in
those days, and he has set down many of our techniques for writing solid,
bug-free code in this book.

Microsoft improved and is always improving its product develop-
ment process along with its development tools. In 1981, there were the de-
velopers, the writers of the manuals, and small sales, marketing, and
administrative groups. Now we have product marketing, channel market-
ing, sales, support, testing, user education (technical writing and publish-
ing), program management, and many other specialists. With today’s
complex structure of special groups at Microsoft, we want to ensure that the
technigues for developing solid code aren’t lost, misunderstood, or forgot-
ten. Steve Maguire’s book should help both us and you keep those tech-
niques alive.

Today I'm the director of development and testing for Microsoft. Part
of my job is to inventory and disseminate best practices. I'm very grateful to
Steve for taking the time to write a book so enjoyable to read that will help
managers and programmers develop world-class code. Steve has captured
and described many of the techniques that are used at Microsoft to develop
solid, shippable code. It will become recommended reading for all
Microsoft programmers.

David M. Moore

Director of Development, Microsoft
Redmond, Washington

January 1993
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In 1986, after 10 years of consulting and working for small companies, 1
went to work for Microsoft specifically to get experience in writing Macin-
tosh applications. I joined Microsoft’s Excel team, the group responsible for
the company’s graphical spreadsheet application.

I’'m not sure what I was expecting the code to look like—glamorous or
elegant, [ suppose. What I found was plain, everyday code, nothing much
different from what I’d seen before. To be sure, the spreadsheet had a won-
derful user interface—it was much easier and more intuitive to use than any
of the character-based spreadsheets of the time. But what impressed me
even more was the implementation of an extensive debugging system built
into the product.

The system automatically alerted programmers and testers to bugs,
much the way warning lights in the cockpit of a Boeing 747 alert pilots to
failures—the debugging system was not so much testing the code as it was
monitoring it. None of the concepts in the debugging system were new, but I
was struck by the sheer extent to which they were employed, and by how
effective the system was in detecting bugs. It was an eye-opener. It didn't
take me long to discover that most of Microsoft’s projects had extensive in-
ternal debugging systems—and that there was a heightened awareness
among the programmers of bugs and their causes.

I worked on Macintosh Excel for two years before I left to help another
Microsoft group, whose code was turning up with a higher than usual num-
ber of bugs. [ found that during the two years in which | had been focused
on Excel, Microsoft had tripled in size and many of the programming con-
cepts that were well-known among the older groups had not spread to the
newer groups during the rapid growth. Instead of having a heightened
awareness of error-prone coding practices, the newer programmers had a
normal awareness—about what I'd seen among programmers in the years
before I joined Microsoft.
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About six months after I'd moved to the new group, | was talking to a
fellow programmer and mentioned that somebody should document the
concepts behind writing bug-free code so that the principles could spread to
the newer groups. The other programmer looked at me and said, “You
don’t seem to mind writing documents; why don’t you write down the de-
tails? In fact, why don’t you write a book and see if Microsoft Press will
publish it? After all, none of this information is proprietary; it simply makes
programmers more aware of bugs.”

I didn’t give that suggestion much thought then, mainly because I
didn’t have the time and I'd never written a book before—the closest I'd
come to authorship was cowriting a programming column for Hi-Res Maga-
zine in the early 1980s. Not quite the same thing.

But as you can see, the book did get written, and for a simple reason:
In 1989 Microsoft canceled an unannounced product because of a runaway
bug list. Now, runaway bug lists weren’t new—several of Microsoft’s com-
petitors had already canceled projects because of them. But this was the first
time that Microsoft had ever canceled a project for that reason. It was also
the latest in a string of buggy products, and management had finally said,
“Enough is enough” and taken a series of steps to get bug counts back down
to their previous levels. Still, nobody was given responsibility for putting
the details down on paper.

By this time the company was nine times larger than when I'd started,
and I didn’t see how the company’s coding could return to its previous low
bug levels without explicit, recorded guidelines, particularly when I consid-
ered the growing complexity of Windows and Macintosh applications.
That’s when I decided, finally, to write this book.

Microsoft Press agreed to publish it.

And here it is.

I hope you enjoy reading the book. I've tried to keep it informal and
entertaining.
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